
Agenda for a meeting of the Infrastructure Committee to be held in the Council Chambers, 
District Office, 15 Galileo Street, Ngaruawahia on TUESDAY 14 JUNE 2016 commencing 
at 9.00am. 

Information and recommendations are included in the reports to assist the Board in the decision making process and may not constitute 
Council’s decision or policy until considered by the Board. 

1. APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE

2. CONFIRMATION OF STATUS OF AGENDA

3. DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST

4. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
Meeting held on Tuesday 10 May 2016 3 

5. MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES

6. REPORTS

6.1 Huntly Memorial Hall 11 

6.2 New Road Name Proposals at 132 Travers Road, Te Kauwhata 91 

6.3 Road Name approvals associated with the Rangiriri section of the Waikato Expressway 98 

6.4 Approval of Pokeno Ratepayers Residents Association suggested Road Name List 104 

6.5 Tamahere Reserve Classification 113 

6.6 Rotokauri WRA 15 004 Project Budget 120 

6.7 Draft Terms of Reference – Community Halls 145 

6.8 Roading Roadshows 2015/16 157 

6.9 Proposed Rototuna Indoor Court Facility 163 

6.10 Awards of Contract 255 

6.11 Service Delivery Report for May 2016 270 
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From GJ Ion 

Chief Executive or General Manager 
Date 12 May 2016 

Prepared by LM Wainwright 
Committee Secretary 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1516667 

Report Title Confirmation of Minutes 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
To confirm the minutes of the Infrastructure Committee held on Tuesday 10 May 2016. 

2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the minutes of the meeting of the Infrastructure Committee held on 
Tuesday 10 May 2016 be confirmed as a true and correct record of that meeting. 

3. ATTACHMENTS 
 
Infrastructure Minutes 10 May 2016. 
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MINUTES of a meeting of the Infrastructure Committee of the Waikato District Council held in 
the Council Chambers, District Office, 15 Galileo Street, Ngaruawahia held on TUESDAY 10 
MAY 2016 commencing at 9.03am. 
 
 
Present: 
 
Cr WD Hayes (Chairperson) 
His Worship the Mayor Mr AM Sanson [until 10.05am and from 10.19am until 11.45am and from 11.50am] 
Cr JC Baddeley 
Cr J Church 
Cr R Costar 
Cr DW Fulton [from 9.09am] 
Cr J Gibb 
Cr S Lynch 
Cr RC McGuire [from 9.05am until 10.32am and from 10.54am] 
Cr L Petersen 
Cr NMD Smith 
Cr MR Solomon [from 9.07am] 
Cr CS Tait 
 
 
Attending: 
 
Mr GJ Ion (Chief Executive) 
Mr T Harty (General Manager Service Delivery) 
Mrs LM Wainwright (Committee Secretary) 
Mrs W Wright (Committee Secretary) 
Mr A Corkill (Parks & Facilities Manager) 
Mr M Mould (Waters Manager) 
Mr C Clarke (Roading Manager) 
Mr G Bailey (Open Spaces Operation Team Leader) 
Mr D Carrasco (Interim Alliance Manager) 
Mr R MacLeod (Raglan Community Board member) 
Mrs M Jolly (Road Safety Co-ordinator) 

APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Resolved: (Crs Church/Costar) 
 
THAT an apology be received from and leave of absence granted to Cr Sedgwick. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/01 
 
Cr McGuire entered the meeting at [9.05am] during discussion on the above item and was present 
when voting took place. 
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CONFIRMATION OF STATUS OF AGENDA ITEMS 

Resolved: (Crs Lynch/Gibb) 
 
THAT the agenda for a meeting of the Infrastructure Committee held on Tuesday 10 
May 2016 be confirmed and all items therein be considered in open meeting with the 
exception of those items detailed at agenda item 7 which shall be discussed with the 
public excluded. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/02  
 
Cr Solomon entered the meeting at [9.07am] during discussion on the above item and was present 
when voting took place. 

DISCLOSURES OF INTEREST 

There were no disclosures of interest. INF1605/03 
 
Cr Fulton entered the meeting at [9.09am] during discussion on the above item. 

