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1. SUMMARY 

The key findings of this study are highlighted in the bullet points below:  

• There is an extra $27.3 million over 10 years of extra capital spending 
needed on roading, water, sewerage, footpaths and stormwater 

• BPDC can fund this extra capital spending by selling its investments and 
surplus properties, and still remain within its policy limits 

• A significant question arises as to the viability and sustainability of BPDC 
continuing (Option 3) as a unit of local government beyond 2014 (or earlier).  

o If the capital spending we have assumed is all necessary (which we 
consider it is) and it is funded largely by investments and sale of some 
of the surplus properties this amount will all be gone by 2014, except 
for sale of the remaining surplus properties. This leaves debt to fund 
long-lived assets 

o Debt by 2014 is near the BPDC policy limit according to its LTCCP 

o BPDC would after 2014 not be able to raise any more debt to fund 
additional infrastructure spending beyond the margin that would arise 
from growth in the number of ratepayers and the margin to its policy 
limit 

o It is not equitable to fund capital spending on long-lived assets by 
annual rates, and it is unlikely that ratepayers could afford this 

o The Council would have major difficulty in withstanding an 
unexpected spending shock 

o If all of the investments are not able to be sold to fund the 
recommended new capital spending and new debt is required to fund 
it, then the viability of BPDC could become an issue before 2014  

• There are significant savings in staff and overhead costs if BPDC is abolished 
and its area included with Christchurch City (Options 1&2). Ongoing annual 
savings include: 

o $984,000 for staff salaries (offset in year one by redundancy costs of 
$863,000 and $110,000 in transitional costs for data conversion) 

o $219,000 for overhead support costs associated with staff made 
redundant and $36,000 per annum for cars (CCC would need to assess 
staff access to pool cars to replace staff use of some managers’ cars 
during the day) 

o $312,000 saving in democracy costs. 

• The effect of the greater number or ratepayers in CCC and SDC and the 
different rating policies of CCC, BPDC and SDC give rise to a more dramatic 
benefit to individual ratepayers than just the average annual cost savings 
that would result from abolishing BPDC. Indicative rates are shown in the 
table overleaf for a sample of properties (for the year after abolition). 
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Table 1: Estimated rates per ratepayer for sample capital values for each option

Capital Value 
($) 387,000 427,500 427,500 478,500 372,000 264,000 

Rates for 
ratepayer 
(incl. GST) Wairewa 

Rural 
Wairewa 
Kaituna 

Akaroa 
Rural 

Lyttelton 
/ Mt 
Herbert 
Rural 

Akaroa 
Res 

Lyttelton 
Res 

CCC Options 
1&2 

844 

 

920 920 1016 1500 1098 

SDC Option 2 8581 8912 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

BPDC Option 3 1170 1231 1332 1407 2260 1864 

 

• In general we are impressed with the dedication of BPDC staff, and what 
they have achieved in many areas with a relatively small staff3. However we 
consider that BPDC is not currently adequately resourced with sufficient 
staff and financial resources to: 

o meet the increasingly onerous requirements and obligations of the 
wide range and constant stream of new legislation and regulations 
that local government has to comply with; and 

o in the policy formulation and Bill phase of legislation to be able to 
advocate effectively on behalf of its residents and ratepayers. We 
have assumed one additional staff member is required in this area. 

Please note that this is not meant as a criticism of the current BPDC staff’s 
or elected members’ abilities or efforts; it is symptomatic of a wider 
problem that faces a number of smaller Councils. 

• The Council does not currently have an adequate understanding of the 
condition and remaining life of all of its infrastructure assets that would be 
expected if it was exercising prudent stewardship as required by the Local 
Government Act (this is a legacy of prior Councils over many years - over the 
last few years Council has been addressing this shortcoming). It is assumed 
additional staffing is required to improve this situation. 

• Current consents and permits are being processed in a reasonable 
timeframe. The BPDC database is not up to date. There are many consents 
and permits in the system from prior years. It is apparent that many of these 
records apply to applications that have not gone ahead, or are unlikely to 
have been proceeded with. The status of others is unclear. More staff 

                                                           
1 SDC rates calculations include a $307 incl. GST rate in 05/06 for a wheelie bin collection. If this 
service level is not provided the comparative rate would be $551 incl. GST. 
2 Ibid; comparative rate without $307 wheelie bin charge would be $584 incl. GST. 

Capital Strategy Limited 

3 Footnote: In this summary it is appropriate that we record our thanks to the staff of BPDC who met 
our frequent and ongoing requests for a significant amount of information at a busy time of the 
year. BPDC staff co-operated with all requests without complaint. We also appreciate the assistance 
of staff at CCC and SDC who similarly responded to our requests in a helpful and efficient manner. 
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resources are needed to bring the systems up to an appropriate standard and 
get the records up to date. In bringing the records up to date Council staff 
will be able to ascertain if any construction works by applicants in the 
system have proceeded without Council consents/permits or inspection for 
compliance. 

• It is arguable that BPDC does not have the depth of financial and staff 
resources of a larger Council necessary to adequately plan for or defend its 
policy position in relation to the RMA. 

 

2 OVERVIEW OF PROJECT 

2.1 Project Scope 

To identify, at a high level, the operational and financial issues associated with: 

• Option 1 – the proposal for the abolition of the Banks Peninsula District 
Council and its inclusion within Christchurch City 

• Option 2 - The abolition of the Banks Peninsula District, with the inclusion of 
the area shown with a hatched pattern on Map B (Appendix 1) being included 
in Selwyn District and the balance of the area of Banks Peninsula District 
being included in Christchurch City   

• Option 3 – The retention of the existing Banks Peninsula District. 
 
Under each of the three options, the area of Lake Ellesmere currently in the Banks 
Peninsula District would be included in Selwyn District.  The area that would 
transfer to Selwyn District is shown on Map A (Appendix 1). 

