
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
ROTORUA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT  
APPLICATIONS FOR RESOURCE CONSENTS 
AND ASSESSMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
EFFECTS  
 
SUPPORT DOCUMENT NO. 8 
 



Support Document No. 8 

This Document includes a compilation of the following documents chronologically listed that 
are part of the consultation activities.  It is to be read in conjunction with Section 10 of the 
Assessment of Environment Effects: Consultation: 

1. Rotorua Lakes Council – Community Consultation Hui: Rotorua Wastewater Treatment 
Review – 8 November 2014 

2. Rotorua Lakes Council – Community Consultation Hui: Rotorua Wastewater Treatment 
Review – 22 November 2014 

3. Rotorua District Council – Out of the forest by 2019 – Where to from here? – 1 May 
2015 

4. Rotorua Lakes Council Community Consultation Hui: Te Papairouru Marae – 7 May 
2016 

5. Rotorua Lakes Council – Community Consultation Hui: Sir Howard Morrison Centre for 
Performing Arts - 11 May 2016 

6. Rotorua Lakes Council – Finding a Solution for the Future – May 2016 

7. Rotorua Lakes Council – Community Consultation Hui: Whakaue Marae, Maketu – 28 
May 2016 

8. FAQs – Rotorua Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade – Let’s talk – Kōrero mai  

9. Rotorua Lakes Council – Long-term Plan 2015-2025 

10. Rotorua Lakes Council – Long-Term Plan Consultation Document 2015-2025  

11. Toi Te Ora Public Health – Communications Excerpts with Rotorua Lakes Council on 
Public Health Risk Assessment 
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Venue: Whakaue Marae, Maketu 
Chair: Warren Webber 
Attendees: Warren Webber , Chair, Project Steering Committee  

Cr Dave Donaldson, Rotorua District Council 
Geoff Rice, Member,Project Steering Committee 
 
In Attendance: 
Mauriora Kingi, Rotorua District Council 
Greg Manzano, Rotorua District Council 
Isabel Brell, Rotorua District Council 
 
(Others as listed on Attachment 1) 
 

 
 
1. Opening 

  
Geoff Rice opened the meeting with a karakia. Warren Webber began by providing background information on 
the project. In October 2013, the Rotorua Lakes Water Quality Society approached the Rotorua District Council 
to scope the possibility of having a workshop to discuss the issues of dealing with wastewater from the Rotorua 
catchment. The Society ran a workshop – the first community gathering to talk about what the problems were and 
possible solutions. At the meeting, it was decided to establish a project steering group to continue the collaborative 
community dialogue. 
. 
Mr Webber said that he was very conscious that for many people attending the meeting today, this would be the 
first time that they would have been made aware of the issues in the Whakarewarewa Forest. He said that a 
structured process had been followed – the Project Steering Committee (PSC) ran a workshop at Hurunga Te 
Rangi marae (13th May 2014) and had discussions with Te Maru O Te Kaituna (10th Sept 2014). Today’s 
consultation hui is the first public meeting, aimed at providing background information of the project - Stage 2 of 
the Public Consultation process. Stage 1 involved the community and the Project Steering Committee working 
together to investigate options/solutions. Mr Webber said there are now options that the Committee has decided 
to consider more closely, and these will be presented and discussed today.  
 
Also working in parallel with the PSC is the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) and their role is to guide the 
committee through the technical issues of the project. Mr Webber acknowledged TAG members’ present at the 
hui - Dr Kepa Morgan, University of Auckland and Greg Manzano, RDC.  
 
A Cultural Impact Assessment subcommittee has also been established, Mr Webber explained. Their role is to 
deal with any issues of cultural significance to help guide the committee. 
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 A Powerpoint presentation was given( hardcopies were also provided ) 
• Warren Webber gave an overview of the presentation – booklet attached (Attachment 2)  
 

2. Comments and questions from attendees: 
 

Q – What options are Mott Macdonald looking at.  
A – Options 1,2,3 – these are the preferred options that the TAG have recommended. Options 4 and 5 are 
still open for consideration – subject to technical and cultural reports. 
Q – What needs to happen to have option 5 re-activated. 
A – The availability of land is the limiting factor. 
Q – Has the Cultural Impact Assessment subcommittee considered the effect on the Maketu community. 
A –Geoff Rice provided an update from the subcommittee – the assessment is in it’s early stages – it is 
crucial that all hapu and iwi are involved in creating a cultural assessment plan that is going to work for 
everyone. Warren Webber gave an assurance that all iwi that in the Rotorua, Rotoiti, and Kaituna 
catchments – which includes Maketu - will have the opportunity of significant influence. 
Q – What are the funding commitments for options 4 and 5. 
A – Greg Manzano – For research on options 4 and 5, RDC will be directed by the TAG and the Project 
Steering Committee. The research and consultation budget for this year is $500,000. Next year’s budget 
will need to go through RDC’s annual plan process. 
Q – Michael Quintern – proposed the concept of a cropping system (over sub-surface irrigated land) to 
remove nutrients – requires land – these plants will take up nitrogen and phosphorous. There is a plant in 
operation in Taupo. 
A – Warren Webber – said this was a technical discussion and he would facilitate a presentation from 
Michael Quintern to the TAG. The TAG are aware of this technology – the subsurface irrigation 
technology.  The RPSC and some TAG members have visited the Maketu WWTP where sub-surface 
irrigation is utilised. Similar technology with a cut & carry forage cropping overlay is currently under 
consideration for the East Rotoiti – Rotoehu – Rotoma wastewater treatment review 
Q – Concern that Maketu is being overlooked in this process. 
A – This is the first meeting in the public consultation round – and the importance of consulting with 
Maketu residents is well-recognised. Deputy Mayor Dave Donaldson - this project is about the alternatives 
to the discharge from the Rotorua urban wastewater discharge. The wider issues – such as impacts on 
the Maketu estuary are the primary responsibility of the BOP Regional Council. Only 5% of the N load to 
Lake Rotorua derives from the Rotorua WWTP. The Whakarewarewa Forest is now saturated with 
nitrogen and is costing over $1,000,000.00 pa to operate a system – land treatment irrigation  - that is not 
as functional as it once was. The iwi have had the forest returned and the licence is held by Kaingaroa 
Forest Timberland – RDC cannot change the forest crop to an alternative option. Also it is culturally 
offensive to iwi to discharge the treated wastewater on to their land. Option 5 – cost approximately $65 
million – need to find 3 to 4 hundred hectares of land to use for a land treatment system. The cost of 
piping treated waste water out of the Rotorua caldera - past Okere Falls -  would be about $12 million. 
The sewage input to the treatment plant has been steadily increasing due to the reticulation of areas that 
once operated on septic tanks – Awahou, Otaramarae, Hamurana. The leachate from the sealed Rotorua 
landfill is also being piped back to the plant and treated. 
Q – 167 farms discharge to the Kaituna via the Okere gates.  TCC also want a consent to discharge the 
Papamoa stormwater to the Kaituna – all have an impact on Maketu.  
A – The benchmark that has been set by iwi and the steering committee is that the wastewater discharged 
from the treatment plant has had the mauri restored – that the discharge water must be capable of 
sustaining life..  
Q – What guidelines have been used to establish the standards in the goal statements. 
A - The guiding principle from the first workshop was to restore the mauri of the water – to make the water 
coming out of the plant life sustaining. The National Policy on Freshwater, a statutory obligation requiring 
compliance, contributed to forming the standard for improving water quality. This consultative process will 
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be conducted in a transparent, open and inclusive manner. All the issues relating to pastoral farming 
inputs, into the water systems – Lake Rotorua and the Kaituna – are the responsibility of the BOPRC. 
There are two Regional Councillors on the project steering committee. The focus of this committee is on 
the outputs of the Rotorua urban wastewater plant. The committee is tasked to to find the technical and 
logistical solutions to ensure that more treated wastewater is not discharged to the river. 
Q – Raewyn Bennett - can the Cultural Impact Assessment subcommittee come to Maketu and use the 
mauri model to assess the affects – in a workshop situation? Will the RPSC Chair specifically request that 
the Mauri model be utilised to guide the RPSC decision-making process. 
A – Warren Webber declined to carry that request as a direction from this hui, and explained that 
decisions on cultural assessment tools and process were the domain of the Cultural Assessment 
Subcommittee (CAS). He further explained that the CAS had already considered various assessment 
tools and that the Mauri model was on the table as a possible option in that process. 
Other comments noted as follows 
- Geoff Rice suggested that Michael Quintern be involved in discussions going forward – Warren Webber 
to facilitate this. 
Warren Webber commented further that this process is about discovering what the impact is and finding 
technical solutions to reduce the impact on the Maketu and Rotorua catchments.  
Dave Donaldson said that the BOPRC are responsible for issuing consents for wastewater treatment 
plants. The Regional Council is also responsible for implementing the land use change which will impact 
on pastoral farming – to 270 tonnes of nutrients from pastoral farming entering Lake Rotorua. BOPRC 
have allowed $40 million for this process and a Board has been formed to decide on initiatives which can 
be funded – which will assist in reducing nutrients to Lake Rotorua, Lake Rotoiti and the Kaituna. 
Dr Kepa Morgan commented – any actions or interventions that happen in Rotorua and the upper Kaituna 
should not be reducing the mauri  of the Kaituna and the Maketu estuary. Dry stock and dairy farming are 
the greatest contributors of nitrogen and phosphorous. Negotiations should be undertaken with farmers – 
they have the land to provide the solution. If there were land use constraints and the farmers were 
required to adhere to, the land would not be worth as much therefore making the purchase of land for 
RDC affordable. Land based treatment options should still be considered and Options 4 and 5 should be 
given the same focus of investigation as Options 1, 2 and 3. 
Q –Kerry Bird - What was the decision of the Waitangi Tribunal – 1984 - when RDC (then County Council) 
wanted to discharge treated effluent into the head waters of the Kaituna. 
A – Dr Morgan – Ngati Pikiao went to the Tribunal – and the decision was that the Council were not 
allowed to discharge direct to the Kaituna. Therefore there is a precedent that exists in terms of a tribunal 
decision.  
 

Conclusion 
 
Warren Webber thanked everyone for their contribution and invited the attendees to continue their engagement and 
that there was a clear message that the Maketu community wanted to be involved and included throughout the 
process. 
Mr Webber summarised the discussion by saying that the feedback from the hui recommended that : 

1. Options 4 and 5 are looked at more closely – specifically the option of a new land treatment system in 
some format –  

2. The cultural assessment subcommittee should engage with the Maketu community. The RPSC Chair will 
facilitate liaison with the RPSC and CAS via the hui nominated person Ms Maria Horne 

3. The RPSC Chair will facilitate a presentation to the TAG by Michael Quintern and discussions re a land 
treatment system 

 
Mauriora closed the meeting with a karakia. 

 
Meeting closed at 12.20pm 
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Venue: Te Ao Marama Hall, Ohinemutu 
Chair: Warren Webber 
Attendees: Warren Webber , Chair, Project Steering Committee  

Cr Dave Donaldson, Rotorua District Council 
Cr Trevor Maxwell, Rotorua District Council 
Geoff Rice, Member, Project Steering Committee 
Wally Lee, Member, Project Steering Committee 
 
In Attendance: 
Geoff Williams, Rotorua District Council 
Andy Bell, Rotorua District Council 
Mauriora Kingi, Rotorua District Council 
Isabel Brell, Rotorua District Council 
 
Observer 
Ian McLean, Chair, Rotoma/Rotoiti Sewerage Scheme Committee  
(Others as listed on Attachment 1) 
 

 
 
 
1. Opening 

  
Mauriora Kingi opened the meeting with a karakia. Deputy Mayor Dave Donaldson began by explaining that after 
the Environmental Court decision two years, which stopped the Rotoma/Rotoiti proposed new sewerage scheme, 
RDC decided to establish an independently chaired project steering committee to commence the process afresh. 
At the same time, a breach of our resource consent to dispose of treated wastewater in the Whakarewarewa 
Forest became an issue. RDC decided the safest way to decide on an alternative disposal option of the treated 
wastewater was to setup another independently chaired project steering committee. Cr Donaldson introduced 
Warren Webber, Chair of the Project Steering Committee (PSC).   
 
Warren Webber provided further information about why RDC needs to exit the forest by 2019. The land treatment 
system, whilst it proved excellent at removing nutrients, it’s efficiency has been declining since implementation. It 
is now saturated with water and is leaching nutrients back into to the Waipa and Puarenga streams. This is the 
driver of the process.   
 
There are 27 members on the PSC – 19 of who are voting members. Of the 19 voting members, 15 are iwi 
representatives. There is a determined focus to ensure iwi are involved throughout this entire process.  
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Mr Webber said that this was the second of three public consultation meetings – Stage 2 of the process. Stage 1 
was the formation of the committee and getting options on the table. Stage 3 will be after the proposal is formally 
notified and there will be a further series of public consultation meetings. 
 

A  Powerpoint presentation was given( hardcopies were also provided ) 
• Warren Webber gave an overview of the presentation – booklet attached (Attachment 2)  

 
2. Comments and questions from attendees: 
 

Q – How was the sustainable load of 435t of nitrogen per annum – by 2032 – reached. 
A – Andy Bell – the figure was calculated by water quality scientists’ and formed the basis of the consent 
for the wastewater treatment plant. It has been adopted as the target figure by the BOPRC as part of their 
annual water plan and water quality plan for Rotorua. It has undergone reviews and tests – and is still the 
current figure for Lake Rotorua. The total nitrogen entering the treatment plant is approximately 350 – 400 
tonnes per annum and what remains is about 23 tonnes.  
Q – Does the Government intend to ask farmers to increase production by 50% by 2030 and if so how can 
a nitrogen reduction of ½   be achieved in the same period.  
A – Dave Donaldson – that is not part of the scope of this project. The scope is to ensure that urban 
wastewater discharged to Lake Rotorua is sustainable and meets its consent. The Regional Council set 
the targets through scientific analysis and study. What happens in terms of dairying and dry stock farming 
inputs into the catchment is for the BOPRC to deal with. Warren Webber – in this catchment rules are 
being developed which say that whatever the level of production from pastoral land, that can only done if 
the leaching limits are not exceeded – currently 35% from dairying and 13% from dry stock.  
Q – Is the urban footprint considered – stormwater and urban runoff. 
A - The ROTAN (Rotorua Taupo Nitrogen) model from 2011 – which predicates the export of nitrogen 
from land to water – includes stormwater and urban runoff data. Warren Webber – can make the 
information available if requested. 
Q – It does not appear that the irrigation site is monitored. 
A – Warren Webber – the site is well monitored. There have been changes to where the land is irrigated, 
how much is irrigated, when blocks are rested/not rested. The problem is that there is only half the land 
available to have an effective land treatment system. That is why there is a commitment to exit the forest 
by 2019. Wally Lee – it was because of the monitoring of the forest, which showed the impact of the spray 
irrigation, that the decision was made to be out of the area. Geoff Rice – 20 million litres per day of treated 
wastewater needs to be redirected to an acceptable site – this is the purpose of the PSC – to find a 
solution. 
Warren Webber – Option 5 – New land treatment system – has been parked. To effectively irrigate more 
than 400 ha of land is required. The site also needs to be in the proximity of the wastewater treatment 
plant. Do date there has been no suitable land found or been made available. However the TAG has 
decided to further investigate this option. 
Andy Bell – confirmed that as part of the RMA process all options have to be given the same prominence. 
Dave Donaldson – in 2008 the ownership of the Whakarewarewa Forest land changed from the Crown to 
Central North Island Iwi. CNI have a cultural issue over the disposal of treated wastewater onto their land. 
It costs a $1million a year to operate the current land treatment system – and 10 years on, it is now largely 
ineffective. It was suggested that a cut and carry crop – a crop that draws nitrogen and phosphorous out 
of the soil – be planted. Council has no authority to change the crop. Any other iwi owned blocks would 
have the same cultural issues. It is therefore highly unlikely that RDC will be able to find the required land 
in the Rotorua catchment. To go outside of the catchment would require a pipeline system – the cost of 
which is estimated at $9 to $12 million – and there are environmental effects of discharging into another 
catchment.  
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Warren Webber – subsurface irrigation with a cut and carry forage crop overlay, which is currently under 
consideration for the East Rotoiti – Rotoehu – Rotoma wastewater treatment review, will be looked at by 
TAG. There are groups offering new technologies and RDC is working with these groups to validate if they 
can add to this process.  
Q – Can Option 1 be approved as it is the most cost  effective.  
A – Option 1 will reduce the nitrogen to approximately 6ppm, Option 2 – 5ppm, Option 3 – 4ppm –It will be 
the community who decide what option is the most acceptable and cost will be a factor but it is not the 
only consideration. Dave Donaldson – the benefit of going for the extra nitrogen removal is allowing for 
the possibility of the city’s future growth eg the Wharenui block is tagged for urban development,  there 
are targets for additional visitor infrastructure.  
Q –  Is metered water for Rotorua being considered, 
A – Warren Webber- RDC review domestic metering every three years. Dave Donaldson –in the 2012 
review, universal metering had a capital cost of $7.5 million and an operational annual cost of 
$587,000.00 which equates to approximately $62.00pa per household. The estimated savings from water 
and wastewater would be $105,000.00 pa. Metered water is still a consideration. 
Q – How much do the members’ of TAG charge. 
A – Andy Bell – some of the members’ are RDC staff and some are consultants engaged by RDC and are 
therefore paid their standard rate. Dave Donaldson – there is a budget allocated to ensure RDC get the 
best technical advice and help.  
Q – Are other factors that contribute to nitrogen leaching being considered eg – geothermal. 
A – Warren Webber – the target for pastoral farming is to remove 270tN by 2032 – 100tN by land use 
change, 30tN – form the gorse eradication programme, and 140tN from management change and 
improvements on farms. Another 50tN needs to come from other sources and one is geothermal. Most of 
the geothermal input is from the Tikitere which generates 30tN. Mitigants that are being tested to help 
reduce nitrogen leaching are plants, carbon beds, zeolite filtration. Polynesian Spa and other commercial 
geothermal pools outputs are captured at the treatment plant – and these businesses pay trade waste 
charges. The scope of the committee is what to do with urban wastewater.  
Geoff Rice – it is important not to lose sight of the impact on Maketu – the end of the catchment.  
Q – Can the treated wastewater be diverted south through wetlands. 
A – Warren Webber – highly improbable. The issue with wetlands, as was found in Whangarei, was the 
quality of the water coming out of wetland was worse than the water coming out of the treatment plant – 
this was due to the birdlife residing in the wetlands.  
Andy Bell – the Rotorua plant is very effective at nutrient removal – it is almost at the limits of technology. 
To keep within the consent conditions, when the forest is exited, to make improvements will require a lot 
of work. The three base options have been recently reviewed by wastewater experts. The results of this 
preliminary review is that there have been some costing adjustments: 
Option 1approx $6.5m to $12m - $14m 
Option 2 approx $ 20m no change 
Option 3 approx $30m to $23m   
However there is still a lot more work to be done.  
Q – What is the funding programme for cleaning the Lakes. 
A - $230 million  
Q – Is Grow Rotorua looking at changing land usage. 
A – Warren Webber – March 2015 there is going to be an opportunities symposium. The first day will 
focus on farming - how do they eliminate the 140tN, what land management processes/changes can they 
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make to meet this target. Day 2 will cover what are the alternatives that can be introduced. There  are 
another of groups involved – RDC, BOPRC, Dairy NZ, Federated Farmers, Stakeholders Advisory Group, 
Grow NZ. There are some low leaching farming options that have been submitted – manuka honey, truffle 
oil, sheep milk farming. 
 