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

Resolved: (Crs Costar/Lynch) 
 
THAT the minutes of a meeting of the Infrastructure Committee held on Tuesday 8 
March 2016 be confirmed as a true and correct record of that meeting. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/04 

MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

There were no matters arising from the minutes. INF1605/05 

REPORTS 

Sport Waikato Activity Report 1 January to 31 March 2016 
Agenda Item 6.1 

Resolved:  (Crs Smith/Petersen) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/1 
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Road Safety Education Co-ordinator’s report for the months of February-April 2016 
Agenda Item 6.2 

The Road Safety Co-ordinator gave a verbal and powerpoint presentation and answered questions 
of the Committee. 

Resolved:  (Crs Lynch/Costar) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/2 
 

Draft Strategic Priority Framework for Natural Value Reserves 
Agenda Item 6.3 

The Parks & Facilities Manager gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of the 
Committee. 

Resolved:  (Crs Baddeley/Gibb) 
 
THAT the report of the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Draft Strategic Priority Framework for Natural Value Reserves is 
referred to Council (as amended) for adoption. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/3 
 

Rural Fire Plan 2016 
Agenda Item 6.4 

The Open Spaces Operation Team Leader gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of 
the Committee. 

Resolved:  (His Worship the Mayor/Cr Fulton) 
 
THAT the report of the General Manager Service Delivery – Rural Fire Plan 2016 - be 
received; 
 
AND THAT Council adopt the Waikato District Rural Fire Authority Rural Fire Plan 
dated April 2016; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT a copy of the Waikato District Rural Fire Authority Rural Fire 
Plan dated April 2016 be provided to the National Rural Fire Authority no later than 
31 August 2016; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Waikato District Rural Fire Authority Rural Fire Plan 
Sections on Readiness and Response be reviewed within two years; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Waikato District Rural Fire Authority Rural Fire Plan 
Sections on Reduction and Recovery be reviewed within five years; 
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AND FURTHER THAT Phillip Trimmer and Jessica Lourie be appointed as Rural Fire 
Officers under Section 13 of the Forest and Rural Fires Act 1977. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/4 
 

Draft Terms of Reference – Community Halls 
Agenda Item 6.5 

The Open Spaces Operation Team Leader gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of 
the Committee. 

Resolved:  (Crs Church/Gibb) 
 
THAT the report of the General Manager Service Delivery be received. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/5 
 
His Worship the Mayor withdrew from the meeting [10.05am] during discussion on the above item 
and re-entered the meeting [10.19am] and was present when voting took place. 
 

New Street Name Proposal at Gordonton Road Service Lane, Taupiri 
Agenda Item 6.6 

The Roading Manager gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of the committee. 

Resolved:  (Crs Solomon/Gibb) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee resolves to name the cul-de-sac in accordance with the 
Taupiri Community Board’s first preferred name choice – Button Lane. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/6 
 

New Road Name Proposal at Kakaramea Road, Whatawhata 
Agenda Item 6.7 

The Roading Manager gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of the committee. 

Resolved:  (Crs Fulton/Petersen) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee resolves to name the road in accordance with the 
developer’s second preferred name choice, Christopher Lane. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/7 
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Increase in Budget for Manu Bay and Puriri Park Seawall Repair Projects 
Agenda Item 6.8 

Resolved:  (His Worship the Mayor/Cr Baddeley) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT Council approve a project budget increase of $35,280 for Manu Bay 
Seawall (1BR-10034-C0-0000-0115) and $8,664 for Puriri Park Seawall 
(1BR1- 0030-C0-0000-0116) to be funded through the Parks & Reserves Replacement 
Fund (8500); 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Approved Contract Sum for Contract 14/473 be 
increased from $597,414 to $641,357 to cover this increase. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/8 
 

Award of Contracts 
Agenda Item 6.9 

Resolved:  (Crs Gibb/Lynch) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/9 
 

The meeting adjourned at 10.32am and resumed at 10.51am. 

Cr McGuire withdrew from the meeting [10.32am]. 

Service Delivery Report for April 2016 
Agenda Item 6.10 

The Parks & Facilities Manager gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of the 
committee. 

The Interim Alliance Manager gave a verbal presentation and answered questions of the 
committee. 