2.2 Methodology 

• Interviews were held with the Mayor of BPDC, the proposer’s representative 
(David Bundy) and key staff from BPDC, CCC and SDC.  Discussions were held 
with Audit NZ, Lyttelton Port Company and the LGC. 

• Models and assumptions were developed for each of the three options.   

• Outputs of the models were analysed; both from a macro perspective (i.e. 
on the total rates requirements for years 1 to 10) and from a micro 
perspective (i.e. on a sample of ratepayers). 

• A comparative analysis was undertaken utilising key BPDC financial 
parameters and those from five other South Island Councils (Clutha, Hurunui, 
Kaikoura, McKenzie and Waimate District Councils).  In addition comparative 
statistics were also collated for CCC and SDC. 
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3. KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

Please note that all revenues and costs in this report follow normal practice, which 
is for the figures to be exclusive of GST. The only exception is rates per ratepayer 
where these figures include GST. 

3.1 Introduction 

The most involved process in reviews of this nature is the development of 
appropriate assumptions. The assumptions we have developed are based on our 
experience in local government, from enquiry of Council staff, and research and 
review of information available to us.  

3.2 Infrastructural Assets 

There is a significant amount of infrastructure asset spending required in Banks 
Peninsula.  This is a combination of necessary spending to: 

• maintain assets at their current service potential 

• new capital spending to address needs such as water quality or 
environmental discharge compliance 

• provide appropriate increases in service level such as improved smoothness, 
camber and alignment of roads; some of which also constitute necessary or 
desirable improvements to safety 

 
Some of this is reflected in the BPDC LTCCP.  We consider there is additional 
necessary capital spending required, which amounts to a further $27.3 million 
(refer table below) over 10 years over and above the BPDC LTCCP budget 
estimates. 
 

Additional capital spending $ mn over 
10 years 

Inner harbour roads 2.168 

Lyttelton and port access roads4 7.130 

Akaroa water quality 4.283 

Lyttelton and inner harbour sewer 
treatment & disposal5

11.500 

Footpaths 0.480 

Lyttelton stormwater 1.750 

Total 27.300 
 

                                                           
4 Note: The port company and Transit NZ have agreed that Norwich Quay is the access point to 
Lyttelton port. Therefore costs for port heavy traffic access should be funded by parties other than 
Council (e.g. the port company and Transit). 

Capital Strategy Limited 

5 Some subsidies have been assumed from MFE for sewerage schemes to offset funding required, as 
BPDC has successfully received subsidies to date. It is possible that further subsidies could be 
received for the Lyttelton and inner harbour expenditure, but to be conservative no subsidies have 
been assumed for this expenditure.  
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3.3 Investments 

BPDC at 30 June 2004 had investments of some $18 million (comprising managed 
funds and equity investments e.g. Orion, LPC6), plus it could easily realise a further 
$3.5 million from sale of surplus properties. Some of these investments return less 
than the cost of debt, and others face risks that could reduce returns from their 
current relatively higher returns.  
 
It does not make economic sense to hold investments when debt costs more than 
the investment returns (on a risk-adjusted basis), when there is a need to spend 
money on infrastructure and services, and when there is no apparent reason to hold 
these investments aside from a “reserve” for future unspecified purposes or to 
offset the annual rating requirement. It certainly would not be justified to raise 
new debt when the better economic return would be to liquidate lower returning 
investments first. It would be equitable for the current generations that have 
amassed the surplus investments to benefit from its use in upgrading BPDC 
infrastructure. 

 
BPDC currently has a relatively low level of debt, and with planned expenditure in 
its LTCCP, remains within its borrowing policy limits. However by 2014 the level of 
BPDC debt and debt servicing costs will have increased significantly to be just 
within its limits. 
 
Based on our analysis BPDC can implement the recommended additional capital 
spending we have assumed by selling its investments and surplus properties, and 
still remain within its policy limits, i.e. without increasing its level of debt beyond 
its LTCCP projections. Effectively BPDC would be swapping investments for new 
infrastructure assets, and improved service levels on certain of its existing assets.  
 
BPDC could not afford the capital spending we have assumed is necessary by 
funding this expenditure through debt and retaining its investments. It would 
breach its borrowing policy limits, which are considered to be appropriate and 
prudent. 
 
The recommended increased capital spending does give rise to additional operating 
costs, including depreciation on new assets, of approximately $464,000 on average 
per annum over and above the LTCCP profile. This amount accumulates along with 
capital spending so by year 10 the impact is an additional $1.7 million in that year.  

3.4 Cost Savings for Staff and Overhead Costs 

There are significant savings in staff and overhead costs if BPDC is abolished and its 
area included with Christchurch City (Option 1 and Option 2).  
 
The annual ongoing cost savings for staff salaries would be of the order of an 
estimated $984,000.  

 
This would be offset in year one by redundancy costs of $863,000 and $110,000 in 
transitional costs for data conversion.  
 

                                                           

Capital Strategy Limited 
6 LPC – Lyttelton Port Company 
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There would be additional ongoing annual savings of $219,000 for overhead support 
costs associated with staff made redundant and $36,000 per annum for cars. 

3.5 Costs for Democracy and Representation 

 
The cost of democracy, including appropriate support and overhead cost 
allocations, has been based on figures provided by Christchurch City and Banks 
Peninsula councils. The following table summarises the current costs for BPDC and 
CCC, and the estimated costs for democracy if BPDC is abolished and its area 
included with Christchurch City. 
 