Conclusion 
 
Warren Webber thanked everyone for their contribution. 
 : 
 

 
Meeting closed at 11.40am 
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Venue: Te Papaiouru Marae 

Chair: Dave Foster, Chief Operating Officer, Rotorua Lakes Council 

Attendees: Warren Webber , Chair, Rotorua Steering Project Committee(RSPC ) 
Cr Dave Donaldson, Deputy Mayor 
Geoff Rice, Member RSPC & Cultural Assessment Committee(CAS) 
Peter Staite, Member RSPC & CAS 
Tamara Mutu, Member RSPC & CAS 
Fred Whata, Member RSPC 
Joe Tahana, Member RSPC 
Geoff Palmer, Member RSPC  
Jim Bradley, Chair, Technical Advisory Group(TAG)  
 
Council Officers: 
Andy Bell 
Greg Manzano 
Monty Morrison 
Clark Pirika 
Heather Pearson 
Isabel Brell 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
1. Opening 

 
Monty Morrison welcomed everyone and opened the meeting with a karakia. Dave Foster, Chief 
Operating Officer, Rotorua Lakes Council explained that this project was now at the stage of 
planning a case to present to the environmental court about the upgrade to the wastewater 
treatment system.  
 
A power point presentation was given. (Attachment 1) 
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2. Questions and comments from the meeting 
 Q. What is the difference between alum going into the lake and alum used in the treatment 

process? 
 A. Dosing of the streams results in alum binding the phosphorous – this end product will reside or 

stay in the lake. With the proposed alum dosing at the plant – the alum will bind with the 
phosphorous, be processed through the MBR filtration system and form part of the solid stream or 
sludge.   

 Q. Are the solids used for composting? 
 A. The bio solids or sludge used to be composted and distributed throughout the region. A foot and 

mouth scare in the UK and Europe meant that anything connected with human waste was unable to 
be used in the food production cycle and the operation had to stop. Only green waste from the 
landfill is composted. The sludge from the plant is now vermicomposted at a worm farm in 
Kawerau.  

 Q. Can the recovered water be reused back into the sewage cycle i.e. in toilets as grey water? 
 A. Yes. In Queensland, during the droughts, a number of towns had the 3rd pipe where highly 

treated wastewater was used for irrigation and toilet flushing. However a number of these schemes 
have since been discontinued due to affordability. This concept is in the options as a future 
consideration. 

 Q. In the event of a natural disaster/shut down what are the back options. Does the proposed plant 
have value? 

 A. This plant will be a leading plant in New Zealand and will be one of the best in the world. In the 
event of a major disruption to power supply, there is currently standby generation – this will be 
improved. In a heavy rainstorm, investigation is underway to use existing infrastructure as balancing 
tanks, to hold extra water.   

 Q. What are the plans in the event of an earthquake? 
 A.  The plant extensions will be designed to cope with certain levels of earthquake. Normal 

earthquake resistance design will be incorporated into the project. 
 The Resource Management Act is currently being amended and an area of major consideration is 

natural hazards – this means that in the infrastructure design process more emphasis and 
investigation must be placed on natural hazards.  

 Q. Does practicable mean cost? 
 A.  What is being proposed at the plant is highly technical, to achieve the best treatment possible – 

there has been no limitation on cost. Practicable is cost, and also the level of nutrient removal – 
there is almost nothing left to take out.  

 Q. Has the land based solution been removed due to cost?  There is no problem with the treatment 
of the wastewater; there is a problem with the discharge. There are four hapu from the east side 
that will be the most affected by the discharge. The term recovered resource is still treated waste 
water. A proposition/solution has been put to council, to look at how to better utilise not only the 
treated water but also to keep within cultural values. Proposed discharge sites were deemed to be 
culturally sensitive – offshore to the lake, three potential land sites? Discharge to the Puarenga and 
out through Te Arikiroa is also culturally insensitive to our hapu. Can the timeframe be extended to 
allow a solution to be tabled – a solution which may or may not be practicable? 

 A. If it was reuse of the water that would be practicable. There are deadlines and the process is a 
long. The aim is to get detailed information to submit a resource consent later in the year. There is 
still time to work together to resolve the issues and work through to a solution - the preference is 
to go forward together. However the process needs to continue due to the December 2019 
deadline. 
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A. That is great – there is more investigation to be done. There is opposition to the discharge at 
Puarenga by the four eastside hapu. The solution being looked for is to please all. The Te Arawa 
Lakes Trust has also said no to the discharge. 
Q. The water from the Awahou stream is treated – yet the water from the treatment plant is 
cleaner. Can that water be pumped back into the drinking water system? 
A. The water from the Awahou stream is chlorinated and treated with ultra violet disinfection. 
There is a difference between drinking water standards and treated wastewater – 
recovered/reclaimed water. The faecal coliform contamination of the treated wastewater is very 
close to drinking water standards. Some communities do return their treated wastewater into the 
drinking water supply: it can be returned to the ground and then redrawn. There are issues around 
using recovered water for drinking water and the community might not be ready. The recovered 
water is of a higher quality than the natural stream water. 
Q. If the community is not ready to take treated wastewater to the point drinking - probably a 
cultural mind-set - why is it being considered for discharge to the lake? 
A. The treated wastewater needs to go somewhere. 
A. It should go to earth. 
Q. If the treated wastewater is irrigated back to the ground, it would not be UV treated and micro 
filtered. With land treatment disposal 500ha would be required, and currently 220ha are being 
irrigated in the Whakarewarewa forest, which is not enough. 
Q. Have the Whakapoungakau ranges, Mamaku ranges, Kaingaroa, Reporoa been considered? 
A. This exercise has been to find the best treated wastewater – that is micro filtration, UV double 
barrier for health. The committee at the time almost unanimously agreed that was the level of 
treatment required to put back into the ecosystem and then back into the lake. That is the question 
before us. 
A. Where ever the discharge goes it is going to go downhill to the lake and eventually to Maketu. 
There are 16 lakes. If there are alternative options to consider, there are other iwi to discuss this 
with, seek permission from and go then through this process again. The discharge is cleaner than 
the lake it is going into. The concern is that aquifiers are becoming polluted. This discharge only 
represents 5% of the pollution problem. Why not make the 5% better? The solution does not fully 
comply with the tikanga reasoning – however what is the answer to deal with 20 million litres of 
treated wastewater every day. 
 A. The 3 hapu from Ngapuna combined to commission a report about the issues of environmental 
degradation at Ngapuna. It was reported in1892 raw sewage was flowing down the Puarenga 
stream – and continued to flow until 1990, until major changes were made to upgrade the 
treatment plant and then spray irrigate to the forest. However this has become detrimental to the 
trees and the efficiency of the forest to remove N has declined. The RPSC terms of reference were 
to consider the options for an upgraded treatment plant. The committee’s involvement ceased at 
the point of discharge – the end of pipe from the plant. The committee resolved to recommend to 
council the upgrade of the plant to a full membrane bioreactor to achieve the best quality treated 
wastewater. The discharge point is from the pipe, to air and to land by the pull of gravity. The issue 
of the discharge flowing across the land and entering the lake will be for RLC to deal with through 
the resource consent process. The water of Puarenga Bay has a pH of 2.7 – the lowest pH of any 
water in this area. The discharge could have an enhancing effect.  
A. This is a serious issue for us and our mokopuna. As the representative of Ngati Hurunga Te Rangi 
on the RPSC, and I speak today about why the hapu are opposed to the discharge location and the 
reasons unanimous agreement was not reached. Through the process agreement was reached on 
getting the wastewater clean. Locations were found where to discharge – the lake, Puarenga, 
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Owhatura – were all discarded due to cultural reasons. To gather feedback on this proposal a series 
of marae hui was held, Facebook and email responses were sought.  
  
The reasons for this proposal being opposed are, this is our whenua, our wahi, where our Kaitiaki 
live, our taniwha – Ruamano. Our tipuna would gather kai there, however the water has been 
polluted for decades and no fish live there. The dream for the hapu is to restore the waterways, for 
the fisheries and kai sources to return and to swim and bathe. Though the water will be clean, 
culturally it is unacceptable to be gathering kai from an area where the wastewater has come out of 
the body – and the tapu associated with that. This is not addressed by the proposal of running clean 
wastewater through holding tanks of rocks. Is that sufficient culturally to cleanse the water, restore 
the mauri, gather kai and swim? The response from our marae is it is not enough. The issue is the 
treated wastewater needs to go back to land, to be absorbed. Land absorption is the cleanest 
method for us culturally. More time is needed to resolve this issue. This has been a positive process 
 and I think a solution can be found. However other options have been taken off the table – and this 
option is easy, cheap, and pragmatic but is not culturally acceptable. Is there an option to split the 
project – to proceed with the resource consent for the upgrade of the treatment plant while further 
discussions continue on better solutions for discharge? Is there an option to split the volumes - find 
some industrial reuses for some of the 20 cubic litres per day? This could mean that there is less 
water to dispose of requiring less land. If there is a reduction in the wastewater to dispose of, could 
CNI be approached to reconsider reuse of the land in the Whakarewarewa forest?  
The current land treatment system is culturally acceptable, is in place and the infrastructure exists. 
Our mokopuna will never be able to recapture the taonga, the tikanga that we once had with the 
whenua, waterways because the treated wastewater will be going to the lake so directly. In some 
weather circumstances, not only will Hurunga Te Rangi be affected, the flow will reach Ohinemutu. 
Predominately the flow is easterly - past Hurunga Te Rangi, Te Roro o Te Rangi, Uenukukopako, and 
Rangiteaorere and out to other hapu around the lake and then to the Kaituna. There should be 
more around the table that are going to look for solutions that are culturally, socially, economically 
and environmentally acceptable. 
A. This is the outstanding issue that needs to be resolved. 
A. What has happened in the past cannot be left for the future generations to fix. It is our 
responsibility to ensure that the best result is achieved.  
A. There are two issues – the need for a consolidated well documented plan and finance. Has there 
been consideration made to other funding mechanisms? The port funds of Tauranga could be an 
option; a potential Treaty of Waitangi claim. 
A. There is a wastewater treatment plant on the Waiari River. The discharge is filtered through a 
gabion system and then to a wetland. The discharge from the wetland is worse than from the plant. 
There is a bigger picture – and a plan is needed, but the discharge only represents 5% of the bigger 
picture.  
A. The issue of discharging treated wastewater to a wetland is because of the birdlife, the water 
that comes out is worse.  Some wetland treatment systems in New Zealand are being bypassed.  
A. The plant emulates that natural cleansing process of papatuanuku to a higher standard. Another 
option is to pipe the discharge to the central mall, create coloured fountains where the treated 
wastewater will eventually run into the storm water system and to the lake. This matter will end in 
probably go to the environment court to be reconciled. 
A. During the committee deliberations the historic use of the Sanatorium Reserve as the landfill was 
raised. There are recent developments which will allow for options for the site. The REA designation 
has been uplifted; a new BMX at Waipa will replace the tracks at the reserve; Air New Zealand have 
announced that they would like to partner with iwi, councils’, and DOC to develop initiatives to 
restore degraded land.  
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Currently there is no UV treatment before spraying in the forest. Toi te Ora Public Health have 
advised that viruses can exist in the soil, in cold shaded areas for 12 months. With the UV treatment 
at the plant there is a higher level of destruction of pathogens and viruses. The proposal also 
includes a cultural touching of the earth through the blue channel. The historical tikanga and 
cultural concerns of the eastside hapu need to be acknowledged.  
A. This process, which has taken 2.5 years, been done in partnership and the hope is that we can 
work through the issues and achieve an understanding and resolution. 
 
Dave Foster thanked everyone for their attendance, providing feedback and encouraged people to, 
complete submission forms and to further engage. 
 
Monty Morrison closed the meeting with a karakia 
 
 
 

Meeting closed at 11.45am 
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1. Opening 
 

Monty Morrison welcomed everyone and opened the meeting with a karakia. Dave Foster, Chief 
Operating Officer, Rotorua Lakes Council explained that this project was now at the stage of 
planning a case to present to the environmental court about the upgrade to the wastewater 
treatment system.  
 
A power point presentation was given. (Attachment 1) 
  