Resolved:  (Crs Gibb/Lynch) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the land North of the bridge between Regent Street and the Waikato 
River be declared ‘Lady Raiha Reserve’ (Note this does not require a Reserves Act 
1977 process to be followed as the site is legal road); 
 
AND FURTHER THAT in accordance with Section 16 (10) of the Reserves Act 1977 
the reserve at Great South Road legal description, Section 1 SO 305281, 5.1986ha be 
declared ‘Te Mana o Te Rangi Reserve’; 
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AND FURTHER THAT the Infrastructure Committee approve the change to the 
membership as per the Waikato District Council Delegations Register for the 
Rotokauri Lake Management Committee. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/10 
 
Cr McGuire re-entered the meeting [10.54am] during discussion on the above item and was present 
when voting took place. 
 

His Worship the Mayor withdrew from the meeting [11.45am] during discussion on the above item 
and re-entered the meeting [11.50am] and was present when voting took place. 
 

2016-17 District Wide Minor Improvement Programme 
Agenda Item 6.11 

Resolved:  (Cr Fulton/His Worship the Mayor) 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT a workshop to confirm the 2016-17 works programme be approved. 
 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/06/11 

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

Resolved:  (His Worship the Mayor/Cr Gibb) 
 
THAT the report of the Chief Executive – Exclusion of the Public – be received; 
 
AND THAT the public be excluded from the meeting during discussion on the 
following items of business: 
 
a. Confirmation of Minutes – Tuesday 8 March 2016 
 
Reports 
 
b. Sunset Beach 
 
This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1)(a) and 48(2)(a) of the Local 
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest 
or interests protected by sections 6 or 7 of that Act which would be prejudiced by the 
holding of the whole or the relevant part(s) of the proceedings of the meeting in 
public are as follows: 
 
Reason for passing this resolution to 
withhold exists under: 
 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) for the 
passing of this resolution is: 
 

Section 7(2)(a) & 7(2)(b)(i) & (ii) Section 48(1)(d) 
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c. Waikato Expressway – Hamilton Section Issues Register 
 
This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1)(a) and 48(2)(a) of the Local 
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest 
or interests protected by sections 6 or 7 of that Act which would be prejudiced by the 
holding of the whole or the relevant part(s) of the proceedings of the meeting in 
public are as follows: 
 
Reason for passing this resolution to 
withhold exists under: 
 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) for the 
passing of this resolution is: 
 

Section 7(2)(i) Section 48(1)(d) 
 

 
CARRIED on the voices INF1605/7 
 

Resolutions INF1605/08 –  INF1605/11  are contained in the public excluded section of these minutes. 

Having resumed open meeting and there being no further business the meeting was declared 
closed at 12.39pm. 
 

Minutes approved and confirmed this                        day of                                        2016. 
 

 

 

WD Hayes 
CHAIRPERSON 
Minutes2016/INF/160510 INF M.doc 
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From TN Harty 

General Manager Service Delivery 
Date 27 May 2016 

Prepared by A Corkill 
Parks & Facilities Manager 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1525819 

Report Title Huntly Memorial Hall 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Huntly Memorial Hall (the Hall) is approximately 57 years old. Recent reports by 
external consultants revealed significant expenditure is required to earthquake strengthen 
the Hall and undertake internal refurbishment to extend the life of the building. 
Replacement and repitching of the roof along with an upgrade of the hall’s accessibility is 
also needed to meet minimum building code requirements. In recent years demand for hire 
and use of the hall has dropped dramatically.  
 
In 2015, Council resolved to demolish the hall and to work with the community to 
appropriately relocate the roll of honour. A subsequent resolution in 2016 stated that the 
hall not be demolished before peer review of the upgrade requirements was completed, 
public engagement undertaken and findings reported back to Council. A professional 
construction firm was engaged to undertake the peer review and their findings confirmed 
that significant expenditure is required to upgrade the hall to safe and legal standards.   
 