 Current CCC 

(remuneration 
plus 

allowances) 
 

 

$000 

Current 
CCC 

(incl. all 
internal 
charges) 

 

$000 

Current 
BPDC 

$000 

Option 1 & 2 

Representation 
for BP in 
enlarged 

Christchurch 
City 

$000 

Option 1 & 2 

New CCC Total 
Representation 

including BP 
representation 

 

$000 

Option 3 

BPDC 
continues 

 

 

$000 

Representation       

Mayor 1 1 1 0 1 1 

Councillors 12 12 7 1 13 7 

Community 
Board 

30 30 8 10 40 8 

Total 43 43 16 11 54 16 

Costs of 
representation 

      

Mayoral 
remuneration  

151 140 48 0 151 48 

Councillors' 
remuneration  

1,186 1873 90 86 1,272 102 

Community 
board members' 
remuneration  

762 864 41 253 1,015 52 

Mayor’s office 
support 

 523     

Support costs for 
elected members  

2,327 2327 711 310 2637 655 

Costs of 
elections 

477 477 40 10 487 40 

LGNZ 
subscription 
costs 

75 75 25 2 77 22 

Other costs 0 0 142 0 0 54 

Total ($000) $4,978 $6,279 $1,097  $661 $5,638 $973  

       

Costs per elected 
member 

$115,761 $146,023 $68,563 $60,052 $104,413 $60,813 

Capital Strategy Limited 
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The estimated cost in the above table of $661,000 for representation and support 
costs for Banks Peninsula elected members in Options 1 & 2 represents a potential 
cost saving of $312,000 for ratepayers compared to the cost of $973,000 for BPDC 
continuing under Option 3.   
 
The cost estimate assumes there would be no additional running costs associated 
with member support at the existing Service Centres. The overhead and support 
costs for community boards have been included in the above table under the 
heading “support costs for elected members”.  
 
This lower cost would be equivalent to a saving of about $2.34 (including GST) per 
ratepayer across 150,000 rateable properties between Options 1&2 and BPDC 
continuing under Option 3. 
 
The actual remuneration of elected members would be established by a decision of 
the Remuneration Authority.  

3.6 Land Transport New Zealand7 Subsidy 

CCC receives a 43% subsidy from Land Transport New Zealand (“LTNZ”) for roading 
costs, as compared to BPDC’s 53%.  
 
The level of subsidy for the rural roading network in Banks Peninsula should be 
maintained at 53% because: 

• the topography/geology of the peninsula and the associated high costs of 
road construction and maintenance will remain the same regardless of which 
Council administers the area 

• the unique nature of the Peninsula in terms of landscape values according to 
agencies such as DOC and the PCE needs to be preserved, and this would be 
affected by inadequate road construction or maintenance (e.g. increased 
land slips) 

• tourism growth on the peninsula would be further enhanced with upgraded 
roading 

• of safety reasons. 
 
Further to this, clause 67(a)(ii) of Schedule 3 of the LGA 2002 states with respect 
to all reorganisation schemes that a local authority that assumes jurisdiction over 
the area of a former authority has, and may exercise, and is responsible for "….all 
the liabilities, obligations, engagements, and contracts that were previously the 
responsibility of the former authority, or that would have been its responsibility if 
it had remained in existence or in control of that area"   
 
And in addition Clause 67(f) states: "…all rates or levies and other money payable 
in respect of an abolished local authority, or of an area of land included in the 
district or region of another local authority, are due and payable to a new local 
authority". 
 
                                                           

Capital Strategy Limited 

7 LTNZ is a new government agency formed on 1 December 2004 from the merger of Transfund New 
Zealand and the Land Transport Safety Authority 
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Nonetheless to be conservative we have assumed a 43% subsidy rate in our 
modelling. Based on capex and opex in the BPDC LTCCP, the increased cost to CCC 
under Options 1 and 2 would be in the range $328,000 - $555,000 per annum.  
 

4 KEY FINDINGS 

4.1 Net Impact of the Three Options on the Total Rates Requirement 

The net impact of the additional costs and cost savings of each of the three options 
is indicated in the following tables.  
 
In order to provide a solid reference point for this review we have used BPDC’s 
LTCCP for 2004-2014 adjusted by our assumptions. Therefore the results of each 
option have 2004/05 as year one, i.e. for Option 1 (abolition of BPDC and its area 
included with CCC), the results show the impact of this having taken place on 1 
July 2004. 
 
The key figure that results after taking into account all of the assumptions for each 
option, including cost savings and additional costs, is the change in the amount of 
rates sought from ratepayers. The rates requirement in Year one for Options 1 and 
2 reflects the impact in that year of redundancy and transition costs, so it is not 
until year two and on that the effect of cost savings can be seen. 
 
In all 3 options a minor amount of cost and revenue from rateable properties 
associated with the Lake Ellesmere area transfers to SDC. There is 5 km of sealed 
road and 21 km of unsealed road, with an estimated annual operating cost of 
$64,905. There are 54 rateable properties that would also transfer.  

4.2 Comparison of Option 1 and 3 

Table 2: Annual rates funding required for each option

Annual Rates 
Requirement 
($000)  

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 

Option 1 –  

abolition of BPDC and 
its area included with 
Christchurch City  

8276 8588 9301 9782 10165 11126 12228 13043 13621 14660 

Option 3 –  

BPDC continues  
9013 10004 10734 11111 11542 12496 13546 14338 14963 15938 

Increase/(Decrease) 
in Rates Income 
Required for Option 1 
Compared to Option 3 (737) (1416) (1433) (1329) (1377) (1370) (1318) (1295) (1342) (1278) 

 
 
After year one, where there are redundancy and transition costs, the annual net 
saving to ratepayers of an abolition of BPDC and its area included with CCC with 
Christchurch ranges between $1,278,000 and $1,433,000 or an average cost saving 
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per annum of $1,350,000 between years 2 to 10. These costs and cost savings are 
shared across a new city comprising both CCC and BPDC ratepayers (approximately 
150,000 rateable properties). 
 
Because the costs associated with the area of Banks Peninsula being incorporated 
with Christchurch City are spread across approximately 150,000 ratepayers in a 
new combined City, the impact on current Christchurch City ratepayers is 
insignificant. 
  
The estimated rates income for Christchurch City in 2005/06 is $194 million 
including GST, or an average of $1366 per ratepayer across the current 142,000 
ratepayers. The new rating requirement in 2005/06 for the enlarged Christchurch 
city would be approximately $204 million including GST, or an average of $1360 
including GST spread across about 150,000 ratepayers. Year 2 (2005/06) has been 
chosen for comparison purposes because in Year 1 there are transition and 
redundancy costs that offset cost savings. 
 