 
2. Questions and comments from the meeting 
 

Q. An advantage of the new system will be that carbon, in the form of ethanol, will not need to be 
purchased. In the existing plant, after the primary treatment and settling where the carbon is 
separated, why can’t it be blended back into the process? 
A. The biological process would have too many solids and be too thick for the clarifier. With the new 
plant there will be membrane filters at the end that will enable the thick solids to be processed. 
Q. If all the wastewater is going to go through the MBR what will be the total amount of nitrogen be 
at the end? 
A. The consent from 1991 is 3tonnes of phosphorous and 30tonnes of nitrogen, mass limit. The aim 
is to maintain those limits. Current increases in growth for Rotorua have been remodelled into the 
calculations. The Lakes Water Quality programme allows for 34 tonnes of nitrogen. There is no 
proposal to change the limits. 
Q. When the Whakarewarewa Forest was handed back to the iwi, under the CNI collective, there 
were covenants in place to allow the spray irrigation to continue in perpetuity. The iwi owners 
knew that. The condition was council comply with the resource consent. However there was an 
abatement notice issued. If iwi and landowners knew about the covenants, why is there a process 
to exit the forest by 2019? 
A. Radiata pine has improved in growth by about 20%, the Douglas fir has not thrived in the wet 
conditions, especially in the low lying areas. The consent expires in 2021, and it was likely that the 
spray operation in the forest would have to cease. To go forward, an agreement was made between 
Council and CNI Holdings LTD to exit the forest as early as possible. To obtain a variation to the 
consent there were certain conditions to comply with – review the forest spray irrigation operation. 
An Environment Court order also required Council to look at alternatives to the forest. 
A. Continue with the plant upgrade. The full MBR will have public health benefits. The operation in 
the Whakarewarewa Forest should continue - it has proved itself. There have been issues with the 
Puarenga Stream and the way the nutrients are measured. The nutrients could be coming from 
farms further up the catchment. Though the treated wastewater will be of a high quality why is it 
going back into the lake - so much has been spent cleaning Lake Rotorua. There are covenants in 
place to continue the spray irrigation in the Whakarewarewa Forest.  
A. Currently the treated outflow has approximately 5.5mg of nitrogen per litre. It would be difficult 
to get a better result with existing treatment systems. The proposed 100% MBR will achieve 3.5mg 
of nitrogen per litre. The measure of nitrogen in tonnes is important for the consent process. It is 
also important to embrace growth and change in Rotorua for the next 40 to 50 years. 
A. The forest is now saturated with nitrogen. Treated wastewater can be discharged to a wetland, 
but it will be of a worse quality at the end because of the water fowl and other contaminations. The 
cost of operating the land treatment system is about $1.2million p.a. Apart from the absorption of 
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phosphorous, the nitrogen is not being removed. If the process can be done at the plant, why 
would the discharge be to a site where the end result would be of poorer quality.   
A. If the treated wastewater is discharged to a wetland it comes out worse because of the wildlife. 
Wetland wastewater treatments are being discontinued around the country or the monitoring is 
occurring upstream.  
A. The rock cascade would enable a visual assessment of the quality of the treated wastewater being 
discharged. The public would be able to view the outlet before it flows to the channel and to the 
lake. The continuous flow of 20 million litres per day would be 2m wide x 15.24cm deep. 
The earth contact beds would provide the spiritual touching concept. 
Q. Thank you to Council for taking the wastewater out of the forest. Has the Taupo wastewater 
plant been studied – that would be similar to Rotorua? The treated wastewater should not go to 
the lake. 
A. Taupo has a sequential bed reactor – they do the biological treatment before the discharge. The 
discharge goes to land – pasture with no animals. It is cropped and grassed and nitrogen is added. A 
lot of nitrogen is going to the ground water through their system. It does not remove enough 
nitrogen. The plant is just outside the lake catchment and is located in the river catchment. 
Q. More information is needed on the discharge options.  
A. The information on the discharge options has been given. The rapid infiltration bed options have 
not been progressed further than the information which is now available. It will need about 25 ha 
of land somewhere in the catchment and will cost about $25 -$27million. Land would need to found 
– ensure it was available and suitable. This project has taken 2.5 years and the community 
engagement process has been good – it has been with the discharge options that differences have 
arisen. The hope is to be able to move forward and resolve the issues. If council support this and 
agree to proceed, the consent will be lodged about January 2017. There is still time to sort through 
these issues. 
Q. People in London and other big cities drink this water, why is it not acceptable to go into the 
lake?  
A. The reason is that the lake is our food basket. The quality of the lake water is our responsibility. 
Q. Are you confident that the water you are going to put back into the lake is pure?  If is not, the 
people who live at the Ohau Channel will see the difference. I am not confident with the water 
going into the lake. 
A. The level of bacteria removal proposed will be much better than the quality of Lake Rotorua. It 
won’t be pure but it will be as close to drinking water as possible by treatment. It is culturally 
insensitive for bodily discharges to be mixed with water, especially water in the environment where 
food is taken from. The iwi RSPC members have discussed this at length and have moved a long way 
from their cultural aspirations and beliefs. There are differences which have to be resolved. 
Q.  It is culturally offensive, and hapu at Hurunga Te Rangi, Te Roro o Te Rangi, Uenukukopako and 
Rangiteaorere and to the Ohau Channel will feel the same. In our hearts and souls that is what we 
know, that is not to say that there is not a solution – that is why more information is needed about 
the options open to us. There are further options on the table and investigations are underway. 
A. There is a group with further options – but it is high level and preliminary. The investigations are 
not complete. 
A. The RSPC would have been unanimous in supporting a discharge to land. An alternative that was 
considered was recharging back to geothermal fields. Four options of 500has of suitable land in the 
catchment, for a spray irrigation field were suggested and all options were unanimously dismissed. 
To date there has been no offer of 20has for rapid infiltration beds. If it is not going to be 
discharged to the lake, where will it go? If there is land, there needs to be an offer to be able to 
consider the alternatives. The project committee has put a lot of emphasis on producing the best 
quality water.  
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Q. Can the water be bottled? 
A. To reuse the high quality recovered water would be good. There have been offers from the race 
course and golf courses, but the quantities are small. There is a lot of water to reuse -20 million 
litres per day. 
A. With the discharge to the lake, the Cultural Assessment Subcommittee (CAS) considered this 
carefully. The Te Arawa Lakes Trust is the settling body over all the lakes and represents all the 
hapu who have interests in Lake Rotorua. The Trust said that it would not allow a discharge to the 
lake. The CAS accepts that. With a discharge to land – rapid infiltration beds – the water is touching 
earth. To date there has been no offer of land – is there an offer for council to consider? The council 
have valued the cost at $27million – does that include the land or just the infrastructure? Water 
does flow downhill and will eventually end up in the lake.  
A. The discharge to the lake refers to a direct discharge, a pipe going to the middle of the lake or to 
within the shore area. A subtle distinction has been made – a recognition to cultural concerns – the 
discharge is going to land contact beds, then to a rock cascade (to help with oxygenation) and then 
to a small stream. It will then go to Puarenga Bay. The acidity of Puarenga Bay is about pH 2 to 3 – it 
is not life sustaining. There are 5 species of trout flies around the lake – only 2 can live at Puarenga 
Bay. Scientific reports from Waikato University confirm this.  When the area was gifted to the 
council it was done so because it had geophysical and geothermal attributes that gave some 
positive properties that would counteract any negative influences from discharges. That is a key 
reason why Puarenga Bay was chosen. 
Q. The rapidity of which water put on or in the ground ends up in the lake should be explained. The 
disposal onto land will not change the effluent. The concern is the lake water quality. The treatment 
process will help, but there is a problem with land run off and ground water from the land turning 
the lake into an unflushed toilet. 
A. The time that water resides in the ground is about 15 to 100+ years. In the Whakarewarewa 
Forest the discharge is sprayed close to the wetlands and streams that form the Puarenga Stream.  
At the wastewater treatment plant if the discharge was to land the time the water is in the ground 
is much shorter. Those issues need to be taken into the account. With the proposed plant, there 
would be no benefit of discharging to land – it is too clean and too reduced in nutrients. The benefit 
would be the spiritual and cultural elements would be respected. 
Q. Are the rapid infiltration beds and the earth contact beds the same? 
A. No. The rapid infiltration bed consists of pond/s on a 20ha block of land, which is engineered to 
allow water to soak rapidly into the ground – about 15cm. The earth contact beds are smaller and the 
water flows sideways or upwards to give the contact with the earth to enable the spiritual/cultural 
solution. 
Q. Who has done the costings - $29million? 
A. The $29million involves mostly the construction of pump stations and pipe laying for the 20million 
litres of treated wastewater per day. This would also include the engineering of the 20ha rapid 
infiltration bed. 
A. The costings for the rapid infiltration beds are high level. The costings for the treatment plant are in 
the preliminary design stage. A review needs to done on existing plant. The costings have been done 
by consultants, who have been engaged to look at the potential for design for the treatment plant. 
Q. Is the $29million top, mid, bottom range? 
A. The concept design is + or – 30% 
Q. This would be about $35million? 
A. Recent wastewater treatment plant projects come under cost. 
Q. If the earth contact beds are rejected there is another $27million for the rapid infiltration beds? 
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A. The approach taken has been to ask for costings on the most probable options. Until 20has is 
located for rapid infiltration beds the detail cannot be completed. There are precedents elsewhere in 
New Zealand for rapid infiltration beds e.g. Cambridge. They were recently decommissioned due to the 
water goes through to fast, too much erosion of the subsoil. Around the country the beds are being 
decommissioned.  

 The beds were recognised as a possible option; however the committee’s view was that if the 
discharge went straight to the groundwater then to the lake, there was no advantage. 

 Q. An issue arising from sustainability and climate change is the reuse of recovered water or 
potential reuse was that an option that was factored into the project? The future reuse would be 
worth considering. 

 A. The cascading waterfall will show the quality of the recovered water from the treatment plant. 
Reuse is in the future; to have another reticulation system to go to homes would be very expensive 
and impractical. There is a group working ideas about reuse. 

 Q. Will virus and endocrine disruptor compounds levels be monitored in the discharge water? 
 A. Water has been tested from membrane and bardenpho process; the Waipa and Puarenga 

Streams. An initial suite of tests for the endocrine disruptors and emerging contaminants was also 
completed. The results indicated that the concentration of contaminants would be significantly 
lower than the internationally accepted no effect concentration - the concentrations are not an 
issue. The monitoring will continue. 

 A. The MBR process will remove most of the viruses. The UV treatment will destroy the viruses 
smaller than 0.4 microns. 

 A. When water containing viruses is applied to the soil, if it is in shaded conditions with no sunlight, 
they can live in the soil for up to 12months.  

 Q. Do you intend to harvest the phosphorous? 
 A. Alum dosing will be incorporated into the process – coagulate the phosphorous into the solids 

which will be filtered out by the MBR. There are two streams coming out of the plant – liquid and 
biosolids. The biosolids currently go to a worm farm in Kawerau - about 10,000tonnes are produce 
per year.  

 Q. Is TERAX still in the programme? 
 A.  TERAX is a form of treatment of the biosolids, which are fermented, heated, pressurised and 

broken down into their constituent parts – nitrogen, phosphorous, a carbon return which will go 
back to the plant. Work on the TERAX is ongoing, but the project has not been approved.   

 A. The preferred treatment option can either include TERAX or not. The decision for treatment is 
not predicated by any decision on TERAX. 

 Q.  How is council cleaning the lake? Can council afford the project?   
 A.  The water quality programme is run by the BOPRC, RLC and Te Arawa Lakes Trust, which 

includes change of land use, reduction of nutrients going into the lake and other interventions.  
 A. RLC has a good credit rating. RLC has self-imposed debt caps. The land disposal option at 

$57miilion will challenge RLC in the markets; – council can borrow up to 1.8 x the annual rates 
revenue currently that is about 1.6.   

 A. Andy Bruere offered an invitation to explain the lakes water quality programmes, at the regional 
council office.       

 Q. With the upgrade of the plant will that also increase capacity? How far out will that take the 
plant? 

 A. The upgrade will provide excess capacity. The historical low growth of Rotorua projects capacity 
to 2050. The growth rate is now increasing so this projected capacity of the plant will need to be 
revised.  

 Q. Are there programmes to minimise the impact on the plant – water conservation? 
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 A. The more water that is used the more that needs to be processed through the plant, which 
means more nitrogen. Water reduction strategies are being investigated. 

 Q. Have the tenders been let yet? 
 A. No. There is a consent process to go through – to start next January. 
 Q. Have you looked at other councils’ treatment processes? 
 
 
 A. The Rotorua plant is the best for nutrient and bacteria removal in the country. Being an inland 

site, the proximity of lakes and streams, the plant needs to function at high level – a requirement of 
the lakes water quality programme. The forest treatment will be needed to be supplemented and 
replaced by the treatment at the plant.    

 A. The chair of the technical advisory group works with these issues in wastewater treatment plant 
upgrades throughout the country. Some members of the group have international expertise. The 
process of reverse osmosis has been investigated – the quality of the recovered water is only 
marginally better than the preferred treatment. The preferred option is the most responsible 
option. The committee have been targeted to the best possible for this generation. This process will 
not stop – there will be future improvements in technologies. 

 A. What is the duration of the spray irrigation operation in the forest and in the proposal how long 
will the recovered water be running onto Te Arikiroa and then to Puarenga Bay? 

 A. The forest operation is almost 24 hours per day (365days) and the proposal will be 24 hours per 
day (365days). The irrigation system does move around different blocks. Storage ponds at the plant 
and in the forest, does allow the irrigation to stop for a short time – there are also peaks in the flow 
during the day – mornings and evenings. The wastewater cannot be turned off.   

 Q. Was the geothermal recharge idea disregarded due to cost or the lack of geothermal capacity to 
absorb the water? 

 A. The concept was trialled at Taupo and that the issues, consequences and unknowns concerning the 
project meant that the trial was discontinued. 

 A. Some overseas trials have also been discontinued. 
 Q. With the concerns of CNI, will the storage ponds in the forest be kept in case of emergencies? 
 A. There have been no discussions with CNI. As yet there is no withdrawal strategy for the forest. 
 Q. What is the relationship with the Fenton Agreement and the current option on the table?   
 A. The Fenton Agreement was signed in 1880. Clause 7 refers to drainage of the township to Puarenga 

Stream. It is a valid agreement. A copy of the document was presented in evidence by the claimants 
for Ngati Whakaue in the Waitangi Tribunal inquiry, 2005. Researcher Dr Kathryn Rose wrote an 
extensive report on the agreement and noted that drainage was to the Puarenga Stream. 

 Q. Are there two current versions of Fenton Agreement? 
 A. One is Maori and the other is European. The lawyer for the collective claims of Ngati Whakaue has 

advised that both versions are accepted. 
 Q. The hapu of Hurunga Te Rangi, which is within the area of the discharge, have said no – but not to 

the upgrade of the plant. There are existing issues in that area of concern – pollution. 
 Q. Take the treated wastewater out of Rotorua? 
 A. Taking out of catchment is not an option. 
 A. This is a community problem and it needs a community solution. Whatever is decided will not stop a 

different solution in the future. No one would be opposed to a reuse of the water in a form that is 
culturally acceptable. There is currently no robust alternative proposition on the table. Concrete 
suggestions are welcome – this is part of the consultation process. This could be staged process e.g. 
discharge to Puarenga Bay as a short to medium term solution.  The steering committee has worked 
hard and collaboratively together to produce this solution. 



Doc No. RDC-632866 7 Rotorua Project Steering Committee Consultation Meeting 
  11 May 2016 
 

  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 Dave Foster said that if there was potential for reuse, council would provide the recovered water and 

perhaps consider some type of financial support. Research would continue to investigate further reuse 
options. Mr Foster thanked everyone for their input to the meeting and encouraged attendees to 
make submissions to the proposal. Mayor Chadwick thanked everyone at the meeting for their 
feedback. She also thanked RSPC Chair Warren Webber, for a well lead process; the technical advisory 
group for their advice and all those involved in the project for their commitment in finding a solution, a 
community solution.  

 
Dr Kennedy closed the meeting with a karakia 
 
 

Meeting closed at 8.45pm 
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1. Opening 

 
Manu Pene welcomed everyone and opened the meeting with a karakia. Dave Foster, Chief 
Operating Officer, Rotorua Lakes Council, thanked the members of the Project Steering  
Committee for attending and giving their support.  
 
A power point presentation was given. (Attachment 1) 
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2. Questions and comments from the meeting 
 Q. Has there been any progress on the alternatives, any land sites been spoken about? 
 A. There are no developments to reports, talks are still progressing. 
 A. There is a meeting planned at Hurunga Te Rangi scheduled for the 8 June 2016, followed by a 

RSPC meeting 9 June 2016. 
 
Monty Morrison closed the meeting with a karakia 
 
 
 

Meeting closed at 11am 
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? Why is Council doing additional engagement in 2017? Isn't consultation over?
? How does the Land Contact Bed Water Restoration work?
? How much better will the water be once the upgrade is done? What improvements 
percentage wise will be gained?
? What is the purpose of the cultural treatment design for the Land Contact Bed?
? The plant upgrade will increase capacity to treat more than 70 million litres a day, what will 
this mean for the Land Contact bed? 
? Where is the Wastewater Treatment Plant located?
? Where is the preferred location for the release of waiparapara (treated wastewater)?
? How was the preferred location option selected?
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? Who has been responsible for investigating the options?
? What guidelines have Rotorua Project Steering Committee considered when looking at 
alternative options?
? How many options have been canvassed?
? Why is an alternative effluent disposal location being sought?
? Given some iwi/ hapū oppose the preferred option, how is Council looking to address the 
respective issues?
? Why isn’t Council only consulting Ngāti Whakaue given the Water Restoration Contact Land 
Bed and release location is on land gifted to Council by the tribe?
? How will the feedback from the engagement process be used?
? What will happen once engagement is completed?
? How much water can the proposed land contact bed hold? 
? How long will it take for water to flow through the land contact bed?
? Given torrential rain has caused overflowing at the plant, is Council certain the proposed 
plant will have the capacity to cope with population growth and heavy rain? 
? If more houses are connected to the plant, will the rate of flow change in the land contact 
bed?
? How well will the proposed upgrade treat blood and other bodily fluid in wastewaters? 
? Does the plant deal with medical waste from the hospital? 
? Are hazardous chemicals dealt with at the treatment plant? 
? How is industry waste / trade waste dealt with? 
? How much wastewater is treated at the plant?
? At present, where does waiparapara/ wastewater go after it is treated?
? How long has Council been irrigating effluent in Whakarewarewa Forest?
? What prompted the creation of a Deed of Understanding between Council and CNI?
? How much will the upgrade of the plant and disposal to Sulphur Bay cost?
? Why treat Wastewater?
? How often is it irrigated in Whakarewarewa Forest?
? Where are the irrigation zones?
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Why is Council doing additional engagement in 2017? Isn't consultation over? 

Council is undertaking some additional engagement before applying for Resource 
Consent.  While the formal consultation leading to the decision to move forward with the 
upgrade and preferred discharge option has occurred, some affected iwi and hapū have 
raised cultural concerns with the preferred discharge option. 

Council, following recommendations from the Rotorua Project Steering Committee and 
its Cultural Assessment Subcommittee, has significantly enhanced the proposed Land 
Contact Bed design by incorporating mātauranga and mātāpono Māori (Māori knowledge 
and principles/values) to try to address the cultural concerns that have been raised.  The 
engagement occurring in August through to mid- September 2017 focuses on the 
enhanced land contact bed design.   

How does the Land Contact Bed Water Restoration work? 

Treated water leaves the wastewater treatment plant and enters the contact bed system 
which mimics mother nature to further purify the waiparapara/treated water leaving it just 
short of drinking standard

• Entering the land contact bed system it goes through a bubbling water filtration 
process

• Followed by a series of rock and wetland vegetation filtering bands
• A water fountain system to create turbulence and aeration follows
• Before the waiparapara moves through rills that emulate streams
• Into a calm rock pool / pond where aquatic life is present before the water is released 

through a rock filtration waterfall into a cascading channel out to Puarenga Bay

How much better will the water be once the upgrade is done? What improvements 
percentage wise will be gained? 

Current levels (as the water 
leaves the plant)

Post upgrade 
levels

Percentage 
improvements

Nitrogen 5-6 mg/litre <4.3 mg/litre 30% improvement

Phosphorous 3-4 mg/litre 0.4 mg/litre 90% improvement

Pathogens – E coli 
bacteria

5400 per 100ml <1 per 100ml >99% improvement

Pathogens - viruses
Millions per litre (different 
amounts for different viruses)

<1/litre >99% improvement

What is the purpose of the cultural treatment design for the Land Contact Bed? 

The land contact bed design has been enhanced by incorporating Māori knowledge and 
principles/values to address cultural concerns that have were raised during consultation.

At a minimum the design aims to incorporate the following principles/values:

• Restoration of the mauri of the water
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• Water is of Papatūānuku and Ranginui and is both intrinsic to life and must be able 
to sustain life and be life-sustaining

• Kaitiakitanga
• Te Tūāpapa o ngā wai o Te Arawa / Te Arawa cultural framework for water

The plant upgrade will increase capacity to treat more than 70 million litres a day, 
what will this mean for the Land Contact bed? 