Council engaged with the Huntly community through a public open day this year and a 
submissions process was run to obtain the community’s view on use of the hall site. This 
exercise also gave Council an insight into the history and passion of some of the community 
for the hall. The feedback from the public was presented to Council at a workshop in May 
2016. Staff took the feedback from that workshop and have explored a number of options 
including the demolition of the Hall and an option for a community trust to be formed to 
undertake further work on community facility requirements for the town and provide 
recommendations back to Council.  
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Huntly Memorial Hall be demolished, and the roll of honour be 
rehoused on the existing site to link in with the Cenotaph, based on the results 
of community engagement; 
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AND FURTHER THAT the process and costs for forming a community working 
group to explore the facility needs of the Huntly Community is developed and 
reported back to the committee for approval prior to establishment;  
 
AND FURTHER THAT the findings of the working group, should it be formed, 
are reported to Council for consideration through the 2018-28 Long Term Plan 
process.  

3. BACKGROUND 
3.1 HISTORY  

The Huntly Memorial Hall is a single storey, brick multipurpose facility and has approximate 
overall dimensions of 46m length, 13m width and a maximum height of 16m. The original 
building plans cannot be located to confirm the year of the hall’s construction however the 
insurance schedule indicates that the hall was constructed in 1958. A building of this nature 
has an expected life span of 50 years, unless work is carried out to extend the life of the 
asset. 
 
Council closed the facility in April 2015 due to its condition and associated health and safety 
concerns. A full building survey was then carried out by Beca (Attachment 1). This building 
survey confirmed the hall requires significant work to address structural and ongoing 
maintenance issues.  
 
A seismic assessment undertaken by Opus in early 2015 (Attachment 2) noted the hall rated 
only marginally above the classification of ‘earthquake prone’. This means it is still deemed 
to pose a high earthquake risk to occupants. Further degrading of the building would 
increase this risk. The assessment recommended strengthening or replacement of internal 
walls to minimise the risk. 
 
In July 2015 staff discussed the condition and state of the Hall at a Council workshop. 
 
In September 2015 a report to Council (INF 1509/06/07) advised of the situation with the 
hall and presenting three options, including costs, for consideration. Options included:  
 
a. Repair and refurbish 
b. Demolish and relocate roll of honour 
c. Demolish and rebuild 
 
Council resolved to demolish the hall and relocate the roll of honour in consultation with 
the RSA. The Huntly Community Board Chair was informed of the resolution. 
 
In December 2015 staff, Mayor and local Councillors met with the Huntly RSA Board and 
discussed demolition of the hall and relocation of the roll of honour. Council received a 
positive reception to this proposal. 
 
A group of Huntly residents raised concerns about the resolution to demolish the Hall and 
questioned the costs associated with the repair and refurbish option. 
 
In February 2016 Council revisited the September resolution, resolving that an independent 
peer review be undertaken on the cost to repair and refurbish Hall and that the findings of 
this report are presented to Council prior to any further action being undertaken (INF 
1602/06/6). In parallel with this a community Hall engagement process was also requested 
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to be undertaken (see section 5.5 for more details). Foster Maintain were engaged to 
undertake this review and their findings can be viewed in Attachment 3). The peer review 
reinforced the findings of the initial building assessment, with total costs to refurbish the 
facility estimated at over $1 million. 
 
A Council workshop was held on 10 May 2016 and outcomes of the public engagement 
process were presented. The workshop indicated that Council supported the option to 
demolish but requested staff investigate an option for a community working group to be 
formed to take over the management of the Hall.  
 
3.2 COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP 

The creation of a community working group to focus on the future of the Hall would allow 
the Huntly community to have further involvement in the decision making process. It could 
also allow an engagement process to consider use of other community facilities such as the 
Huntly Civic Centre. 
 
Any community working group would need access to a budget for professional advice, such 
as quantity surveys and architects, to allow for informed, realistic decisions to be made. No 
Staff time or resources are available for supporting such a group and these would need to 
be allocated, and the impact understood, should such a group be formed.   
 
Initially a community working group could be driven by Huntly Ward Councillors and the 
Chair and Deputy Chair of the Infrastructure Committee, along with up to six elected 
community representatives. A process to elect these community representatives would 
need to be formulated and would need to involve the Huntly Community Board. 
 