The other and more significant issue for BPDC ratepayers to consider in this option 
(abolition of BPDC and its area included with CCC) is the impact of the different 
rating policy that CCC uses as compared to the BPDC rating policy. This tends to 
have a more dramatic impact than the overall resulting change to the new CCC 
rating requirement, which is small compared to the approximate $190-200million of 
CCC rates funding.  
 

4.3 Comparison of Option 1 and 2 

Option 2 involves the abolition of BPDC and its area included with CCC, except for 
the Kaituna area that goes to SDC. The table below shows the rates requirement 
for the areas that go to each of CCC and SDC. 
 
Table 3: Annual rates funding required for each option

Annual Rates 
Requirement 
($000)  

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 

Option 1 –  

abolition of BPDC and 
its area included with 
Christchurch City 

8276 8588 9301 9782 10165 11126 12228 13043 13621 14660 

Option 2 - 

CCC rates 
requirement 

7989 8305 9023 9508 9895 10860 11967 12785 13368 14411 

Option 2 –  

SDC rates 
requirement  

122 126 129 133 137 141 146 150 155 159 

Increase/(Decrease) 
in Rates Income 
Required for Option 1 
Compared to Option 2 165 157 149 141 133  125 115 108 98 90 
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Option 2 logically has a much lower rating requirement for the area that goes to 
CCC than Option 1, as the costs associated with Kaituna go to SDC.  
 
The differences between Option 2 versus the other Options and the base case BPDC 
LTCCP revenues and costs are: 

• 190 rateable properties go to SDC, with a current rates take in the BPDC 
LTCCP of $309,184 (note BPDC and SDC have different rating policies so the 
rates income received by BPDC and SDC will also be different) 

• roading with an estimated annual cost of $120,463 

• reserves with an estimated annual cost of $1,950 
 

4.4 Comparison of Option 2 and 3 

Option 2 involves the abolition of BPDC and its area included with CCC, except for 
the Kaituna area that goes to SDC. The table below shows the rates requirement 
for the areas that go to each of CCC and SDC. 
 
Table 4: Annual rates funding required for each option

Annual Rates 
Requirement 
($000)  

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 

Option 2 -  

CCC rating 
requirement  

7989 8305 9023 9508 9895 10860 11967 12785 13368 14411 

Option 2 –  

SDC rating 
requirement 

122 126 129 133 137 141 146 150 155 159 

Option 3 –  

BPDC continues  

 

9013 

 

10004 

 

10734 

 

11111 

 

11542 

 

12496 

 

13546 

 

14338 

 

14963 

 

15938 

Increase/ (Decrease) 
in Rates Income 
Required for Option 
2 Compared to 
Option 3 (902) (1573) (1582) (1470) (1510) (1495) (1433) (1403) (1440) (1368) 

 
A comparison of the difference between Options 2 and 3 also reflect the costs that 
transfer to SDC, that do not need to be rated for by CCC (see the above section for 
comments related to the Kaituna area that apply here as well). 
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4.5 Option 3 BPDC continuing 

Before considering Options 1 and 2 individually it is useful to first consider Option 3 
(BPDC continues). 
 
Table 5: Annual rates funding required for Option 3 versus BPDC LTCCP

Annual Rates 
Requirement ($000)  

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 

Rates Income Required 
– BPDC Base Case 
LTCCP 

9030 9458 9874 10300 10422 10846 11501 11683 

 

 

11927 

 

 

12727 

Rates Income Required 
- after applying 
assumptions 9013 10044 10734 11111 11542 12496 13546 

 

14338 

 

14963 

 

15938 

Increase/(Decrease) in 
Rates Income Required  (17) 586 859 811 1120 1649 2045 2655 3036 3211 

 
The above table shows an increased amount of annual rates required after applying 
our assumptions on additional spending required. We consider there is a range of 
areas that BPDC should be spending money on either additional staff, or on 
improved infrastructure. 
 
If BPDC continues, the increased costs we have assumed are necessary are borne by 
BPDC ratepayers alone, rather than by the ratepayers in a new combined city under 
Options 1 or 2. The number of rateable properties in 2005/06 is estimated to be 
7378. Although the rating impact varies between ratepayers according to the BPDC 
rating policy, on average the increase per rateable property in year 2 is $89 
including GST and in year 108 $442 including GST. Please note the tables in this 
section, and the output from the modelling in the rest of this report, is all 
excluding GST. Ratepayers however have to pay rates on a GST inclusive basis. 
 
The “average rate” per rateable property in year 2 would be $1531 including GST 
and $2193 including GST in year 10 (please note “average rate” is a crude concept 
and only gives a general guide to impacts. It can be misleading as the incidence of 
rates depends on whether a ratepayer is rural, residential, or commercial, and 
depends on the mix between general and targeted rates, etc.) 
 
A significant question arises as to the viability and sustainability of BPDC continuing 
as a unit of local government beyond 2014. This is because: 

• if the capital spending we have assumed is all necessary (which we consider it 
is) and it is funded largely by investments and sale of some of the surplus 
properties this amount will all be gone by 2014, except for sale of the 
remaining surplus properties. This leaves debt to fund long-lived assets. 

• debt by 2014 is near the BPDC policy limit 

• as a result theoretically BPDC would after 2014 not be able to raise any more 
debt to fund additional infrastructure spending beyond the margin that would 

                                                           

Capital Strategy Limited 
8 Assuming 7378 rateable properties in year 2 and 8178 rateable properties in year 10. 
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arise from growth in the number of ratepayers and the margin to its policy 
limit 

• it is not equitable to fund capital spending on long-lived assets by annual 
rates, and it is unlikely that ratepayers could afford this anyway. 