The maximum capacity of the upgraded plant will be about 70 million litres a day which will 
help us deal with significant weather events. If an event was to occur that makes us run at 
maximum capacity, it would take about five hours for the water to flow through the land 
contact bed (at a peak flow of about 825 litres per second). However, peak flows, caused 
by severe weather, usually happen in short durations and are unlikely to be sustained at 
this level for a full 24 hours. 

Where is the Wastewater Treatment Plant located? 

Rotorua’s wastewater (sewage) is treated daily at a central Wastewater Treatment Plant on 
Te Ngae Road.  It is sited on the eastern edge of Lake Rotorua in the Sanatorium Reserve 
- a reserve gifted by Ngāti Whakaue for public purposes under the 1880 Fenton 
Agreement.  The plant uses a combination of a 5-stage Bardenpho process and Membrane 
Bioreactor, the first full biological nitrogen and phosphorus process that is used for 
municipal wastewater in New Zealand. 

To protect the quality of the water in Lake Rotorua, the treated effluent from the plant is 
currently irrigated to pass through CNI land in Whakarewarewa Forest before the 
groundwater discharges to Lake Rotorua.

Where is the preferred location for the release of waiparapara (treated wastewater)? 

• Council suggests the provisional release location should be Te Arikiroa / Sulphur Bay
• The site would be close to the newly designed Land Contact Bed on the Sanatorium 

Reserve 

How was the preferred location option selected? 

Rotorua Project Steering Committee considered three options all incorporating a Land 
Contact Bed system: 

• Puarenga Stream discharge
• Offshore lakebed discharge into Lake Rotorua with diffuser
• Sulphur Bay (Te Arikiroa) discharge after recovered water is infiltrated through 

specified aggregates within existing storage ponds

Two of the three options were strongly opposed because of cultural concerns, which only 
left the preferred option available. The preferred option met the required threshold however 
it was not unanimously supported by the committee.

How long is the engagement process? 

Rotorua Lakes Council will be engaging with the community from April through to 
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September.

Who has been responsible for investigating the options? 

Rotorua Project Steering Committee has been exploring options.

• At a 2014 Lakeswater Quality Society workshop it was suggested that Rotorua Lakes 
Council collaborate with the community to work together to find a suitable solution for 
the future, to first and foremost improve the mauri (vitality) of the treated water and 
make it as clean as possible before returning it to the environment

• Council agreed, and with key stakeholders including mandated hapū representatives, 
 the Steering Committee was formed

What guidelines have Rotorua Project Steering Committee considered when looking 
at alternative options? 

• Be life-sustaining and restore the mauri (vitality) of the treated water
• Meet standards consistent with the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 

Management
• Satisfy regulatory requirements and secure resource consents in partnership with the 

community and tangata whenua
• Achieve a high level of public health and environmental protection
• Be the best practicable option for Rotorua’s future wastewater management
• Once the Steering Committee had identified options, it was worked through and 

shortlisted, a suite of potential discharge options identified and indicative costs 
estimated

• The wider community was consulted and responses were fed back into the ongoing 
process

How many options have been canvassed? 

Rotorua Project Steering Committee has investigated numerous options which include:

• Whether the Rotorua Wastewater Treatment Plant should be upgraded
• What type of system would ensure the removal of pathogens and phosphorus from 

effluent to ensure its treated before it is disposed of
• Rotorua Project Steering Committee is unanimous on the need to upgrade the 

Wastewater Treatment Plant, however members did not unanimously agree on the 
point of effluent release 

Why is an alternative effluent disposal location being sought? 

Rotorua Lakes Council and CNI signed a deed in 2014 agreeing to end effluent disposal in 
Whakarewarewa Forest by December 2019.  The forest spraying system is now considered 
unsustainable as it is much less effective than when first implemented.

Given some iwi/ hapū oppose the preferred option, how is Council looking to 
address the respective issues? 
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Rotorua Lakes Council has started a supplementary engagement process to update key 
stakeholders such as iwi and hapū about the cultural treatment design for the land contact 
bed as part of the Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade.  

Council will apply for resource consent for the Wastewater Treatment Plant upgrade and 
waiparapara release location point after taking into account all feedback received from 
current engagement and all previous consultation rounds.  

Why isn’t Council only consulting Ngāti Whakaue given the Water Restoration 
Contact Land Bed and release location is on land gifted to Council by the tribe? 

Rotorua Lakes Council will engage with Ngāti Whakaue as mana whenua of Sanatorium 
Reserve, as well as other affected iwi / hapū and other significant stakeholders. 

How will the feedback from the engagement process be used? 

Community feedback will help shape Rotorua Lakes Council’s resource consent application 
to upgrade the Wastewater Treatment Plant to Bay of Plenty Regional Council. 

In 2013, the Environment Court directed Council to find an alternative effluent disposal 
method to replace the irrigation of waiparapara in Whakarewarewa Forest following on-
going concerns from tangata whenua.

Council’s objective is to mitigate concerns while at the same time adopting cultural 
practices in the operation of the plant. 

What will happen once engagement is completed? 

Council will analyse feedback to help shape its resource consent application to upgrade the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

How much water can the proposed land contact bed hold? 

• It holds about 15 million litres

How long will it take for water to flow through the land contact bed? 

Based on current levels, the plant treats about 20 million litres of wastewater every day.  
This amount of recovered water will take about 18 hours to flow through the proposed land 
contact bed. 

Given torrential rain has caused overflowing at the plant, is Council certain the 
proposed plant will have the capacity to cope with population growth and heavy 
rain? 

Yes.  The upgrade will manage a 45% growth in population (or roughly 7,000 more 
households) and will also be able to deal with significant weather events that reach a peak 
flow of 70 million litres per day or 825 litres per second.  
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If more houses are connected to the plant, will the rate of flow change in the land 
contact bed? 

Yes, the current system allows for a daily flow of up to 25 million litres a day 
which can service an extra 7,000 households than at the moment.

If we did service 7,000 more households, the flow rate though the system would take about 
15 hours.

How well will the proposed upgrade treat blood and other bodily fluid in 
wastewaters? 

• The plant is designed to break down and treat organic material such as blood and 
bodily fluids

• Bacteria breaks down organic matter in to simple compounds like carbon dioxide and 
water, as well as important nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorus

• Bacteria and other microorganisms grow and multiply under controlled ideal 
conditions in the plant 

◦ In parts of the process they are provided with as much oxygen (air) as they 
need to live (for respiration)  and in other parts they are starved of oxygen so 
they use the oxygen from the nitrate molecule and release the harmless 
nitrogen gas to the atmosphere

◦ They absorb their food from the material they live in

◦ Towards the end of the process they run out of food and energy (they have 
consumed all the organic waste from the wastewater) before they have 
removed all the nitrogen, so they are fed ethanol

◦ All the organic waste is bio-transformed into more bacteria, water and gases

• At the end of the treatment process, the wastewater also receives UV treatment to 
remove pathogens including viruses

• Sludge produced at the plant goes to Kawerau for vermicomposting

Does the plant deal with medical waste from the hospital? 

An independent company, Waste Management Technical Services, provide a specialised 
service for medical waste to our community. Medical waste is collected and taken to an 
Auckland plant where it is sterilised before being disposed of at their Class A landfill 
in Redvale, Dairy Flat. 

Are hazardous chemicals dealt with at the treatment plant? 

An independent company, Waste Management Technical Services, neutralises, sterilises 
and dewaters hazardous chemicals. Any solid residue is taken to the landfill and the 
remainder goes through filtrate treatment before being treated as trade waste. 

How is industry waste / trade waste dealt with? 
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Industry waste is a form of trade waste and its disposal needs to be in line with the trade 
waste bylaw. A trade waste officer decides the necessary treatment needed onsite 
before any wastewater is discharged to sewer. 

Examples: Restaurants use grease traps to separate grease. Dentists separate mercury. 
Petrol stations have measures in place to address spills. 

For most other industrial / commercial outlets, the best place for their wastewater to be 
treated is the Wastewater Treatment Plant.  Their discharge is monitored and they are 
charged based on the volume and strength of their discharge. 

How much wastewater is treated at the plant? 

• The Rotorua Wastewater Treatment Plant serves a population of about 60,000 
people. It has the capacity to serve a population of 75,000

• The plant receives 20 million litres of wastewater every day
• We have the capacity to treat a daily average wastewater intake of 27million litres
• Most of Rotorua's wastewater is generated by domestic use, while a small 

percentage is from industrial use
• Wastewater going into the plant includes rainwater, sediment, sewage, industrial 

wastewater and stormwater

At present, where does waiparapara/ wastewater go after it is treated? 

Treated wastewater undergoes a land treatment system and is irrigated into 
Whakarewarewa Forest.  It has been released there since 1991. 

Disposal in the forest will end by December 2019 as a result of Rotorua Lakes Council and 
CNI signing a deed in 2014, which also encouraged the exploration of an alternative option 
to the current Land Treatment System.

How long has Council been irrigating effluent in Whakarewarewa Forest? 

Waiparapara/ Treated wastewater has been released in Whakarewarewa Forest since 
1991

What prompted the creation of a Deed of Understanding between Council and CNI? 

The Deed of Agreement between Council and CNI was sparked by a directive from the 
Environment Court to look for alternative methods of disposing of waiparapara/ treated 
water.  The directive resulted from on-going tangata whenua concerns about the impact the 
current wastewater land treatment disposal system on the Puarenga catchment.  The 
agreement between Council and CNI was signed in 2014 and symbolised a vow to end 
effluent disposal in Whakarewarewa Forest by the end of 2019.

How much will the upgrade of the plant and disposal to Sulphur Bay cost? 

The upgrade is estimated to cost about $30 million.

Why treat Wastewater? 
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Nature eventually cleans water through the water cycle, but this takes time. Treating 
wastewater accelerates the natural process. Wastewater has a very high number of water-
borne bacteria and pathogens. Some of these are completely harmless: others are 
responsible for life-threatening diseases. 

Wastewater is also nutrient-rich. It contains high levels of nitrogen and phosphorus. In the 
1980s, wastewater was a major contributor of nutrients which added to Lake Rotorua’s 
declining water quality problems. 

Council’s upgrades of the wastewater treatment plant have substantially reduced the 
nutrient load to Lake Rotorua. Treatment now involves biological nutrient removal with 
carbon dosing and land treatment.

How often is it irrigated in Whakarewarewa Forest? 

Council sprays treated effluent from the wastewater treatment plant onto blocks in 
Whakarewarewa Forest for about two to three hours each day.

Where are the irrigation zones? 

• There are a number of irrigation blocks in Whakarewarewa Forest, which are located 
away from main roads and forestry roads.

• A map identifying these zones can be found here
• There are several signs erected in prominent spots in the forest telling people about 

irrigation spray sites, which have a buffer zone of trees preventing the treated 
effluent drifting on to forest roads and tracks used for recreational purposes.
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What is this document all 
about? 
 

Ma te mahi tahi ka tutuki – working together, we will succeed. 
 

This is the 2015-2025 Long-term Plan public consultation document for Rotorua Lakes 

Council (the operating name of the Rotorua District Council).  The document summarises 

the key challenges the council faces while considering the next 10 years, to be addressed in 

the Long-term Plan, Council’s road map and budget for the next decade.  The Long-term 

Plan is due to be finalised and adopted in June 2015.  

 

During the last 18 months there has been a strong drive to bring about real change for the 

district. Through Council’s ongoing commitment to the Rotorua 2030 vision and from 

engagement with residents, Council believes it has a good understanding of the 

community’s expectations and of the challenges it faces in delivering them.  These 

conversations have come together in this proposal. 

 

This document identifies those key challenges for the council, and it explains how they will 

be addressed.  

 

Council needs resident’s guidance to ensure it is on the right track for achieving the Rotorua 

2030 goals.  In particular Council wants to hear the community’s views on proposals, 

including: 

 

• Funding services, achieving a balanced budget and rates increases 

• Wastewater 

• Waste Strategy and the draft waste minimisation plan 

• Maintaining community infrastructure 

• Keeping pace with Rotorua 2030 priorities  

 

Please read through this document and take the opportunity to share your thoughts with 

Council.  This consultation process will run until 2 June 2015.  You can make a submission on 

any topic.  Details on how to make a submission are included at the back of this document. 

 

Remember the Long-term Plan impacts everyone in Rotorua. 
 

Tātau tātau – we together  
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Challenge 1  
Funding council services 
 
During the lead-in to the 2013 election there was a community view that debt levels were 

unsustainable and operations could be more efficient.  So a rapid course of action saw the 

financial position reviewed to gain a true picture. The review concluded that: 

 

• Revenue had been reducing for the previous five years while costs had been rising. 

• There was an historical pattern of not achieving budget. 

• Some activities had become underfunded so Council was borrowing to fund the gap 

between revenue and costs. 

• Debt levels rose and were now constraining future projects and proposals. 

• Rates increases had been kept low to assist residents during the challenging economic 

times. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

              

This graph shows how, 

between 2010-2014, Council 

has not lived within its means 
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By focusing excessively on detail, decisions were made at a micro-level to achieve desired 

outcomes without understanding the wider financial implications. Many of those decisions 

constrained revenue while Council’s cost base increased.  This has meant Council has not 

had a balanced budget for the last three years. 

 

 
 

 
 

Council’s response was to develop a sustainable financial framework to be used as the 

foundation for the Annual Plan 2014/15. 

 

 

Council also removed $8.3m in operating costs within the organisation 

during an 18 month period (December 2013 to June 2015), through 

efficiency gains.  The focus was on balancing cash flows to ensure 

funds going out did not exceed funds coming in.   

 

  

Unbalanced budget 
 

In 2013 Council moved to an 

unbalanced budget. 

 

Prior years were balanced 

because of capital subsidies. 

This masked the fact that the 

budget for operations was not 

balanced. 

 

A balanced budget is when operating 

expenditure does not exceed operating 

revenue. 

Masking the Balanced Budget: 
 

The budget was balanced from 

2010 to 2012 but operations 

were significantly underfunded 

as Council did not actually 

achieve budget. 
 

Council had to borrow to fund 

the cash flow shortfall. 

Sustainable financial framework key points: 

• Hold debt increases to a minimum and progressively reduce the current level 

• Annual rates increases approximately 3% 

• Business differential rate decreased 

• Property sales to balance capital spend 

• Capex ceiling of $22 million – significantly constraining capital spending   

• Targeted rates and charges for water, wastewater, and refuse fully funded net of other revenue 

During an 18 month 

period $8.3m  
in costs were removed 
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Council developed a high level strategic model to focus on three key levers, being funding, 

capital spend, and levels of debt.  The model enables a focus on balancing all three levers to 

ensure the future sustainability of services and finances. 

 

While council finances may appear complicated, in simple terms they involve balancing the 

three levers.  Adjusting one of these levers impacts on the other two.  For example, if you 

reduce spending you are able to either reduce rates or debt.  Alternatively, reducing funding 

means you need to either spend less or take on more debt. 

 

Strategic lever one - funding 

Funding is made up of rates and other revenue. The level of rate is essentially the result of 

operating expenditure less other revenue (user fees), leaving the balance to be funded by 

rates.  Rates must be set at a level where capital spend and debt are sustainable to deliver 

the levels of service sought by our community.   

 

Strategic lever two - debt 

Council’s debt level is determined by deciding on a prudent level that can be serviced 

without putting pressure on Council’s finances.  Council has determined a prudent level 

based on a multiplier of 1.75 times (175%) revenues.  This is a limit set by the Local 

Government Funding Agency which Council predominately borrows through.  If borrowing 

goes above this level, the cost of borrowing increases.  This is similar to a person taking out 

a low equity mortgage on a house and paying a higher interest or an additional fee on 

borrowing.  

 

Council’s debt to revenue ratio is currently at 162% and is forecast to reduce 142% in 10 

years’ time.   

 

If you do not agree that these levels are prudent and would prefer 

to see debt reduce, Council could sell assets, or consider the other 

two levers, i.e. increasing funding by putting up rates and fees and / 

or reducing capital spending. 

 

For example, a debt reduction of $790,000 would require a commensurate reduction in 

spending, or a 1% increase in rates.   

 

Strategic lever three - capital spend 

Council is considering a capital expenditure programme that maintains infrastructure and 

resolves current issues identified with waste water.  Reducing this spend would have a 

positive effect on either rates or debt, but it would have a negative impact on levels of 

service and would increase the risk of asset failure.  

 

Modelling the three levers 

When considering a financial strategy all three levels need to be carefully balanced to 

ensure all three are set at sustainable levels. 

 

 

 

 

 

Do you agree that 175% 

of revenue is a prudent 

debt ratio level?   
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Into action 2015… 
 

The development of a fresh financial strategy based on the framework prepared for the 

2014/15 Annual Plan now provides Council with the opportunity to set the direction for the 

next 10 years. This strategy commits to working within the limits to bring balance back.  

 

Analysis of the Annual Plan 2014/15 financial framework highlighted two elements needing 

change: 

• $22 million ceiling on capital spend was not sustainable as this would reduce levels of 

service and increase the risk of failure of assets 

• 3% rate increases were insufficient to close the current funding gap.  A higher level of 

rates rises is needed in the early years to close the funding gap 

 

Reviewing Fees and Charges (i.e. non-rates funding) 

 

Revenue from fees and charges comes from things such as library book rental charges, 

admissions to the Aquatic Centre and Museum, liquor licences and fees for building and 

resource consents. 

 

Over the last six years revenue from fees and charges has declined as a proportion of 

income, mainly in the landfill, parking fees, and events and venues areas where costs are 

generally fixed. In 2010 rates provided 57% of revenue, increasing to 68% in 2014.  This 

means the council is reliant on rates revenue to pay operating costs. 
 