Should the group decide to proceed with refurbishment of the hall, a secondary option 
could be to investigate forming a community trust with Council divesting the hall into the 
ownership and management of the trust. For this to be successful the Trust will need to 
fundraise for works required initially. Council’s Legal Counsel recommends that Council 
should not transfer any funds or assets to the Trust unless sufficient fundraising was 
achieved. It is likely that an operational grant may be required to assist with management 
should the hall be refurbished. 
 
Regardless of whether the hall is demolished staffs view is that, a working group should be 
formed to facilitate discussion with the Huntly Community to analyse future community 
facility needs to inform the 2018-28 LTP. 
 
3.3 USAGE 

Use of the hall has dropped in recent years as reflected in the following table: 
 
Year Number of bookings Hours in use 
2009 187 662 
2010 189 603 
2011 55 240 
2012 80 367 
2013 46 324 
2014 35 126 
2015 (8 months) 62 227 
 
The Hall had the ability to be booked out from 8am to 12pm, seven days per week for a 
total of 112 hours per week. See Attachment 1 for the full list of bookings. 
Page 3  Version 4.0 

13



4. ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS 

 
Option 1:  Proceed with demolition of hall and relocate the roll of honour. 
 
 The hall requires significant capital investment to extend its life and to ensure 

it meets current Building Code requirements. 
 
 Recent low usage levels suggest that the expense needed to bring the hall up 

to a useable and safe standard is not a good investment for Council or its 
ratepayers. Results from the community engagement (section 4.6) shows 56 
submitters (from 41 submissions) would like to see the hall repaired and 
refurbished. This is a low response in terms of engagement and suggests the 
majority of the Huntly community are indifferent to the Council’s decision to 
demolish the hall. 

 
 Some submitters indicated that should the hall be demolished that they wish 

to see the space developed as green space with a strong link to the Cenotaph 
and the roll of honour. 

 
 Demolition of the Hall is estimated to cost between $200,000 - $300,000. 

Following demolition the thoughts and suggestions captured through the 
engagement process will be used to formulate a concept plan for 
redevelopment of the site to allow some of the history to be preserved and 
linked to the cenotaph.  The concept plan will be shared with the Huntly 
Community via public open days as part of a wider engagement process.  

 
Ultimately this option is likely to result in a reduction in the targeted rate by 
approx $12 (from $26 to $14 inclusive of GST) 

 
 This option is recommended. 
 
Option 2:  Place the demolition of the Huntly Memorial Hall on hold and encourage 

creation of a community working group to look at options for community 
facilities in Huntly. 

 
 The group’s mandate could include one of several focuses: 
 

a. Refurbishing the Huntly Memorial Hall. 
b. Improving the Huntly Civic Centre instead of refurbishing the Huntly 

Memorial Hall. 
c. Analysing other options for the community facility needs of Huntly 

including analysing actual and projected needs. 
 

 This option would allow the community to have further involvement in the 
decision making process around the future of the Huntly Memorial Hall and 
Civic Centre. The group would work on a voluntary basis and would be 
required to report back to Council by February 2017 with viable options for 
Council to consider, including possible funding avenues to achieve their 
preferred option.  

 
 Although this option provides for community involvement, it does delay any 

action on the hall for at least four months if not longer. This will result in 
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further water damage and deterioration to the hall structure and as a result, 
costs for repair and refurbishment increase.  

 
 This option would require further detailed investigation into how such an 

arrangement would work and the processes which would need to be 
followed to create such a group. 
 
There would be no change in the short term to the current targeted rate of 
$26. 
 

 This option is not recommended.  
 
Option 3:  Do nothing. 
 
 The Hall remains as it is. This would result in further degradation and 

removes the opportunity for redevelopment of the site to link in with the 
cenotaph. 
 
There would be no charge in the short term to the current targeted rate of 
$26. 
 

 This option is not recommended. 
 
Option 4: Refurbish the Hall. 
 

 This would involve undertaking the repairs recommended by professional 
contractors to a sum of approximately $1.6 million (high end) and would be 
funded through a targeted rate increase of $45 per annum (inclusive of GST) 
on top of the $26 per annum already in place for The Halls Targeted Rates 
Reserve. 

 
 This option is not recommended. 
 
Option 5: Demolish and Rebuild the Hall. 
 