• the Council would have major difficulty in withstanding an unexpected 
expenditure shock, e.g. a major storm event that costs several million dollars 
to fix 

 
The Statement of Compliance and Responsibility in the BPDC 2004 Annual report 
confirms that in the Council’s view all of the statutory responsibilities of Section 
283 of the LGA (2002) have been complied with9.  
 
In general we are impressed with the dedication of BPDC staff, and what they have 
achieved in many areas with a relatively small staff. However we consider that 
BPDC is not currently adequately resourced with sufficient staff and financial 
resources to: 

• meet the increasingly onerous requirements and obligations of the wide 
range and constant stream of new legislation and regulations that local 
government has to comply with; and 

• in the policy formulation and Bill phase of legislation to be able to advocate 
effectively on behalf of its residents and ratepayers.  

 
This is not meant as a criticism of current BPDC staff’s abilities or efforts; it is 
symptomatic of a wider problem that faces a number of the smaller Councils. 
 
We consider that additional resources would be required for BPDC to enable 
statutory obligations to be met if it continues to exist, and these are summarised 
below and detailed more fully in the Assumptions section in Appendix 2. 
 
It is arguable that BPDC does not have the depth of financial and staff resources of 
a larger Council necessary to negotiate appeals in all cases through a consent order 
process and achieve a satisfactory outcome or to ultimately (and where 
appropriate) to defend its policy position in the Environment Court against litigants 
who at times can be “deep-pocketed”. 
 
Expert evidence and legal costs to defend the proposed District Plan, or conditions 
applied in resource consents, in the face of significant appeals to the Environment 
Court can easily run into hundreds of thousands of dollars. It is unlikely that BPDC 
ratepayers could afford to fund such cases, even though it could be in the 
community’s best interests to do so.  
 
The Council does not currently have an adequate understanding of the condition 
and remaining life of all of its infrastructure assets.   
 

Capital Strategy Limited 

                                                           
9 This section of the 2002 Act relates to the accountability and accounting requirements of Section 
223 of the 1974 Local Government Act. 
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BPDC has highlighted in its LTCCP (p100) that “…a lot of work needs to be done to 
ascertain the exact condition of Lyttelton’s wastewater pipes….this situation is 
being addressed and the records are being progressively improved….there is a risk 
that unforeseen failures will continue to occur….makes it difficult to formulate 
the renewals programme accurately….”. There are similar comments on p88 in 
relation to Akaroa and Lyttelton water supply, and in relation to Lyttelton 
stormwater (p108). 
 
Although the Council is taking positive steps to address and rectify this situation, 
ratepayers would expect that this is part of prudent stewardship by the Council of 
its assets and is a situation that should not have arisen. Section 14(g) of the LGA 
(2002) requires that: 
 
“…a local authority should ensure prudent stewardship and the efficient and 
effective use of its resources in the interests of its district or region.” 
  
Similarly, while BPDC’s performance in relation to processing recent resource and 
building consents is on a par with most other Councils, there is a significant backlog 
in its database of consents and permits some of which have obviously lapsed, and 
the status of others need to be determined. We have recommended that 
supervision of bringing the Council’s database up to date should be one of the tasks 
for additional staff we have recommended in this area. 
 
Comparisons with CCC highlights that small Councils face a range of fixed costs to 
meet costs of the democratic process, and to set up and operate corporate systems 
regardless of the number of ratepayers. Large cities can achieve economies of 
scale so that the proportion of ratepayer money spent on administration and 
support is lower than small Councils have to spend. 

4.6 Option 1 – Abolition of BPDC and its area included with CCC 

 
Table 6: Annual rates funding required for Option 1 versus BPDC LTCCP
Annual Rates 
Requirement 
($000)  

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 

Rates Income 
Required – BPDC 
Base Case LTCCP 9030 9458 9874 10300 10422 10846 11501 11683 

 

11927 

 

12727 

Rates Income 
Required - after 
applying assumptions 

 

8276 

 

8588 

 

9301 

 

9782 

 

10165 

 

11126 

 

12228 

 

13043 

 

13621 

 

14660 

Increase/(Decrease) 
in Rates Income 
Required for Option 
1 Compared to BPDC 
LTCCP (754) (870) (573) (518) (257) 280 727 1360 1694 1933 

 
The Option 1 rates requirement reflects first of all the increase in costs that have 
been applied to all Options, and then the cost savings that occur due to abolition of 
BPDC and its area being included with CCC. In year one there would be redundancy 
and transition costs.  
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There are significant savings in staff, and associated overhead costs, if BPDC is 
abolished and its area included with Christchurch under Options 1 and 2. The 
annual ongoing cost savings to ratepayers are: 

• an estimated $984,000 per annum for staff salaries and benefits. This would 
be offset in year one by redundancy costs of $863,000 and $110,000 in 
transitional costs for data conversion.  

• $219,000 per annum for overhead support costs for staff made redundant 

• $312,000 savings in democracy costs 

• $36,000 per annum for cars 

• $49,000 per annum in audit fees 

• there would be no need for an additional strategic and advocacy area policy 
analyst as compared to the Option of BPDC continuing; a saving of $70,000 in 
salaries plus associated overheads 

 
Roading costs would be approximately $328,000 - $555,000 higher per annum for 
capital spending if a lower LTNZ subsidy is assumed (53% down to 43%). 
 
There would be a transitional cost associated with the surplus area in the BPDC 
offices in the Lyttelton Port Company building due to staff redundancies, until the 
lease expires in 2007. It has been assumed some staff would remain to operate a 
service centre in part of the office area. There may be other options, such as CCC 
utilising some of this space, rather than it being unoccupied but rent being 
charged. 
 
There may be additional potential savings in other areas, e.g. Quotable Values 
valuation services. 
 
If BPDC is abolished and its area included with CCC, then CCC would wish to apply 
its own rating policy rather than continue with the BPDC policy.  
 