The financial strategy has been modelled to retain the current funding proportions relative 

to increases in the cost of services.  This means that fees and charges will increase in 

proportion to any increases in the costs of providing services.  As an example, a 5% increase 

in the cost of providing building consents will result in a 5% increase in user fees.   

 

If the community wanted higher revenue from fees and charges, then an additional 4% 

increase in existing fees would equate to a 1% decrease in overall rates.  However, a high 

increase in fees could see a reduction in use of those services with their costs largely fixed.  

Potentially this could lead to a higher rate requirement to pay for costs in the future. 

 

Some of the fees and charges are set by legislation and cannot be increased by Council.   

 

Reviewing levels of service 
 

During the last 18 months Council removed $8.3m of operating 

expenditure. This has been achieved by improving efficiency and 

effectiveness. This is an approximate 8% efficiency gain across all 

operating costs, excluding finance costs.   

 

Council will continue to push for improved efficiencies, targeting a 

further $1m of savings in our corporate services. The current view is 

that any further reduction in costs will have an impact on levels of 

service. A list of these activities and their approximate net cost to rates 

is on page 14. 

Council uses the term 

‘Levels of Service’ to 

refer to a combination 

of the quality of 

infrastructure  

provided, the standard 

to which it is kept, and 

the services these 

assets and our staff and 

contractors provide to 

the community. 
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If the community prefers more cost reductions to help balance the budget this would 

require a reduction in levels of service.  

 

To address the imbalance between Council’s funding and expenditure, service levels would 

need to be fundamentally changed.  This would not be achieved by minor changes. 

 

Council’s current view is that the current levels of service should be maintained. However, 

ultimately the community can offer a view through submissions on this document about 

maintaining current levels of service, or identifying areas where service levels could 

decrease or increase? 

 

Activities we provide  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reviewing Rates 
 

Rates are categorised as either general or targeted rates.  Targeted 

rates are used to fund specific activities where there is a clearly 

identifiable group benefiting from that specific activity.   

This includes refuse, wastewater and water supply.  General rates are 

used to fund council activities where the benefits of the service lie 

across the whole of the community.  Examples are the Museum, parks 

and reserves and animal control.   

 

Analysis shows there needs to be a significant adjustment to rates.  This is a response to 

historic under-funding of services rather than an increase in costs or levels of service.  The 

following analysis on rates should be read in this context. 
 

Governance and 

Engagement 
Planning and Policy Emergency Management 

Aquatic Centre District Library Events and Venues 

Gardens, Reserves and 

Sportsgrounds 
Pensioner Housing Rotorua Museum 

Economic Development Consenting Services Regulatory Services 

Roads and Footpaths Sewerage and Sewage Stormwater and Land Drainage 

Waste Management Water Supplies 
Council controlled 

organisations 

• Do you think Council’s current levels of service are appropriate? 

• If not, what levels of service would you like to see increase/decrease, and 

why? 

• What services would you pay more/less for and why? 

 
How do Rotorua 
Rates compare? 

See page 36 
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Three Council activities funded by targeted rates do not currently have the right level of 

funding.  These are refuse, wastewater and water.  The amounts of refuse being landfilled 

during the last six years has been in decline and at the same time costs have increased while 

rates to fund the service have remained the same.  For water and wastewater the funding 

challenges relate to the level of capital spending undertaken in recent years, and the need 

to fund additional capital spending to maintain the network during the next 10 years.   

 

Council proposes that activities funded by targeted rates be fully funded by those targeted 

rates.   

This means a 15% increase for wastewater rates, a 10% increase in water rates and a 79% 

increase in the refuse rate. 

 

Impact per year 
15% ↑↑↑↑ 

Wastewater 

10% ↑↑↑↑ 

Water 

79% ↑↑↑↑ 

Refuse 

Business $51* ↑ $19** ↑ $63-$126*** 

Rural  $51 ↑  $66 ↑ 

Residential $51 ↑ $18 ↑ $63 ↑ 
 

*  dependant on the number of toilets 

**  dependant on the volume of water used 

***  higher rate for businesses in the CBD 

 

If funding was at sustainable levels, increases in water, wastewater and refuse would be 

reflected by corresponding reductions in the general rate.  However this is not occurring due 

to the general under-funding of services. 
 

Rotorua Lakes Council rates on own utilities infrastructure - $1.3m  

Council properties and infrastructure are subject to rates just like all other rateable 

properties in the district.  Several years ago Council changed the way it rates its utilities 

infrastructure, in particular in applying the economic development rate.  The purpose of this 

rate is to fund economic projects and tourism, and it is collected via a targeted rate to 

business.  
 

Council wastewater and water activities incurred these rates and the costs were passed 

onto other ratepayers via the targeted rate of those activities, predominately residential 

ratepayers who are not actually the target ratepayers.  
 

Council is considering removing the business differential and economic development rate 

from its utilities infrastructure.  This will not increase the amount of overall rates collected 

but will result in $1.3m of rates from residential ratepayers moving back to the targeted 

ratepayers.  This will mean an average increase of $428.00 to a business ratepayer. 

 

Other Rates 

The increases considered for wastewater, water and refuse targeted rates equates to an 

overall 5.7% rate increase in rates revenue.  This corrects the funding for these activities but 

still leaves Council short of achieving an overall balanced budget.  Council is considering 

increases to other rates to provide an overall 7% one-off rates increase. This allows future 

rates increases to remain at levels more in line with inflation.  
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We want to hear from you 
 

Do you support a 7% general 

rate increase to be used to 

return the council to a 

balanced budget by 2017? 

Balanced Budget Ratio if we raise rates by 7% 

 
 

The changes being considered to Council’s rates, fees and 

charges and levels of service will provide a balanced 

budget in 2017.  2016 would not be balanced as Council is 

not planning to fund all depreciation expenses.  Ideally 

this should be fully funded but the funding gap in 2016 

has no significant impact on the capital programme or 

debt.  Council would require an additional 1% increase in 

revenue to balance the budget in 2016. 

 

Capital spend – replacing assets and new builds  

Past under-funding of activities and not living within past budgets has meant Council has 

had to borrow more to fund capital spend.  In 2014, to ensure Council lived within its means 

asset, spending was constrained. This means some assets were not replaced due to a lack of 

funds. 

 

The rates increases now being considered means the current constraints are removed and 

Council is able to fund up to $405m of assets.  The only cap to this annual spend will be to 

live within the borrowing limits and funding available.  (Refer the page 16 for the capital 

spend breakdown). 

 

Debt 

Council’s current level of debt is sustainable but is high when the 

level of capital work required over the next 10 years.  Council 

believes a prudent level of debt for a local authority is less than 

175% of its total revenue.  The increases to funding and the levels 

of spending on assets being considered would mean debt will 

increase at the rate of inflation over the next 10 years.  Debt will 

increase from $148.8m (146% of total revenue) to approximately 

$205m (143% of total revenue). Note: opening debt of $148.8m 

excludes $18.6m transferring to the Airport Company on 30 June 

2015.  
 

Due to prior level of funding of services and the amount of capital expenditure ahead 

Council does not believe it is prudent to significantly reduce debt at this stage.   

80%

85%

90%

95%

100%

105%

110%

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Balanced Budget Ratio  

We propose to move back to 

a balanced budget in 2016/17.   

To do this a one-off overall 

rates increase of 7% is 

needed. 

 

We want to hear from you 
 

Do you support maintaining 

debt levels to complete 

capital projects? 

Or do you want to reduce 

capital projects? 
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The critical element in balancing the three levers has been to provide appropriate funding 

for the capital programme to ensure Council’s infrastructure is effective and sustainable. 

 

To achieve this, Council is considering a one-off overall rate increase of 7% (lever one) and 

the rate of inflation in following years.  For the next 10 years this will provide for: 

• A balanced budget in year 2; 

• $405m for the capital programmes (lever two); and 

• A $56m debt increase (lever three) 

 

Council considers that there is minimal scope to change the capital programme (lever two) 

because of expectations in relation to levels of service.   This effectively means the other 

two levers are available to change. 

 

If the community prefers a different rate increase to the 7% being considered, it would 

mean a change in debt levels.  As an example, a 1% decrease in rates in year one equal a $27 

reduction for the average ratepayer, but would increase debt by approximately $14 million 

across 10 years.   

 

So if the community felt that a 6% increase is more 

appropriate, this would mean the balanced budget 

would be achieved only in years where Council received 

significant capital subsidies, and debt would increase by 

$69.6 million rather than $56m over the next 10 years.  
 

 

 

 

Proposed Rates Rises: 2015-2025 

 

 

 

Do you agree with Council’s 

preferred option of a one-off 7% 

overall rates increase or would 

you like to see a lower rates 

increase, meaning more debt? 

0.00%

1.00%

2.00%

3.00%

4.00%

5.00%

6.00%

7.00%

8.00%

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Rates increases
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Draft 10-year budget at a glance 

Area of spend 
Annual 

Operating Cost 
10 year Capital 

Spend 
How activity is 

funded 

 

Rate value 
per $100 

Aquatic Centre     

 

Consenting Services     

Corporate Services     

Economic Development     

 

Emergency 

Management 

 

 

   

 

 

Events and Venues     

 

Gardens, Reserves and 

Sports grounds 
    

Governance and 

Engagement 
    

 

Library 

 
    

    

 

$2.78m $20.17m 

$1.15m - 

$13.92m $35.8m 

$9.06m $13.99m 

$0.38m $0.58m 

$7.11m $21.15m 

$9.60m $43.03m 

$5.51m - 

$4.08m $8.97m 

$62.35 

$32.67 

$72.51 

$100 

$67.95 

$85.67 

$86.44 

$93.40 

Rates 

62% 

 

 Other 38% 

62% 

Rates 

62% 
 

 Other 

Recovered internally 

67.33% 

32.67%

Rates 

62% 

 Other 

0%% 

Rates 

62% 
 

 Other 

100% 

72.51% 

27.49% 

Rates 

62% 
 

Other 

100% 

0%% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

67.95% 

32.05%

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 14.33% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

86.44% 

13.56% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

93.40 % 

6.6 % 

85.67% 

$0 
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Area of spend 
Annual 

Operating Cost 
10 year Capital 

Spend 
How activity is 

funded 
Rates value  
per $100 

Museum     

Pensioner Housing     

Planning     

Regulatory Services 

 

 

    

Roads and footpaths     

Waste Water    

 

 

Stormwater     

Waste Management     

Water Supply     

 

 

 

 

 

$0.77m $3.16m 

$2.52m - 

$2.76m $0.09m 

$15.73m $99.52m 

$12.43m $75.76m 

$3.96m $32.23m 

$7.77m - 

$5.78m $32.17m 

$6.70 

$100 

$77.62 

$95.88 

$98.66 

$70.81 

$100 

38% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

6.70% 

93.30% 

Rates 

62% 
 

Other 

100% 

0% 

Rates 

62% 

 Other 

0% 

100% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

77.62% 

22.38% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

95.88% 

4.12% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

98.66% 

1.34% 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

70.81% 

29.19% 

Rates 

62% 
 

Other 

100% 

0% 

$0 

$4.19m $10.24m 

$58.09 

Rates 

62% 

 

 

Other 

58.09 % 

41.91% 
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What we will spend 

 

 
 

 
 

Note: The above capital expenditure does not yet reflect techniques to smooth the level of spending in each 

year.  This smoothing will have no impact on rates and debt. 

Capital Expenditure by Activity

Governance and Engagement 9%

Economic Development 4%

Aquatic Centre 5%

Gardens, Reserves and Sportsgrounds 11%

Regulatory Services 0.02%

Pensioner Housing 1%

Library 2%

Emergency Management 0.15%

Events & Venues 5%

Museum  3%

Roads and Footpaths 25%

Sewerage and Sewage 19%

Storm Water and Drainage 8%

Water Supplies 8%

0
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Challenge 2 
Wastewater   
 
Wastewater is an important issue for Rotorua due to the water quality of lakes in the district 

that have been impacted by sewage treatment and disposal methods.  Council is considering 

projects that will address issues for the urban wastewater system and also for four 

rural/lakeside schemes. 

‘Out-of-the-forest by 2019’ Project 
 

Project Objective 

To find an alternative system for wastewater treatment that restores the ‘mauri’ (spirit) and 

life supporting capacity of the water, and meets nutrient removal requirements of the 

Rotorua Te Arawa Lakes Programme and anticipated consent requirements. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Background 

In 2013 the Environment Court directed Council to begin investigating alternative disposal 

methods for its treated urban wastewater.  As a result Council and CNI Iwi Holdings (forest 

owner) signed an agreement which will see an end to the spraying of treated wastewater in 

Whakarewarewa Forest by the end of 2019.  The forest land disposal system is now 

considered unsustainable as it is less effective than when first implemented.  Concerned 

stakeholders, including iwi, are now working together to find a suitable alternative. 

 

The current Rotorua Wastewater Treatment and Disposal System is among the best in the 

world for the removal of nutrients from wastewater.  While the system removes 

phosphorous as it was designed to do, its nitrogen stripping efficiency is not as effective as 

originally expected. 
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Reasons for the project 

• Inefficiencies with nitrogen-stripping in the existing Land Disposal System (LDS) since 

1995; 

• Areas in some low-lying areas of the forest becoming saturated causing impaired tree 

growth; 

• The deed of understanding (May 2014) between the Council and CNI Iwi Holdings Ltd 

requires an alternative location for treated water discharge. 

 

Benefits of the project 

A new method of discharging treated wastewater to the environment would: 

• be life-sustaining and restore the ‘mauri’ of the water 

• satisfy regulatory requirements and secure resource consents in partnership with 

tangata whenua and the wider community  

• achieve a high level of public health and environmental protection 

• be the best practicable option for Rotorua’s future wastewater management 

 

Options being considered (and costs) 

Five options (listed below) have been identified for consideration.  A final preferred option is 

expected to be identified by the end of the 2015.  Meanwhile a review of new options and 

technologies is continuing.  A key factor in the various options and costs imposed is the level 

of nitrogen, measured in parts per million (PPM).  A linkage between nitrogen and 

phosphorus and algal bloom risk is widely acknowledged, but the absolute quantification of 

the impacts are not certain. 
 

 

OPTION 1 OPTION 2 OPTION 3 OPTION 4 OPTION 5 

Base Upgrade Base Upgrade Base Upgrade Dual Discharge 

New Land 

Treatment 

System 

Removes dissolved 

P + UV disinfection 

+ Particulate 

Filtration 

+ Denitrifying 

Filtration 
  

N approx. 6ppm N approx. 5ppm N approx. 4ppm ppm=parts per million 

Approx. $14M Approx. $20m Approx. $24M Greater than $30m 
Greater than 

$30m 

Discharge to 

Water 

Discharge to 

Water 

Discharge to 

Water 

New Land 

Treatment 

New Land 

Treatment 

 

Option 2 is included in Council’s proposed capital programme for the next 10 years. 

 

 

  

Council currently has a short-term resource consent that is around 5-6ppm.  

This is allowed while options are being investigated.  Nitrogen stripping 

under the old resource consent condition was 4ppm. 
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New sewerage schemes  

East Rotoiti/Rotoma, Tarawera, Mamaku, Rotoehu  
 

These schemes are a response to communities’ wishes to improve water quality of the 

lakes, and provide an opportunity for communities to collaborate on community schemes 

rather than individually meet the costs of on-site effluent treatment. 
 

So far, subsidy funding for the community wastewater scheme at East Rotoiti/Rotoma has 

come from Ministry for the Environment, Ministry of Health, Bay of Plenty Regional Council 

and Rotorua Lakes Council. 
 

Tarawera, Rotoehu and Mamaku communities do not yet have approved subsidy funding.  

 

Scheme 

Area 

Number of 

properties 

to be 

serviced 

Total 

estimated 

scheme 

costs 

Cost/property 

(subsidised or 

without 

subsidy) 

Reasons for the scheme 

East 

Rotoiti/ 

Rotoma 

Approx 710 $32m 
$12,000 

(Subsidised) 

To improve lake water quality and remove 

public health issues associated with septic 

tanks 

Tarawera Approx 440 $13.5m 

$30,700 

(without 

subsidy)  

To improve lake water quality and remove 

public health issues associated with septic 

tanks 

Rotoehu Approx 75 $3.5m 

$46,700 

(without 

subsidy)  

To improve lake water quality and remove 

public health issues associated with septic 

tanks 

Mamaku Approx 360 $11.0m 

$30,600 

(without 

subsidy) 

To improve lake water quality and remove 

public health issues associated with septic 

tanks 

NOTE:  If wastewater schemes are not provided in these areas, the Bay of Plenty Regional Council 

On-site Effluent Treatment Plan will require private property owners to install complying on-site 

nutrient removal treatment plants on each property or obtain Resource Consent. 

Note:  Tarawera, Rotoehu and Mamaku are not included in the proposed capital programme for the 

next 10 years. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

• General rates provide a $1500 contribution to each property with a new sewage 

scheme.  Should general ratepayers subsidise more or less of the costs?  
 

• Should individual ratepayers in the areas above fund the projects as a targeted rate 

or should they be considered part of a network of treatment plants and have an 

equalised targeted rate across our district?  This would cost approximately $130 

per ratepayer.  
  