 This would require an approximate figure of $2 million for demolition and 
construction of a similar sized, basic hall facility. This would be funded 
through an increase to the Halls Targeted Rate of $56.32 per annum 
(inclusive of GST) on top of the $26 per annum already in place. 

 
 This option is not recommended. 
 
The formation of a community group to facilitate this process has merit for both option 1 
and 2. If utilised for option 1 the group would be tasked with providing Council with 
feedback on the future community facility needs of Huntly for consideration in the 2018-28 
Long Term Plan. 
 
5. CONSIDERATIONS 

5.1 FINANCIAL 

The building is insured for a reinstatement value of $1,564,000. 
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The LTP currently includes ongoing renewal works spanning 10 years. The roof weather-
tightness issue has budget of $200,000 in the current financial year. This work is funded 
through the Huntly Community Facility Replacement Fund (8494). This fund can only be 
used for capital renewal works on the Huntly Community Facilities, being both the Huntly 
Memorial Hall and Huntly Civic Centre. 
 
Also included in the current financial year is interior painting work, carpark resealing and 
toilet design works totalling $54,126. This work is funded through the Halls – Targeted 
Rates reserve (8290). The Halls – Targeted Rates Reserve is used for operational and capital 
works relating to the Huntly Memorial Hall and Huntly Civic Centre. 
 
Given the Replacement Fund is intended to be utilised toward replacement of assets it 
would not be suitable to utilise this reserve for demolition works (as the building will not be 
replaced) if this was the way forward. Instead, the Halls – Huntly Targeted Rates (8290) 
reserve may be utilised. 
 
At the end of the end April 2016 the Huntly Targeted Rates Reserve has available funds of 
$409,093.  
 
The following table illustrates the financial impact of the options available: 
 

Option Rating Impact (if 
any) 

Other Costs Details 

1. Demolition of 
Hall 

Reduction in 
targeted rate of $12 

$200-$300k for 
demolition 

Additional costs for 
relocation of roll of 
honour 

2. Community 
Working Group 

Staff time Potential of 
$50,000 for 
professional 
services 

Hall would continue 
to degrade whilst in 
situ 

3. Do Nothing Nil Nil Hall would continue 
to degrade whilst in 
situ 

4. Refurbish the 
Hall 

$45pa targeted rate 
for 25 years on top 
of current $26pa 

Nil – covered by 
targeted rate 

Based on high end 
estimate of $1.6 
million to complete  

5. Demolish and 
rebuild 

$56.32pa targeted 
rate for 25 years on 
top of current $26 
pa 

 Based on $2 million 
for demolition and 
construction of 
similar facility 

 

5.2 LEGAL 

The Delegations Manual records that the Infrastructure Committee holds the authority to 
monitor the operations and make recommendations to the Council for amendments to the 
levels of service for community centres and halls. 

5.3 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT POLICY AND OF EXTERNAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

The Significance and Engagement policy provides at Schedule 1, a list of Waikato District 
Council’s strategic assets, which further identifies that reserves listed and managed under 
the Reserves Act 1977, are considered to be strategic assets. 
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The Policy requires Council to take into account the degree of importance and determine 
the appropriate level of engagement, as assessed by the local authority, of the issue, 
proposal, decision or matter, in terms of its likely impact on, and consequences for:  
 
(a) The district or region; 
(b) Any persons who are likely to be particularly affected by, or interested in, the issue, 

proposal, decision or matter; 
(c) The capacity of the local authority to perform its role, and the financial and other costs 

of doing so. 
 

The land is held in fee simple and is not classified as a reserve under the Reserves Act 1977. 
 
Halls are not identified in the policy as a strategic asset. 

5.4 CONSULTATION 

The following stakeholders have been engaged with regarding the matter of the hall: 
 
Planned In Progress Complete  
    Internal 
    Community Boards/Community Committees 
    Waikato-Tainui/Local iwi 
    Households 
    Business 
    RSA and local schools that contributed to the 

large internal mural 
 
To date, staff have undertaken the following engagement with a number of key stakeholders 
around this matter:  

(a) December 2015 – Engagement with Returned Serviceman Association (RSA) and Chair 
of the Huntly Community Board. 