This may require changes to be implemented to the Banks Peninsula District 
Council (Rates Validation, Empowering, and Trust Removal) Act of 1994, which 
includes provisions for the funding of capital costs of the existing water and 
sewerage schemes at Governors Bay.  
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4.7 Option 2 – Abolition of BPDC and its area included with CCC except for the 
Kaituna Area Which Goes to SDC 

 
Table 7: Annual rates funding required for Option 2 versus BPDC LTCCP
Annual Rates 
Requirement 
($000)  

04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10 10/11 11/12 12/13 13/14 

Base Case – BPDC 
LTCCP 

 

9030 

 

9458 

 

9874 

 

10300 

 

10422 

 

10846 

 

11501 

 

11683 

 

11927 

 

12727 

Option 2 – costs for 
CCC to fund 

7989 8305 9023 9508 9895 10860 11967 12785 13368 14411 

Option 2 – costs for 
SDC to fund 

122 126 129 133 137 141 146 150 155 159 

Difference 

Increase/(Decrease) 
for Option 2 
Compared to BPDC 
LTCCP 

(919) (1027) (722) (659) (390) 155 612 1252 1596 1843  

 
The Option 2 rates requirement reflects first of all the increase in costs that have 
been applied to all Options, and then the cost savings that occur due to abolition of 
BPDC and its area included with CCC. In year one there would be redundancy and 
transition costs.  This option also reflects the costs that transfer to SDC, that do 
not need to be rated for by CCC.  
 
There are significant savings in staff, and associated overhead costs, if BPDC is 
abolished and its area included with Christchurch under Options 1 and 2. The 
annual ongoing cost savings to ratepayers are: 

• an estimated $984,000 per annum for staff salaries and benefits. This would 
be offset in year one by redundancy costs of $863,000 and $110,000 in 
transitional costs for data conversion.  

• $219,000 per annum for overhead support costs for staff made redundant 

• $312,000 saving in democracy costs 

• $36,000 per annum for cars 

• $49,000 per annum in audit fees 

• there would be no need for an additional strategic and advocacy area policy 
analyst as compared to the Option of BPDC continuing; a saving of $70,000 in 
salaries plus associated overheads 

 
Roading costs would be approximately $328,000 - $555,000 higher per annum for 
capital spending due to a lower LTNZ subsidy (53% down to 43%).  
 
There would be a transitional cost associated with the surplus area due to staff 
redundancies in the BPDC offices in the Lyttelton Port Company building until the 
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lease expires in 2007. It has been assumed some staff would remain to operate a 
service centre in part of the office area. There may be other options, such as CCC 
utilising some of this space, rather than it being unoccupied but rent being 
charged. 
 
There may be additional potential savings in other areas, e.g. Quotable Values 
valuation services. 

4.8 Impact of Three Options on Sample Ratepayers 

 
Ratepayers are primarily interested in the impact of each option on their rates.  
 
Reporting simple average annual impacts per ratepayer is misleading, as Council 
rating policies distribute effects across categories of ratepayers differently (e.g. 
rating differentials, targeted rates, etc). BPDC, CCC, and SDC each have quite 
different rating policies.  
 
The BPDC rating system is complex. It comprises a number of uniform targeted 
rates allocated by various services received and by area, while the general rate is 
allocated over capital values of properties.  The CCC system is by comparison more 
straightforward. The rating policy that applies with CCC for water, sewerage and 
land drainage schemes is a single targeted rate charged city-wide (for serviced 
properties), and this and the general rate are both allocated over the capital value 
of properties.   
 
There is a wide area of benefit of sewerage schemes given the common receiving 
waters and the public health benefits to the community at large and tourists.  
 
We understand, and have confirmed this with CCC staff, that CCC would seek to 
apply its current rating policy at the beginning of the next financial year rather 
than continuing the complex BPDC policy in a transition period. CCC has also 
identified that an evaluation would need to be made of the rural rate because 
BPDC has a rural rate surcharge whereas CCC has a discount. The next review of 
the CCC rating policy would be in 2006/07. For the purposes of this review, the 
current CCC rating policy has been applied to the group of sample properties 
below. 
 
We requested each of the three Councils to translate the results of our modelling 
into rates impacts on a group of sample properties for each of the three options. 
For ease of comparison we have selected the same properties as the 2004-2014 
BPDC LTCCP, and have also added in several other properties for the Ellesmere and 
Kaituna areas.  
 
There are very slight differences (within a few dollars) between the rating impact 
on the wards that would go to SDC under Options 1 and 3 and that for Option 2 due 
to the size of the ratepayer base that costs are spread across for SDC. We have only 
produced one set of tables for these particular properties, and have used the 
higher SDC rates (the difference is only $8 per year at the maximum). A similar 
issue applies to CCC under Options 1 and 2 where the effect of a small number of 
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ratepayers in the Kaituna area going to SDC has little effect on the average cost to 
ratepayers across the enlarged city. 
 
There has been a significant increase in the capital value of properties (of the 
order of 50% according to Quotable Value NZ) since the values reported in the BPDC 
2004/14 LTCCP, which were based on values at July 2003. CCC revaluations 
occurred as at 1 August 2004. New and more relevant value benchmarks have been 
selected for this report by adjusting property values by 50% to provide a more 
meaningful comparison with CCC and SDC.  
 
The rating comparisons in this report for those properties that would be 
incorporated in Selwyn District also include a $307 rate for wheelie bins (rising to 
$337 in year 3), which could be considered by ratepayers as an indication of the 
cost of receiving an increased level of service of refuse collection. If ratepayers 
wish to compare rates based on current service levels, then the $307 - $337 (incl. 
GST) rate for wheelie bins should be deducted from the rates shown in the 
comparative tables below for those properties that could be incorporated in Selywn 
District.  
 