• Do the individual communities believe that waste treatment plants are required 

and are they prepared to meet the required capital cost through a targeted rate 
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Challenge 3 
Waste Strategy 
 
Council is notifying the results of its Waste Assessment 2015 and consulting 
on the draft Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP)  
 
Project Objective 

To develop a Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP) that:  
 

• maximises the recovery of resources (materials, nutrients, energy) from our waste; 

• minimises the impact of waste and the amount of waste we dispose of;  

• protects public health and aims to meet community expectations; 

• meets Council’s legal requirements and includes a recent Waste Assessment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The WMMP considers options for the collection, recycling, and disposal of Rotorua’s waste 

and proposes a number of changes to address the following main issues:  
 

• Significantly less waste is going to the landfill, which has reduced external revenue; 

• The cost of operating transfer stations is high with users not covering their cost; 

• 10% of properties do not have a kerbside collection; 

• Rotorua rubbish contains a lot of material that could be recycled;  

• Demand for a council kerbside recycling collection remains high. 
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The current level of service  

The current level of service costs on average $226 per rate paying property year.  This cost 

to ratepayers has been increasing as landfill revenue has reduced over time.  Increases in 

the targeted rate have not kept pace with decreases in landfill revenue.  This activity has 

been under-funded, and the increase to the refuse rate being considered on page 11 

corrects funding for the current service.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Almost 80% of residents surveyed 

supported a kerbside recycling service to 

encourage waste reduction 

(Perceptions survey, backed by Ideas Shop 2014) 

Do you support a 

kerbside recyclables 

collection? 

Did you know? 
 

The current annual cost of 

operating the landfill is $2.2m 

of which $600,000 is for 

monitoring and treating 

leachate. Profit has been 

reducing. 

 

Do you support 

partnership 

proposals from 

commercial 

operators for the 

Atiamuri landfill? 
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Future of waste collection and disposal 

In considering what a future waste management service could look like, collection, 

transfer, recycling, minimisation and disposal methods need to be considered. The table 

below shows the cost of different kerbside collection and landfill options.  

 
 

 

Option 1  

Refuse – 

paper bag 

weekly 

Option 2  

Refuse - 

plastic bag 

weekly 

Option 3 

Refuse –

MGB*  

fortnightly 

Option 4a  

Refuse & 

recyclables 

fortnightly 

Option 4b  

Refuse & 

recyclables 

weekly 

Option 5 

Refuse  

recyclables 

& organic 

Option 6 

Baseline 

services 

only 

Recycling services, 

litter, waste 

minimisation 

 √  √  √  √  √  √  √ 

Refuse collection Paper bag 

weekly 

Plastic bag 

weekly 

240 L MGB 

fortnightly 

140L MGB 

fortnightly 

140 L MGB 

weekly 

140 L MGB 

fortnightly 

User pays (> 

$100) 

Recyclables  

collection 

User pays User pays User pays 240 L MGB 

+ 60L crate 

for glass  

fortnightly 

240 L MGB 

+ 60L crate 

for glass  

fortnightly 

240 L MGB 

+ 60L crate 

for glass  

fortnightly 

User pays 

Food-waste 

collection and 

processing 

-  -  -  -  -  240 L MGB 

fortnightly 

-  

Greenwaste 

collection and 

composting 

User pays User pays User pays User pays User pays User pays User pays 

Other services User pays User pays User pays User pays User pays User pays User pays 

Business as usual 
$226 $216 $200 $196 $213 $275 $134 

Close landfill 
$297 $287 $271 $266 $283 $345 $204 

*MGB = Mobile Garbage Bin = Wheelie bin 

 
 

Proposed level of service  

Council’s preferred option for refuse collection is to move away 

from weekly bag collections (option 1) to kerbside wheelie bins 

for refuse and recyclables (option 4a). This would lead to a 

reduction in cost of $30 per ratepayer.  

 

Further consideration needs to be given to how refuse and 

recyclables would be disposed of.  This is currently done via the landfill and recycling centre.  

Closing the landfill would mean all refuse would be disposed of initially via transfer stations, 

with the refuse transported out of the district to alternative landfills. This would lead to a 

$70 increase per ratepayer. 

 

There may be an opportunity to partner with a commercial operator for the provision of 

collection, disposal and landfill operations. If this could be done at a price comparable to our 

business as usual option, should Council do so? 

  

Other options to consider 

 

Inorganic recyclables (option 4b) 

The proposal is for a commercial operator to collect and process with plastics (excluding film 

and expanded foam), cans, paper, cardboard and glass. However, there would still be a need 

for disposal of inorganic materials such as whiteware, e-waste etc.  Should Council continue 

We want to hear 
from you 

 
 

Which option do you 
support and why?  
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to provide a location for these inorganic recyclables (such as the current recycling centre) or 

should a kerbside recyclables contractor provide this service? 

 

Kitchen waste processing (option 5) 

Should Council consider kitchen-waste processing such as either a separate kitchen waste 

collection or a combined garden and kitchen waste collection? 

 

In the meantime, would you like Council to provide for a greenwaste kerbside collection as a 

separate optional extra on your rates? 

 

Transfer stations 

Transfer stations cost Council around $0.5m per year. Should they be closed, or operated on 

a user-pays basis?  Or should the council seek proposals from the communities they service 

for operating transfer stations in a way that best serves those communities? 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  

 

Waste Strategy and Draft Waste Management and Minimisation Plan (WMMP) 
 

• Every six years Council must review its WMMP.   

• Refer to council’s website rotorualakescouncil.nz to view a copy of the draft plan 

and to provide feedback. 
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Challenge 4 
Maintaining community 
infrastructure 
 

Funding constraints during recent years have seen some infrastructure not replaced when it 

should have been.  In some cases this meant Council deferred maintenance and only 

undertook essential repairs, and asset replacements were delayed to prioritise funding for 

other projects. 
 

Council now faces a backlog of repairs and renewals required to maintain the assets to the 

level the community expects.  Council is proposing to spend up to $405 million during the 

next 10 years on maintaining and improving assets. 
 

Council is looking to address maintenance issues and, earthquake prone issues, and may 

explore new partnerships to enable the provision of services such as a community/social 

services hub, public Library, Aquatic Centre, and Kuirau Park. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Community House 
 

Community House is a three-storey 1963 office building at 1115 Haupapa Street (between 

the i-SITE and library).  It was purchased by Council in 1993 to help accommodate local 

volunteer organisations providing a range of community services. 
 

Over the last decade building repairs and renewals have been delayed and are now 

overdue. Complaints regarding the state of the building are frequently received from 

tenants and visitors.   
 

Repairs now required include: 

• Roof replacement; to fix leaks and water damage; 

• Cladding; on façade to repair damage from leaking roof; 

• Plumbing services; 

• Replacement lift;  

• Corrective work to address asbestos content; and 

• Possible improvements required around earthquake strengthening (current assessment 

meets acceptable to government standards, but may not meet tenant’s expectations).   
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Community House currently provides office accommodation to social service and 

community groups. The building is usually fully tenanted, and there is a long waiting list of 

social service groups.  However, favourable lease agreements and subsidised rentals means 

there is little turnover in occupancy.  
 

Tenants provide invaluable services to the Rotorua community and this is recognised by 

Council. The building’s community value is being able to provide complementary services 

from a single location that reduces barriers to access issues.  The issue is however about the 

state of the building itself.   

 

Options being considered (and costs)  

1. Status quo – minimum of $67,000 in maintenance per annum.  No impact to rates.  

However, this option does not address deferred maintenance issues which will likely 

lead to increased costs in future years. 

2. Undertake repairs and renewals – estimated at $2.4m (option modelled) – would 

require tenants to vacate for around nine months while repairs undertaken.  With an 

annual income of $105,000 and current maintenance costs of $67,000 a year, spending 

$2.4m on the building may be a poor investment. 

3. Sell the property – desktop valuation by a registered valuer is approximately $1m (land 

and building). Realistically sale price could be less because of repairs needed. 

4. Demolish the building, relocate tenants and extend Jean Batten Square (preferred 

option) – the council would demolish the building and retain the land at a cost of 

approximately $300,000.  In considering this option Council would explore with the 

existing tenants new opportunities to co-locate services to another property and would 

continue to offer the same total amount of rental subsidy (up to $70,000 per annum).   

The benefits of this option include: 

• Opportunities for better visitor flow between the i-SITE & Visitor Centre, and the Library  

• Opportunities to explore, in collaboration with tenants, more clustering of social services 

• Opportunities to create more vibrancy in Jean Batten Square 

• Visually connect Haupapa Street and Arawa Street 

 

Rotorua District Library 
 

The library, located at 1127 Haupapa Street, is a four storey building that opened in 1991 to 

allow for a growth in library services.  During the last couple of years planned maintenance 

has been kept to a minimum.  This has resulted in several issues, the most significant being a 

leaking roof.   
 

Options being considered (and the costs): 
 

1. Replace and repair roof, cladding, and windows at approximately $1.5m in capital 

spend. 

2. Stage repairs over a number of years approximately $300k per year for 4-5years. 

3. Partner with Lakes District Health Board to establish Child Health and Library Hub 

within the library building, and reconfigure library to successfully interact with 

children’s space (Council’s preferred and modelled option, approx. $5m-6m) – see 

Child Health and Library Hub projects (page 32). Repairs would be completed within 12 

to 18 months. 

  

What do you think? 
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Did you know? 
 
 

The 40 year old outdoor 

pool is the only all-year 

outdoor 50 metre pool 

in the country. 

 

Aquatic Centre 
 

Project Objective 

To provide a complete refurbishment of the aging Rotorua Aquatic Centre.  
 

Background 

The Rotorua Aquatic Centre’s heated outdoor 50m pool was built in 1975 with community-

based funding, as stage one of the facility. Indoor pools and the main building (stage 2) were 

completed in 1988.  A million dollar upgrade (stage 3) was completed in 2003 to add indoor 

and outdoor spas, a splash pad and lazy river complex.  Since completion of these 

components maintenance of the plant and buildings has taken place but the complex is 

showing its age and now requires major refurbishment.   
 

Future developments of the Aquatic Centre are now part of the overall master plan for 

Kuirau Park.   
 

The Project 

The centre is highly valued by the community and is the only aquatic facility in the district 

offering the current range of activities. It attracts approximately 350,000 visits per year and 

is increasingly utilised by learn-to-swim programmes and swimming clubs.  
 

A number of aquatic centre development plans have been completed 

over the last decade, with the most recent in 2013 (SGL Feasibility 

Study). This recommended a $13.7m upgrade to modernise the 

facilities, provide more learn-to-swim space and to better integrate 

the aquatic centre with Kuirau Park.   
 

Options being considered (and costs): 
 

1. Minor upgrades to the aquatic centre - approximately $5m, to 

include re-roofing the indoor pool, redesigning reception and 

changing rooms, and adding more play structures to indoor areas. 

2. Refurbishment of the aquatic centre (Council’s preferred and modelled option) – 

approximately $15m.  Creation of a dedicated learn-to-swim pool and upgrade of the 

outdoor pool to bring it up to national competition standard. Development of a café and 

a gym to provide a wider recreation experience.  A significant community and/or 

commercial contribution would be expected for the project (50%-66%) before it could 

proceed (i.e. approximately $7.5m from council and $7.5m from a partner).  This option 

would mean Council would borrow $2.5m more than option 1.  Repaying this over 15 

years would see ratepayers pay an additional $8.50 each a year on average. 

3. A total rebuild of the Aquatic Centre – approximately $25 million.  Other recent new 

developments such as the Baywave complex in Tauranga and Coastlands Aquatic Centre 

in Paraparaumu have cost $18 million and $19.3 million respectively but do not feature 

an outdoor 50m pool. 

 

 

 

 

Kuirau Park (for information) 

 
 
 

We want to hear from you 
 

1. Do you support an upgrade of the Aquatic Centre? 

2. Do you support council seeking community/commercial contribution for approximately 

50% of the project cost? 

3. Are there other projects that you would like to see deferred or stopped to ensure that this 

project goes ahead? 
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What is a steam 
kitchen? 

 

 

 

 

Based on a concept from 

Beppu, Japan.  Customers 

choose from a selection of 

meats and vegetables 

which are then cooked 

utilising ‘steam’ generated 

from the park’s natural 

geothermal water source. 

Kuirau Park (for information) 
 

Project Objective 

To improve quality and use of this inner city park by linking the aquatic centre with the city 

through a boulevard and cycleway, developing a steam kitchen, and increasing appreciation 

of the exceptional cultural and geothermal values of the park.  

 

Background 

Kuirau Park is one of the city’s premium open spaces, alongside Government Gardens and 

the Lakefront Reserve.  At least three development proposals during the last two decades 

have failed to reach the necessary level of support to proceed.  As a result, upgrading of a 

large number of assets within the park have been deferred.  In the 2014/15 Annual Plan 

Council committed funding for linking Kuirau Park and the aquatic centre, and investigating 

the feasibility of a spa development.  This funding has been supplemented by some external 

funding (Francis Moss Boord Charitable Trust grant and NZTA Green Corridor funding) and 

from other council initiatives such as the Inner City Revitalisation Strategy.  

The Project 

Linking Kuirau Park and the aquatic centre through creation of a 

boulevard.  Kuirau Park is an attraction and destination; a space 

where locals and tourists come together.  The geothermal activity, 

local markets, and the close proximity to the aquatic centre make 

this park a gem within the inner city.  Creating a boulevard will 

connect the park’s activities and allow people to explore the park, 

navigated by interactive and cultural signage.  Along the boulevard, 

footpaths and toilets will be upgraded, and the potential for 

providing a steam kitchen is being explored.  

Options being considered (and the cost) 

All the projects listed below are included in Council’s budgets. 

Projects  Timing Total cost of 

project 

Beppu Steam Kitchen Development of a public cooking 

experience utilising the geothermal 

water source.  Project costs and 

sustainability are being investigated.  

Further consultation will be undertaken. 

2016 & 2017 $1.5-$2m 

50% council 

50% community/ 

commercial 

Renewing foot pools  2016 $250k 

Upgrade toilets  2016-2017 $300k-$350k 

Boulevard Extend the boulevard and connect 

footpaths to the aquatic centre.  Could 

allow opportunities for extending the 

market space and parking. 

2021-2023 $190k 

Viewing 

towers/lookouts 

Creation of five viewing/lookout towers 

to provide opportunities to view 

landscapes within the park. 

2021-2023 $200,000 
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Earthquake prone buildings (for information) 
 

Lessons from the Christchurch earthquakes raised questions throughout New Zealand about 

the condition of buildings and their ability to withstand a significant earthquake.   

 

Many of the services discussed earlier in this document are provided through ownership 

and maintenance of these buildings.  Many of the buildings are iconic; they are landmarks 

that Rotorua is known for.  Council considers that undertaking the work required to bring 

the buildings up to the specified level, is essential.  At this point all the issues and costs are 

not yet fully understood.  The following sites are currently being addressed or will need 

addressing in the short term: 

 

Building  
Location 

description 
Timeline Cost 

 

i-SITE / Visitor Centre 
 

 

 

 

Cnr Haupapa and 

Fenton Streets 

 

2016-17 

 

$2.4m 

 

Museum 

 

 

 

 

Government 

Gardens 

 

2016-21 

 

$5.5m 

 

Sir Howard Morrison 

Performing Arts Centre 

 

 

 

Cnr Fenton and 

Arawa Streets 

 

Not known at this 

point. 

 
 

The proposed capital works programme provides $16m for earthquake prone strengthening 

over the next 10 years. 
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Challenge 5 
Keeping pace with 2016 
priorities 
 
 

Rotorua 2030 goals  

To bring the Rotorua 2030 vision and goals to life, real change is essential.  And real change 

means everyone coming together and sharing the vision, or as our district crest succinctly 

puts it ‘tātau tātau – we together’.  Both long-term goals and shorter term priorities have 

been identified. 

Long Term Goals 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

‘Game changers’ for each goal are being progressively developed and implemented to bring 

about real change. Examples, such as the Inner City Revitalisation Strategy, feedback from 

the recent Ideas Store and Progress 2014 showing what has been achieved to date are all on 

the council website www.rotorualakescouncil.nz. 

 

Shorter Term Priorities 

The council has identified four key priorities which they want to see substantially achieved 

by the end of 2016.  In summary these are: 

 

 

 

 

1. Develop a vibrant city heart that attracts people and activity; 

2. Develop our economic base by growing existing, and attracting new, businesses to our 

region; 

3. Support reinvigorated neighbourhoods and the creation of healthy homes; and 

4. Sustainable infrastructure and affordable, effective council services. 

A RESILIENT COMMUNITY He hāpori pūmanawa… inclusive, liveable and safe 

neighbourhoods give us a sense of place, and confidence to be 

involved. 

HOMES THAT MATCH NEEDS Kāinga noho kainga haumaru... quality, affordable homes are 

safe and warm, and available to meet everyone’s needs. 

OUTSTANDING PLACES TO 

PLAY 
Papa whakatipu... recreation opportunities are part of our 

lifestyle, connecting us, transporting us and surrounding us. 

VIBRANT CITY HEART Waahi pūmanawa… our inviting and thriving inner city reflects 

our unique heritage and lakeside location. 

BUSINESS INNOVATION AND 

PROSPERITY 
Whakawhanake pākihi… we boast a diverse and sustainable 

economy energised by our natural resources and innovative 

people. 

EMPLOYMENT CHOICES He huarahi hōu… we are a prosperous connected community; 

growing our education, training and employment 

opportunities. 

ENHANCED ENVIRONMENT Tiakina to taio… we are known globally for our clean, natural 

environment, air quality and healthy lakes. 
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Priority No.1 - Develop a vibrant city heart that attracts people and activity 

Inner City Revitalisation Strategy  
 

Since December 2013, revitalising the inner city has been discussed at a number of 

workshops and meetings with councillors.  What followed was the development of a draft 

Inner Revitalisation Strategy.  This was released for feedback in November 2014, with 

feedback received on 31 January 2015.  That feedback has now been summarised and 

included within the final draft strategy.   

 

More than 130 separate responses were received and 261 ideas 

were lodged at the Ideas Store.  Feedback indicated strong 

support for the strategy and the projects identified. To undertake 

the projects in the strategy, Council is considering the allocation 

of $1.2m per annum for the first three years of the Long-term 

Plan and $800k per annum for subsequent years. This funding 

would mainly sit within the roading and sport and recreation 

budgets.   