4.8.1 Rural Properties 
 
Wairewa Ward – Ellesmere 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 450,000 450,000 450,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

SDC All 
options Total - GST Inc ($) 886 910 960 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1162 1278 1303 
 
Wairewa Ward – Rural 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 

   
387,000 

   
387,000  387,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 1 Total - GST Inc ($) 809 844 875 

SDC 

Option 2 Total - GST Inc ($) 837 858 908 

BPDC 
Option 3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1069 1170 1193 
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Wairewa Ward – Kaituna 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 427,500 427,500 427,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 1 Total - GST Inc ($) 882 920 955 

SDC 
Option 2 Total - GST Inc ($) 868 891 942 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1120 1231 1255 

 
Akaroa Ward – Rural  
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 427,500 427,500 427,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 882 920 955 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1217 1332 1361 

 
Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Ward - Rural 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 478,500 478,500 478,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 974 1016 1055 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1285 1407 1432 

 
 
4.8.2 Residential Properties 
 
Akaroa Ward – Residential  
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 372,000 372,000 372,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 1447 1500 1552 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1893 2260 2460 
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Lyttelton - Residential 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 264,000 264,000 264,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 1061 1098 1135 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1542 1864 2049 

 
 
Little River – Residential  
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 228,000 228,000 228,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 742 769 796 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1109 1172 1194 

 
 
Diamond Harbour – Residential 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 235,500 235,500 235,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 892 924 956 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1410 1724 1906 

 
Governors Bay – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 408,000 408,000 408,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 1461 1517 1572 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1576 1701 1760 
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Duvauchelle – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 301,500 301,500 301,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 1110 1151 1192 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1561 1898 2093 

 
Akaroa Ward Bays – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 306,000 306,000 306,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 847 883 917 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 852 925 945 

 
Akaroa Ward Tikao Bay – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 231,000 231,000 231,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 877 909 940 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1173 1452 1599 

 
Akaroa Ward Takamatua – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 328,500 328,500 328,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 1019 1058 1096 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1184 1279 1319 
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Akaroa Ward Pigeon Bay – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 252,000 252,000 252,000 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 808 838 867 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1288 1360 1390 

 
Akaroa Ward Wainui – Residential  
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 229,500 229,500 229,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 746 774 800 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 1484 1792 1971 

 
 
4.8.3 Commercial and Industrial Properties 
 
Commercial Lyttelton 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 292,500 292,500 292,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 1540 1597 1646 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 2046 2425 2621 

 
Commercial Akaroa 
 

Council Average Capital 
Value ($) 514,500 514,500 514,500 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 2621 2721 2807 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 2940 3427 3652 
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Lyttelton - Industrial 
 
Council Average Capital 

Value ($) 1.6 mn 1.6 mn 1.6 mn 

 Year 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

CCC 
Option 
1&2 Total - GST Inc ($) 7918 8230 8498 

BPDC 
Option3 Total - GST Inc ($) 9319 10494 10858 
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 APPENDIX 1: LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION:  TERMS OF 
REFERENCE 

 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
 
 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR CONSULTANCY STUDY ON OPERATIONAL AND 
FINANCIAL ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE REORGANISATION PROPOSAL 
FOR THE ABOLITION OF BANKS PENINSULA DISTRICT AND ITS INCLUSION 
IN CHRISTCHURCH CITY 
 
Objective 
 
The objective of this study is to identify, at a high level, the operational and financial 
issues associated with: 

• the proposal for the abolition of Banks Peninsula District and its inclusion 
within Christchurch City 

• a reorganisation option, as outlined below, which would abolish Banks 
Peninsula District and divide its area between Christchurch City and Selwyn 
District. 

 
The study is to also involve a comparative assessment of the current and likely future 
operational and financial viability of the Banks Peninsula District Council, through 
comparing the key financial parameters of the Council with those of a sample group 
of other local authorities.   
 
The study should also identify any activities that the Banks Peninsula District Council 
is legally required to undertake, but which it is either not undertaking or not 
satisfactorily resourcing, and outline the resources that would be required to enable 
the Council to satisfactorily meet its full range of statutory responsibilities.  In this 
regard, without limiting the scope of this element of the study, the issues raised in 
submissions that should be explored include: 

• the Council’s funding of depreciation 

• regulatory compliance/ monitoring activities 

• undertaking of essential or recommended works 

• ability to meet the requirements of the Local Government Act and other 
legislation. 
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Background 
 
On 4 November 2003 the Commission received a proposal, initiated by a petition of 
electors of Banks Peninsula District, for the abolition of Banks Peninsula District and 
its inclusion within Christchurch City. 
 
The Commission received 146 submissions on the proposal and has heard the 
submissions. 
 
The study will provide information to assist the Commission to make a decision on 
the proposal.  It will also provide information to assist the public in their consideration 
of the merits of the proposal. 
 
 
Reorganisation Options to be considered in the study 
 
For the purposes of the study, the Commission wishes to have assessed the likely 
operational and financial costs and benefits associated with an implementation of the 
following three reorganisation options: 

1. The abolition of the Banks Peninsula District and its inclusion within 
Christchurch City 

2. The abolition of the Banks Peninsula District, with the inclusion of the area 
shown with a hatched pattern on the attached Map B being included in Selwyn 
District, and the balance of the area of Banks Peninsula District being included 
in Christchurch City   

3. The retention of the existing Banks Peninsula District. 
 
Note that under each of the three options the area of Lake Ellesmere currently in 
Banks Peninsula District would be included in Selwyn District.  The area that would 
transfer to Selwyn District is shown on the attached Map A. 
 
 
Extent of Consultant Input 
 
The Commission expects the study to identify which of the options for change would 
likely present the most tangible operational and financial benefits compared with 
retaining the District.  The report should provide a similar level of detail to the report 
prepared in August 1998, by a joint working party of the Banks Peninsula District 
Council and the Christchurch City Council, relating to service level issues and 
financial implications associated with an abolition of BPDC and its area included with 
CCC of the Councils. 
 
After considering the draft findings of the study, the Commission will provide it to the 
Banks Peninsula District Council, Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District Council 
and the representative of the proposers for comment. 
 