 

Summary of key changes to the draft strategy 

• Following receipt of the report ‘Economic Impact of City Focus’, the strategy now 

recommends that City Focus be considered for removal. The economic impact 

assessment says removal would encourage reinvestment back into Hinemoa Street to 

achieve a north-south traffic flow, and encouraging reinvestment into both sides of 

Tutanekai Street. Removal of the sails and pillars is expected to encourage more 

pedestrian activity.  

• The New Zealand Transport Agency has endorsed the 

strategy and by partnering with Council, is undertaking a 

study to determine what measures could support the 

strategy. 

• Retain the Pukuatua Street toilet facility and install an 

additional facility at Eruera Street (Hinemoa Street toilets 

to close). 

• Campervan parking at Kuirau Park near Pukuatua Street has been moved north towards 

Arawa Street where considerations need to be given to extending the existing parking 

bay. 

• CCTV coverage to be extended to link coverage across the city. 

• Changing the right-of-way so Tutanekai Street becomes the main traffic flow to be 

considered after Amohau Street and Arawa Street are upgraded. 

• Introduce a parents’ room in the central city toilet facilities. 
 

View the Final Draft Inner City 

Revitalisation Strategy on 

council’s website 

www.rotorualakescouncil.nz 

View the ‘Economic Impact 

of City Focus’ report on 

council’s website 

www.rotorualakescouncil.nz 
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Survey Results  

Levels of support for projects identified in the draft Inner City Revitalisation Strategy: 

 

 

 

 

Options being considered (and the costs): 

1. Continue with proposed funding (preferred option) – $1.2m per year for the first three 

years and $800k for the remaining seven years of the Long-term Plan.  This option has 

been included in our capital programme. 

2. Increases the level of funding and move faster on proposed projects – this option 

would include spending $2m per year for the first three years and then $800k for each of 

the remaining seven years.  It would involve spending an additional $2.4m in the first 

three years of the Long-term Plan.  This option would cost on average an extra $8.46 

more a year for each ratepayer than option 1.  

We want to hear from you 

1. Do you support the Final Draft Inner City Revitalisation 

Strategy? 

2. Do you support the level of funding identified? 

3. Should we implement the projects faster (i.e. provide more 

funding)? 
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We want to hear from you 
 

Do you support the idea of 

Child Health services co-locating 

within a refurbished 

Library/Jean Batten Square? 

 

Child Health and Library Hub  
 

Council is working with the Lakes 

District Health Board to consider 

creation of a hub on Haupapa Street, 

incorporating a one-stop child health 

centre, the city’s library and a family-

friendly plaza.   

 

The preferred option is for health 

services for children and young 

people to be co-located within a 

refitted Rotorua Library building to 

meet both child/youth health and modern library needs. 

 

Refitting of Rotorua Library is the focal point of the development to co-locate children’s 

health services with library amenities. This integrated public service hub would involve 

redeveloping the library and clustering children’s health services within the shared facility.  

The development would help futureproof library services to better meet the changing needs 

of the community.  

 

This development would result in improvements to the library 

building to bring it up-to-date with current weather tightness and 

seismic standards.  

 

Vision 

To develop a hub that responds to the needs of children, whanau 

and communities we serve by providing a coordinated, efficient 

and shared service that focuses on integrated health, library and children’s services and 

a shared family-friendly plaza. 
 

Goals 

1. One-stop shop - Providing child services in an integrated, co-located facility offering a 

range of health, education and library services for children, families and the wider 

community. 

2. Accessible services - Services that are centrally located, convenient and accessible to all. 

3. Meeting needs - Child-related services that meet the needs of children and their 

families/whanau. 

4. Adding vibrancy - Contribute towards Rotorua 2030 goals to create a vibrant city heart 

and resilient communities, by working innovatively through community partnerships. 
 

Options being considered (and the costs): 

1. Continue partnership negotiations with Lakes District Health Board to create a shared 

space for child services (preferred option) – approximately $5m-6m and progress 

towards Rotorua 2030 goals.  This option would cost on average an extra $4.60 more a 

year for each ratepayer than option 2 and is included in our capital programme. 

2. Discontinue partnership arrangements and invest in upgrade of library building only – 

approximately $1.5m.  This option does not contribute towards Rotorua 2030 goals. 
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What is your view? 
Do you support the concept of 

a performing arts hub being 

developed within the Sir 

Howard Morrison Performing 

Arts Centre?  

Priority No.4 
- Sustainable Infrastructure and affordable, effective Council services 

Sir Howard Morrison Performing Arts Centre   
 

Project Objective 

To become the performing arts hub for the Rotorua community, to be more accessible for 

community and performing arts groups to showcase their arts, and bring vibrancy and use 

back to the centre. 

 

Background 

Over the last three years, the utilisation level of the Sir Howard Morrison Performing Arts 

Centre (previously Rotorua Convention Centre) has been only 18%.  Feedback from the 

community shows the current pricing structure, existing configuration of spaces, and the 

support and technical services available are barriers to community groups using the centre. 

 

The proposed concept would involve modifications to the Concert Chamber to allow use of 

the spaces by community and local performing arts groups in and around commercial 

productions and major public ticketed events.  A project has been scoped that would: 

 

• Modify backstage areas, dressing rooms, kitchen, and 

storage areas 

• Redesign storage area for chairs etc 

• Create a sprung floor (stage 8m depth x 11m width) 

• Create fully retractable seating allowing 220 seats 

• Allow an additional 40 free-standing chairs 

• Develop theatre services infrastructure 

 

Options being considered (and costs) 

1. Status quo – continue to operate the centre in its current form, accepting 

underutilisation of the venue and increasing operational costs.  

2. Create the performing arts hub (preferred option) – invest the capital and return 

vibrancy to the centre; approximately $2.5m (supported by possible community 

fundraising of $1.5m).  This cost would be offset by increased utilisation of the facility.  If 

this does not occur and Council borrowed $1m over 15 years, this would cost ratepayers 

an average $3.40 more each per year. 
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Creation of a new Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) 

– Rotorua Contracting 
 

Introduction 

Councils can establish or become a shareholder in a council controlled organisation (CCO).  

Setting up a CCO provides more commercial discipline and specialist expertise through 

board appointments.  With specialist skills, board members are able to add value and help 

CCOs to achieve their objectives and the council’s long-term goals.  

 

Council is currently considering a proposal to establish a new CCO – Rotorua Contracting - to 

drive greater efficiencies and commercial discipline.   

 

Purpose 

The purpose of a new council controlled organisation (CCO) – Rotorua Contracting - will be 

to drive greater efficiencies and commercial discipline, and to increase opportunities for 

delivering future collaborative services across the region. 

 

Background 

During the last 18 months Council has reviewed the delivery of services currently provided 

by Castlecorp, the nursery, and the landfill.  Those services include: 

 

• Castlecorp - the servicing and maintenance arm for council infrastructure assets.  This 

includes water, wastewater, storm water, litter, refuse, parks, public gardens, janitorial, 

sports fields, the stadium and cemeteries.   
 

• Rotorua Nursery - the nursery grows all the plants and shrubs for the district’s street 

plantings and amenity planting 
 

• Fleet Management - maintains vehicle fleet and machinery for Council and Castlecorp. 

  

The review highlighted that the current financial model is based on revenue from other 

areas of Council and only covers the costs for operating the business. 

 

This model provides little opportunity to grow the business or to look for future potential 

business opportunities across the region. 

 

Late in 2014 a decision was made to group these activities into a business unit, establish an 

interim board, and appoint a chief executive.  The goal was to assess current operations and 

to provide a recommendation to the Council on a model that could better serve the needs 

of Council, provide new opportunities and look to future collaborative service delivery 

options across the region. 

 

The recommendation of the interim board was that a CCO be established. 
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Do you agree with Council 
creating a CCO for  

Rotorua Contracting?  

Proposed Structure 

• Rotorua Contracting would be 100% owned by Rotorua Lakes Council and would operate 

as a Council Controlled Organisation (CCO).  

• The new CCO would have an independent skills-based board of four to six members plus 

a chairperson, and employ its own CEO and staff.  

• The new CCO would operate under a Statement of Intent agreed to by its directors and 

Rotorua Lakes Council.   

• The new CCO would be primarily funded by Rotorua Lakes Council. 

 

It is projected that in the first three to five years there will be no impact to the ratepayer.  It 

currently costs approximately $16m to provide these services.  Setting up a CCO would see 

that level of funding provided to the CCO to undertake its operations and fund its board and 

CEO.  In the future the goal would be for new business opportunities to be created which 

would see the level of funding from Council reduced as new sources of revenue come on 

line. 

 

Key Performance Indicators 

There would be a defined set of key performance indicators (KPIs) measuring the 

contribution towards achievement of the objectives outlined. These KPIs would be 

renegotiated on an annual basis as part of the Statement of Intent process.  

 

The new CCO would report to the council and other stakeholders on the KPIs on an annual 

basis.  

 

Disclosure statement 

It is anticipated that a contract would be established between Council and the CCO for the 

supply of a number specific services.  These services and the contract(s) would be specified 

in a statement of intent to be developed if and when the CCO is established.   
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Your Rates 
 

So what does all this mean for your rates? 
 

At the heart of rates affordability is the question of how much people are willing to pay to 

make Rotorua a better place to live.  As discussed earlier, Council needs to allocate more 

money to properly fund services, and to maintain current levels of service. This means 

Council needs to increase its revenue sources. 
 

Council did consider a 3% rates increase next year along 

with subsequent increases of 2.5%. However, this would 

mean services would remain underfunded (unbalanced 

budget) and would constrain the capital programme.   

Therefore an average one-off 7% increase in the general 

rate has been modelled for the first year of the Long-

term Plan.  This helps Rotorua move more quickly to a 

balanced budget situation.  
 

What does this mean for individual rates? 

What else needs to be addressed? 
 

Rates for individual properties vary depending on a 

range of factors including property revaluations, 

targeted rates that may apply, and whether the 

property is used for business, residential or farming 

purposes. 
 

Rates are a combination of a tax and a charge for 

service.  Targeted rates, while not being a true charge 

for service, are proxy for a user fee, in that the charge is 

made to people who directly receive the service or 

benefit from the service.  Water, sewage and refuse 

targeted rates fit this proxy user charge.  General rates, 

a combination of uniform Annual General Charge and 

capital value component, are a tax on property.   
 

Determining the share of rates to be paid by each 

household and business property can be a complex 

process.   
 

The share paid is largely based on a property’s value – 

the higher the property value (relative to others), the 

higher the rates bill.  Recent property revaluations have 

had an impact on how rates will be shared across 

ratepayers because not all properties have experienced 

the same percentage changes in property values. 

 

 

Comparison between the district or cities 

average residential rates (2014/15) 

Note: All rates have been analysed and adjustments 

made to ensure apples are compared with apples, 

e.g. all water, sewerage and refuse charges have 

been included. 
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The other two elements that help determine the rates each property owner will pay are: 

 

• A fixed charge called the Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC); and  

• The proportion that business properties contribute in rates compared to residential 

properties. 

 

Overview of revaluation 2014  

Property type Average property value change 

 
Business 

 

 
Residential 

 

 
Lifestyle 

 

 
Dairying 

 

 
Pastoral 

 

 
Average 

 

 

Targeted Rates – water, wastewater, refuse 

Council has reviewed activities for which a targeted rate applies (ie those who receive a 

service, pay for it).  These activities will now be fully funded net of revenue.   

 

This will mean a 15% increase for wastewater rates, a 10% increase in water rates and a 79% 

increase in the refuse rate.  To see how this equates per household refer to page 11. 
 

 

General Rates 

Council is proposing to collect $81.3m in targeted and general rates from Rotorua residents 

in 2015/16, approximately 73% of the Council’s total annual revenue.  Most rates are 

collected from property owners in the form of general rates.   

 

While the proposed overall average rates increase is 7%, the proposed general rates 

increase is 2.3%. However, the overall average increase for different types of properties is 

markedly different (see page 38).  

 

  

0.1%

-8.4%

19.9%

-2.8%

-2.3%

-1.2%
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Should the business 

rate differential 

remain the same at 

1.9 or be reduced? 

Average % increase by property category 

 

Average rates 

impact 

Business 

 

Residential 

 

Farm 

 

Residential 

Rural 

 

Average 

total 

 

 

2015/16 11% 6% 19% 8% 7% 

 
How general rates are calculated (2015/16) 
 

  2014/15 2015/16 

How much money 

we need from 

rates to run the 

district  

• $75.2m total rates 

• $47.9m general rates 

• $27.3 other rates 

• $81.3m total rates 

• $49.3m general rates 

• $32.0 other rates 

Determine what 

proportion of 

General Rates is 

paid by business 

 

• Residential 51% 

• Business 20% 

• Farming 15% 

• Rural residential 12% 

• Other 2% 

• Residential 48% 

• Business 21% 

• Farming 17% 

• Rural residential 12% 

• Other 2% 

Set the fixed 

amount paid by all 

ratepayers  
• $540 • $410 

Remaining portion 

is split across all 

ratepayers 
 

• Business 1.9 

• Rural residential 0.85 

• Business 1.8 

• Rural residential 0.9 

Note the rates for 2015/16 include water by meter charges and rates paid by council 

 

Determining the distribution of general rates across ratepayer types 

The general rate is used to fund council activities that are generally 

considered to benefit all residents of Rotorua. The rate has two 

components, a uniform annual general charge and a rate calculated on 

capital value across residential, business, and rural properties. Ideally 

the collection of this rate from each of these sectors should be similar 

to their portion of the total capital value of the district. 
 

The rate in the dollar is determined by two things: 

• The level of the uniform annual general charge, which reduces the amount to be 

collected based on value. 

• Whether a differential rate in the dollar will apply to different sectors. 
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Do you agree? 

Tell us what you 

think? 

The current distribution of the general rate does not align with capital values and is skewed 

towards residential and business ratepayers.  This is due to the level of Council’s uniform 

annual general charge (UAGC) and differentials applied to business and rural residential 

properties. 

 

The council is considering changes to the UAGC and differentials to move the distribution of 

the general rate more in line with the capital value distribution.  Currently, residential and 

business ratepayers pay 71% of the general rate but only make up 60% of the capital value 

of the district.  At question is whether the rating base should determine the relative 

proportions of rates to be collected or whether differentials and UAGC should modify the 

allocation.  The argument for using that rating base, i.e. relative proportions of the capital 

value, is that rates are a tax.  If the activities funded by the funding source generally benefit 

all ratepayers why would the split be modified?  This then opens up the debate whether 

capital value is the appropriate base for spreading the burden of rates, on leading to more 

services being rated on a uniform charge basis.   

 

Moving services from general rate funding to targeted rate funding 

Rotorua’s library, museum, aquatic centre and parks and reserves are currently general rate 

funded. 

 

It can be argued that these could be rated via a targeted uniform 

annual charge on the basis that the activities are more influenced by 

the existence or number of properties rather than the value of the 

properties.  A charge like this would see a shift from capital value 

based rating to a uniform annual charge. 

 

The contra view is that they form part of a portfolio of services for our community as a 

whole.  The value to the community is as amenity services that enhance the overall value of 

Rotorua which is reflected in the capital values of the district, therefore supporting capital 

value rating. 

 

If more services were undertaken on a targeted rates basis that would raise a question of 

whether a uniform general charge should be applied, and if it were, should they be allowed 

to distort the allocation of funding proportions between different sectors?  If they were not 

allowed to do so, a differential would be imposed only to bring the general rate back to 

capital value proportions.  As more targeted rates are applied, the basis for differentials 

reduces because it introduces a principle that the rating base determines the spread of 

rates.  

 

Differentials 

A differential is where a multiplier is applied to the general rate so that 

some ratepayers will pay more or less of this rate.  The main reasons 

for applying a rates differential are to reflect differences in the levels of 

services received or used, and to reflect the different ability of groups 

of ratepayers to pay.  Current differentials are 1.9 for business and 0.85 for 

rural residential.  Council is considering a programme where these will move towards 1.0 

over a period of time. 
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What do you think the fixed 

portion of rates that 

everyone has to pay (UAGC) 

should be? 

In 2012 Council started a process of reducing the business differential and it intends 

continuing this with a further 0.1 reduction being considered for each of the next three 

years.  This change will see a portion of the general rate currently paid by business moved to 

other property types. 
 

Rural residential properties currently have a 0.85 differential, and the council intends to 

move this up to 1.0, with a 0.05 increase being considered in each of the next three years.  

This change will see rural residential properties pay a larger portion of the general rate. 

 

At question is whether differentials should be used to modify that allocation of funding 

burden or simply be used to correct allocation distortions created by the UAGC. 

 

Setting the fixed charge (UAGC) for each property   

The uniform annual general charge (UAGC) is the fixed portion of rates that every ratepayer 

pays regardless of property value. A fixed charge ensures that every ratepayer pays the 

same minimum contribution for council services. The amount of rates collected via the 

UAGC cannot exceed 30% of our total rates income.  Residential properties account for 75% 

of the properties in the district and therefore pick up this share of rates collected via the 

UAGC.    
 

The level at which the UAGC is set can affect the proportion 

of rates collected, or differentials can be applied to correct 

the distortion.  Because of the high proportion of residential 

properties, a high UAGC has the effect of shifting more 

general rates to residential properties, in particular low to 

middle value properties. On the other hand, a lower UAGC 

would see general rates shift back to the proportions of our district’s capital value.  This 

would see the general rate for residential ratepayers shift to rural ratepayers, as well as 

seeing a shift from low value to high value properties.  
 

Council is considering reducing the uniform annual charge from $560 to $410.  This is to 

assist with the affordability of rates and to ensure residential and business ratepayers are 

paying a fair share of the general rate.  A UAGC of $410 has been included in the budget 

modelling. This change would see a greater proportion of general rates charged on capital 

value.   

 

What this would mean for your rates 
 

UAGC option Value max 

of house 

$150k 

Value max 

of house 

$250k 

Value max 

of house 

$450k 

Value max 

of house 

$600k 

Value max 

of house 

$1m 

Lower value than 

now   $410 
1,592 1,873 2,434 2,855 3,978 

Status quo  $540 1,675 1,925 2,424 2,798 3,796 

*Figures exclusive of Bay of Plenty regional rates and GST. 
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Consider other targeted rates  
 

Over the years the inner city and economic activities benefitted from general rates.   

Is it time to consider a targeted rate for those who benefit most from these activities? 

 

Do you agree? 

 

What do you think of the changes being considered to the general rate?  

The values at which the uniform annual general charge and differentials are set do not 

impact on how much general rates Council collects, but they affect the distribution of the 

general rate across ratepayer types. Council believes these should be set at a level that does 

not overly distort the distribution of the general rate from the capital 

value base.    

 

How much will it cost the ratepayer? 

The table below shows a set of sample ratepayers and the impact of the latest capital 

revaluation (completed in 2014) along with the changes to rates being considered. 

 

Category CV 2011 CV 2014 
%CV 

change 

Total RDC 

2014/2015 

Rates 

Total 

RDC 

2015/16 

Rates 

Increase/ 

(decrease) 

in total 

RDC rates 

% Increase/ 

(decrease) in 

total RDC 

rates 

Business 
       

Lower capital value $255,000 $265,000 4% $2,965 $3,296 $331 11.2% 

Medium capital value $459,000 $442,000 -4% $4,408 $4,734 $326 7.4% 

Upper capital value $895,000 $755,000 -16% $8,587 $8,585 -$2 0.0% 

Farming General 
      

Lower capital value $326,000 $436,000 34% $1,417 $1,754 $337 23.8% 

Lower capital value $522,000 $413,000 -21% $1,916 $1,686 -$230 -12.0% 

Medium capital value $837,000 $742,000 -11% $2,735 $2,682 -$53 -1.9% 

Upper capital value $1,580,000 $1,180,000 -25% $4,611 $3,969 -$641 -13.9% 

Upper capital value $2,610,000 $2,880,000 10% $7,497 $9,492 $1,995 26.6% 

Residential Rural General 
      

Lower capital value $214,000 $204,000 -5% $1,094 $1,111 $17 1.6% 

Medium capital value $360,000 $360,000 0% $1,270 $1,320 $50 3.9% 

Upper capital value $570,000 $555,000 -3% $2,154 $2,387 $233 10.8% 

Residential Urban General 
      

Lower capital value $172,000 $178,000 3% $1,579 $1,671 $92 5.8% 

Medium capital value $222,000 $211,000 -5% $1,699 $1,764 $65 3.8% 

Upper capital value $315,000 $308,000 -2% $1,920 $2,036 $116 6.0% 

 

  
Revenue and financing policy 
 

Council is consulting on its revenue and financing policy – see the council website – 

www.rotorualakescouncil.nz for a copy of the policy. 
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Auditor’s Report 
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Making  
your 
submission  
is easy 
 
Rotorua Lakes Council (operating name of Rotorua District Council) wants 

to know what residents and ratepayers think of the proposals being put 

forward for the next ten years. 

Check out the full supporting documents available from the council’s 

Customer Centre in Haupapa Street, District Library, or read them online 

from the council website rotorualakescouncil.nz. 

Online submission 

Go to rotorualakescouncil.nz and complete an online 

submission form 

Email submission 

Email your submission to info@rotorualc.nz 

Enter ‘Long-term Plan’ in the subject line 

Written submission 

Fill in the freepost submission form in this document 

and post or deliver it to Rotorua Lakes Council.   

Consultation Document 

adopted by Council 

29 April 

Submissions open 

1 May 

Submissions close 

2 June 

Hearing of submissions 

8 and 9 June 

Plan adopted  

30 June 2015 

Deliberations of 

submissions 

15 June 

The last day for 

submissions is  

2 June 2015 

There is a defined process to ensure submitters’ views and suggestions are 

appropriately considered, researched and presented to the mayor 

councillors for their consideration: 

• Submissions received by council 

• Submission acknowledged and hearing time confirmed (if 

requested) 

• After submissions close, staff compile and analyse submissions 

• Submitters speak to mayor and councillors at hearing (if requested) 

• Staff consider all submission information and prepare 

recommendations for elected members 

• Councillors consider all submissions and recommendations and 

make decisions 

• Submitters advised of final decisions in writing 

 

Rotorua Lakes Council is also accepting feedback on its Long-term Plan 2015-

25 via Facebook. Comments and suggestions will be considered, discussed 

and form part of decision-making. However receipt of feedback provided via 

social media cannot be acknowledged, and those commenting via social 

media will not be able to speak at the hearings or receive letters advising of 

decisions. If you wish to make a formal submission please use the submission 

processes above (ie online, written or by email). 



From: Bradley, Jim
To: Langlois, Simone; Lieffering, Rob; Jellie, Adam
Subject: FW: Toi Te Ora Feedback on Public Health Rish Assessment for Consent application
Date: Friday, 17 August 2018 9:27:07 a.m.
Attachments: image003.png

 

From: Annaka Davis [mailto:Annaka.Davis@bopdhb.govt.nz] 
Sent: Monday, 2 July 2018 11:21 a.m.
To: Alison Lowe
Subject: Re: Toi Te Ora Feedback on Public Health Rish Assessment for Consent applicaton
 
Yes, I intend to submit. I’ve prepped our board so we make the timeline. I know John harding at the moh is keen to see aee.
He’s been asking me for it.

Annaka

On 2/07/2018, at 11:17 AM, Alison Lowe <Alison.Lowe@rotorualc.nz> wrote:

Kia ora Annaka,
 
Many thanks. We’re good for now. We hope you’ll take up the opportunity for Toi Te Ora Public Health to
submit through the public notification period after logdement.
 
Kind regards
Alison
 
 
Alison Lowe    Laboratory Services Manager 
P: 07 351 7606  | E: alison.lowe@rotorualc.nz  | W: rotorualakescouncil.nz

 

From: Annaka Davis [mailto:Annaka.Davis@bopdhb.govt.nz] 
Sent: Monday, 25 June 2018 5:08 p.m.
To: Alison Lowe
Subject: RE: Toi Te Ora Feedback on Public Health Rish Assessment for Consent applicaton
 
Hello Alison.
Thank you for providing the extra information.  This will be beneficial going forward.
 
Is there anything from me that you require at this stage?
 
Thanks
Annaka.
 

<image001.jpg>

Annaka Davis
Health Protection Officer

Phone: 07 378 5160 (extn 6360)
Mobile: 021 223 3144
Website: www.toiteora.govt.nz

 
 

From: Alison Lowe [mailto:Alison.Lowe@rotorualc.nz] 
Sent: Thursday, 21 June 2018 4:45 PM
To: Annaka Davis
Subject: Toi Te Ora Feedback on Public Health Rish Assessment for Consent applicaton
 
Kia ora Annaka,
 
Further to your email of 16 April 2018, which you sent following receiving the revised Public Health Risk
Assessment and QMRA document. You requested responses to the following questions. These responses have
been brought together by RLC and our consultants Stantec (formally MWH) and wastewater treatment advisors
Mott McDonald.
 

1.       An explanation how and why no WWTP bypass is possible and the confidence level for this.
 

mailto:Jim.Bradley@stantec.com
mailto:Simone.Langlois@stantec.com
mailto:Rob.Lieffering@stantec.com
mailto:Adam.Jellie@stantec.com
mailto:Annaka.Davis@bopdhb.govt.nz
mailto:Alison.Lowe@rotorualc.nz
tel:+647351%207606
mailto:alison.lowe@rotorualc.nz
http://rotorualakescouncil.nz/?utm_source=Stationery&utm_medium=Email&utm_content=Alison%2BLowe&utm_campaign=Stationery
mailto:Annaka.Davis@bopdhb.govt.nz
https://www.toiteora.govt.nz/
mailto:Alison.Lowe@rotorualc.nz



This matter has been investigated in some depth as is outlined in the Mott MacDonald Design Statement as
attached. This will be Appendix H of the AEE. The approach is to work within a containment policy that will
be  built into RLC’s Wastewater Strategy. As the design statement and the AEE clearly state high wet
weather flows will be stored in the redundant tankage at the WWTP once the proposed treatment is
operational. For example the two secondary clarifiers which are expected to become redundant will
provide sufficient storage to allow for flows up to 71,000m3 per day as compared to average daily flows of
around 20,000m3 per day. I refer you to section 3.8.3 of the design statement. This includes discussion on
the two very significant rainfall events in Rotorua in April 2017 and April 2018. In conjunction with the
WWTP containment approach, future proofing of the network will also be undertaken as outlined in
section 3.8.3.3 of the design statement.
 
To underpin the containment policy and approach and the network mitigation, these procedures are to be
built into RLC’s future wastewater strategy. This is outlined in section 4.3 (attached) of the draft AEE as
attached.

 
 

2.       An explanation of the WWTP capacity for severe weather and for the population it will serve for the
years to come

 
Refer to the answer for question 1 in terms of server wet weather and also section 4.5.5 (attached) of the
draft AEE in respect to climate change. The concept design sizing of the WWTP has been for the 35 year
projection (consistent with 35 year consents being sought) and is for an average daily flow of 25,000m3 per
day in year 2054 – this is set out in section 2.1 of the design statement and will be in the AEE.
 
 
3.       Discussion of the relevance and compliance to the National Environmental Standard for Sources of

Human Drinking Water
 

Section 12.2.3.2 of the draft AEE covers the statutory assessment of the NES matters. I have investigated
this matter as Stantec (Jim) requested. So that this section of the AEE can be completed. My report back to
Stantec is “I considered every drinking water supply in the register in the two applicable Health Districts. As
required by the National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human Drinking, I confirm that our
proposed discharge is not upstream or up gradient of any of the minor, medium and large drinking water
supplies i.e. those providing water for 501 or more people, in the Eastern Bay of Plenty (Health District 5)
or the Rotorua and Taupo (Health District 6).” That is being inputted into the final draft.

 
 

4.       Discussion of the relevance and compliance to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater
Management especially the attribute tables.

 
Professor David Hamilton and his co-authors address this in their two ERI Report 80 and Report 91. We
awaiting the final of Report 91 which I will forward to you once we receive it. The summary output from
that will be in section 7 of the AEE covering environmental effects. I will also send you that draft once it has
been finalised with David.

 
 

5.       It was suggested we met to discuss reuse of wastewater.  Will the wastewater reuse management be
part of the consent application?

 
Discussions have been held with BOPRC how to provide for reuse within the consent. Please find attached
section 4.4.6 and the draft condition that overs this component of the proposed scheme, along with a
rather detailed volunteered condition that RLC are proposing.  Toi Te Ora‘s input into the Beneficial Reuse
Management Plan is covered by Condition 46 (see below) where the Medical Officer of Health must be
consulted. 

 
<image002.jpg>
 
Finally I note that section 7.6 of the draft AEE on the Public Health Risk Assessment has now been amended
to remove reference to the NOAEL in accordance with your earlier comments on the Public Health Risk
Assessment and QMRA reports which have been resubmitted to you (attached).
 
We propose that this correspondence is included in Support Document 8 Project Consultation Information



as doing this is consistent with RMA Fourth Schedule.
 
 
 
Kind regards,
Alison
 
<image003.png>

Alison Lowe  NZCF, MScTech (Hon)     Laboratory Services Manager 
P: 07 351 7606 
E: alison.lowe@rotorualc.nz  | W: rotorualakescouncil.nz
A: 1061 Haupapa St, Private Bag 3029, Rotorua Mail Centre, Rotorua 3046, New Zealand
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4.3 Development of the Wastewater Strategy  

The RLC’s Wastewater Strategic Plan is currently under review.  The review of the 
wastewater Strategic Plan will include subject matter from the following RLC documents, all 
of which provide key inputs to the RLC’s overall wastewater scheme development, 
implementation and operation: 

• Wastewater Asset Management Plan; 

• Water Services and Trade Waste Bylaw 2010; 

• Water Conservation and Demand Management Strategy; 

• 30 Year Infrastructure Plan; and 

• Rotorua Sustainable Living Strategy – Rotorua 2030 

Early in its deliberations, TAG suggested to the RPSC that the Preferred Scheme and its 
management should be underpinned by some key planks in a new or further updated 
Wastewater Strategy.  This approach was adopted by RPSC.  It is further discussed in 
Section 9.10 and shown diagrammatically in Figure 9.3 of this AEE. 

Key considerations the TAG and the RPSC identified for inclusion in the further development 
of the RLC’s Wastewater Strategic Plan, or new Wastewater Strategy included: 

• Sustainable management of incoming domestic, business and industrial (trade 
waste) wastewater by effective use of proven techniques for Wastewater Input 
Management including:  

o Water supply conservation and demand management programme (the RLC’s 
Water Operations Manager presented to RPSC on this matter); 

o Infiltration and inflow management programme; 

o Trade waste management with some emphasis on cleaner technology at 
industrial premises; 

o Appropriate engineering standards being adopted for new communities and 
subdivision connections; 

• Sustainable measures in terms of design, operation and beneficial reuse of products 
associated with the WWTP; 

• Periodic review of new technologies and processes as outlined in Sections 9.3.5 and 
9.14 and included in the RLC’s volunteered conditions in Section 14.3  and Appendix 
K of this AEE; 

• Efficient end use of energy as included in Part 2 Section 7 of the RMA.  In this 
respect the decommissioning of the LTS will result in an energy (electricity) saving of 
approximately $800,000 pa (ex GST) in pumping and other costs; 



• New and existing infrastructure being located and designed to be adaptable to 
projected climate change; and 

• Appropriate best practice use of data including that expected to be developed as part 
of the NZ Metadata Project being led by Treasury and Ministry for Primary Industries. 

A number of the above matters are further discussed in Section 4.5 of the AEE which 
traverses the RLC’s wastewater operation and management procedures. 

More recently RLC has determined that it is to prepare a new Wastewater Strategy rather 
than further developed the above mentioned Strategic Plan. 

The above matters will be incorporated into this Wastewater Strategy together with the 
following policy and network mitigation matters. 

• A Containment Policy whereas the WWTP will be configured and operated to ensure 
all inflows pass through the full treatment of the MBR and UV disinfection systems. 

This is as outlined in Section 3.8.3 of Appendix H the Mott MacDonald Design Statement and 
also in Section 4.4.3 below. 

Future Proofing of the Network Performance.  This is set out in Section 3.8.3.3 of Appendix 
H the Design Statement, will involve the following mitigation measures in order to mitigate 
the risk of overflows:  

• Implementation of an ongoing infiltration and inflow strategy specifically targeted at 
reducing peak flows and volume in rainfall events  

• Considering storage in addition to that already included in the proposed plant should 
this be needed in the future. This would consist of additional onsite storage in some 
of the disused structures on the existing WWTP site and/or targeted additional 
storage in the wastewater network  

• A program of pipe renewals based on criticality, condition and remaining useful life 
assessments  

• Preventative maintenance on the network including identifying cross connections 

The RLC’s volunteered conditions (Condition 5 in Appendix K) requires the RLC to provide 
updated information on the Wastewater Strategy document to the BOPRC every 9 years as 
part of the Monitoring and Technology Review Report. 

… 

4.4.6 Component 6 – Beneficial Reuse of Treated Wastewater 

Throughout the Project development beneficial reuse of treated wastewater, also referred to 
as recovered water, was seen as a most desirable objective in order to use at least some of 
the high quality treated wastewater.  A number of possible/potential options were identified.  
The RLC’s Strategy, Policy and Finance Committee and full Council resolved:  

“to continue to work with interested parties to investigate alternate discharge 
options, including the reuse of recovered water”. 



The RPSC similarly promoted this concept of beneficial reuse. 

Subsequent discussions with the BOPRC on beneficial reuse have been very positive. Those 
discussions assisted in the RLC proposing the development of a Beneficial Reuse 
Management Plan (BRMP) approach and including it in the volunteered conditions. 

The RLC have subsequently include the Beneficial Reuse Management Plan (BRMP) 
approach as Component 6 of the Preferred Scheme in Section 14 of this AEE, which 
includes the RLC’s volunteered conditions (conditions 43 to 47 of Appendix K).  This 
includes an undertaking to prepare a BMRP for subsequent BOPRC certification.   

… 

4.5.5 Climate Change and Natural Hazards 

Natural hazard planning is part of the RLC’s statutory duties under sections 31(1)(b)(i) and 
6(h) of the RMA. Because the wastewater network is a critical and significant infrastructural 
asset, the RLC’s attention to hazard planning is a key focus. Section 7(i) of the RMA also 
requires the RLC to have particular regard to the effects of climate change.  

The likelihood of the increased intensity of rainstorm events, resulting in higher peak wet 
weather inflows to the WWTP has been identified as the main climate change factor that the 
RLC needs to take account of in the wastewater system and particularly the wastewater 
treatment plant design and operation.  Inflow management and storage are features that 
have been allowed for in the concept design work to date as are set out in the Design 
Statement included as Appendix H.  Where a number of mitigation measures ae suggested.  
These form part of RLC’s future Wastewater Strategy as outlined in Section 4.3 of this AEE. 

Higher ambient air temperatures at times are likely to aid the efficiency of biological 
treatment processes that are temperature dependant.  Increased odour production potential 
could also result from high temperatures.  Accordingly, odour management procedures are 
proposed to manage this issue. 