Subject to the nature of the comments received, further consultancy work may be 
required to finalise the study. 
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The study findings will be a public document, accessible on the Commission’s 
website.  The Commission is to receive the final overview report in hardcopy (10 
copies) and electronic (PDF and Word) formats. 
 
 
Financial Information 
 
Information currently available includes: 

• the August 1998 joint working party report referred to above;  

• the 2002/03 Christchurch City Council reports into financial issues associated 
with the integration of services between the Christchurch City Council and the 
Banks Peninsula District Council; and the 

• annual plans and annual reports of the Councils. 
 
 
Project Stages and timelines 
 
The Commission proposes that the project be undertaken in the following stages: 
 
Stage 1: Review existing information, identify additional information needs, 

obtain necessary inputs and information from the Councils; prepare 
draft overview report and provide to the Commission: by 31 January 
2005; 

 
Stage 2:  Commission provides opportunity for the Councils and representative of 

the proposers to consider draft report; and the parties to provide 
comments back to the Commission: by 28 February 2005; 

 
Stage 3:  Review comments and finalise report: by 25 March 2005. 
 
 
Reorganisation Assumptions 
 
A set of representation and service assumptions should be applied in respect of each 
of the reorganisation options.  These assumptions are for the purposes of the study 
only, and the Commission will not be bound by the assumptions if it decides to 
proceed further in respect of any particular option.   
 
Assumptions common to all options 
 
Service levels in the area of the existing Banks Peninsula District that currently apply, 
or those changes to service levels already planned and approved by the Banks 
Peninsula District Council, shall continue to apply for a period of three years after 
reorganisation. 
 
In addition, any essential additional resources required to enable statutory obligations 
to be met in the Banks Peninsula area should be costed and factored into the 
assumptions. 
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Representation Options 
 
Option 1 - Abolition of Banks Peninsula District and its inclusion in Christchurch City 
 
The representation arrangements in the area of the existing Christchurch City would 
remain unchanged from those applying for the 2004 local elections. 
 
The area of the existing Banks Peninsula District, less the area of Lake Ellesmere 
currently within the District, would become the Banks Peninsula Ward of Christchurch 
City, electing one member 
 
The area of Lake Ellesmere currently in the Banks Peninsula District, as shown on 
Map A, would transfer to the Selwyn District, with no effect on the representation 
arrangements of the Selwyn District. 
 
There would be two community boards covering the area of the Banks Peninsula 
Ward: 

• the Lyttelton-Mount Herbert Community Board 

• the Akaroa-Wairewa Community Board. 
 
Each community board would have five elected members and one appointed 
member.  
 
Each community board, would, as a minimum, have the same delegations provided 
to community boards in Christchurch City, with the level of financial delegations pro-
rated on the basis of the Board’s population compared to the average population of 
each community board in the existing Christchurch  
City. * 
 
Option 2 – Abolition of Banks Peninsula District and the inclusion of certain areas in 
Selwyn District and Christchurch City 
 
The areas of Banks Peninsula District to be included in Selwyn District, as shown on 
Maps A and B, would not alter the existing representation arrangements of Selwyn 
District. 
 
The remaining area of Banks Peninsula District would form the Banks Peninsula 
Ward of Christchurch City, electing one member. 
 
There would be two community boards covering the area of the Banks Peninsula 
Ward: 

• the Lyttelton-Mount Herbert Community Board; and the 

• the Akaroa-Wairewa Community Board. 
 
Each community board would have five elected members and one appointed 
member. 
 
The Banks Peninsula Community Board, would, as a minimum, have the same 
delegations provided to community boards in Christchurch City, with the level of 
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financial delegations pro-rated on the basis of the Board’s population compared to 
the average population of each community board in the existing Christchurch City. * 
 
Option 3 – Retention of the Banks Peninsula District Council 
 
The area of Lake Ellesmere currently in the Banks Peninsula District, as shown on 
Map A, would transfer to the Selwyn District, with no effect on the representation 
arrangements of the Banks Peninsula District or the Selwyn District. 
 
Note:  A number of submitters sought the inclusion of the Lyttelton Harbour Basin in 

Christchurch City and the transfer of the balance of the Banks Peninsula 
District to Selwyn District.  The Commission has decided that this option will 
not be evaluated in detail in this study, as it would be a significant 
reorganisation option in its own right that has a limited relationship to the 
proposal currently before the Commission.  The reorganisation options 
considered in the study are either aligned to the proposal or the status quo, 
subject to relatively minor modifications intended to deal with territorial 
authority responsibilities for Lake Ellesmere. 

 
 
*  On 14 September 2004 the Commission wrote to the Chief Executive of the 
Christchurch City Council, requesting the Council to specify how the Council’s 
delegations (including financial delegations) to community boards should be tailored 
for any community boards constituted in the Banks Peninsula area.  Such tailoring 
would likely need to reflect the more rural and small community settlement nature of 
the Banks Peninsula area. 
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Key Council contacts 
 
The consultant should contact the following Council officers, in the first instance, 
when seeking information for the purposes of the study: 
 
Sue Davidson     
Chief Executive     
Banks Peninsula District Council  Ph: 03 328 8065 
PO Box 4     Fax:   03 328 8283 
LYTTELTON     Email: sue.davidson@bpdc.govt.nz 
 
 
Peter Mitchell 
General Manager Regulation & Democracy Services 
Christchurch City Council   Ph: 03 941 8999 
PO Box 237    Fax:  03 941 8786 
CHRISTCHURCH    Email: peter.mitchell@ccc.govt.nz 
 
 
Paul Davey 
Chief Executive 
Selwyn District Council   Ph:  03 324 8080 
Private Bag 1    Fax: 03 324 3531 
LEESTON    Email: paul.davey@selwyn.govt.nz 
 
 
Representative of the Proposers 
 
The representative of the proposers is: 
 
Mr David Bundy 
PO Box 39    Ph: 03 329 9750 
LYTTELTON    Email: jdhjbundy@cyberxpress.co.nz  
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Map A  
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Map B 
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