(b) Late February 2016 – GM Service Delivery and staff meet with members of Save Huntly 
Group. This group created a Facebook page in support of retaining the hall. 

(c) February – March 2016 – WDC has information and advertisements on the Council 
website advising and encouraging feedback. 

(d) March 2016: 

- Open day posters created and put in strategic places around Huntly such as the 
Library and Civic Centre. 

- Full page advert for open day in North Waikato News. 

- Public notices placed in North Waikato News for open day. 

(e) April 2016 – Public open day at Huntly Bowling Club from 10am to 2pm. Estimated 100 
plus people attend. 

(f) 31 March to 15 April 2016 – submission period (Submissions were required to inform 
Council – not for a hearing process). 
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(g) Media have subsequently requested information from staff on the submissions and 
correspondence. Several articles have also been published in North Waikato’s News and 
Waikato Times. 

The results from the community consultation saw 41 submissions from 65 people with 32 
submissions from 56 people in support of repair and refurbishment of the hall, six in support 
of demolition, three in support of demolition and rebuild (Attachment 5).  

Of the people who supplied feedback on the future of the site without a hall, the key theme 
was to see the site developed into park-like surroundings with the roll of honour and 
cenotaph strongly linked. 
 
6. CONCLUSION 
 
Council requested a peer review of the initial building assessment on the Huntly Memorial 
Hall. The peer review demonstrates that significant capital expenditure would be required 
to extend the serviceable life of the building and to bring it up to minimum building code 
standards. Concurrently the demand for public use of the Huntly Memorial Hall has declined 
significantly since 2009. 
 
It is considered uneconomic to invest funds to repair and refurbish a building that is at the 
end of its economic life, especially as it has had minimal public use throughout the year. The 
formation of a community working group or trust to drive further discussion and 
investigation into the future of the hall needs to be considered but ultimately this will take 
time and further degradation of the facility is likely as a result and with that an increased 
cost. There is the ability for such a group to form a proactive voice for the future of Huntly 
by analysing future facility requirements regardless of whether the Memorial Hall is 
demolished. 
 
The preferred option is to demolish the Hall now, develop a concept plan for the site and 
form a group to look at options for future community facilities. 

7. ATTACHMENTS 
 Attachment 1 – Beca Building Report 
 Attachment 2 – Opus Seismic Report 
 Attachment 3 – Fosters Peer Review 
 Attachment 4 - Halls Booking Information 2009 to 2016 
 Attachment 5 – Summary of Submissions  
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What would you like to see 
incorporated on the site in the 
future?

Do you have any suggestions 
for how the honours roll 
could be incorporated into 
the future development of 
the site?

If the Huntly bricks 
could be salvaged from 
the site, how would 
you like to see these 
incorporated into the 
future development of 
the site

Additional comments

2 N/A N/A N/A This form is totally biased and is not democratic.   It should be removed from this site, and replaced immediately.

3

After demolition of the hall, I 
would like to see an extension 
of the existing rose garden 
incorporating seating and 
forming a War Memorial Park.

No

Possibly to form low 
walls throughout the 
memorial park area, 
similar to the brick 
walls in the 
children's play area 
in front of the 
gymnasium in the 
domain.

The time of the big community halls is well over, they are under utilised and a heavy expense for the ratepayers. I 
feel that the minority who so passionately want the hall to remain at the ratepayers expense, should take over the 
operation and maintenance of the hall, thus removing the financial burden from the ratepayer, and placing it on 
the minority who are so vocal about it. (user pays?)

4

Leave the Hall as it is and 
maintain it to safety standards 
with the money paid in over 
the years by Huntly 
ratepayers. WDC has a duty to 
ensure that this important 
historical building remains as a 
place so future generations 
can learn the world did not 
start with IT and coke.

I Suggest that work should 
be given to Huntly 
Companies and when 
finished handed over to 
the Huntly people to 
Operate and Maintain. 
Look At Taupiri Halls and 
others looked after by the 
local communities.

5
The Present Hall Should be 
retained or a new Hall built

It must be incorporated 
somehow

Yes

6

Huntly has no high roofed 
places for badminton. As I run 
Huntly Badminton Club this is 
important to sport and Huntly. 
The Current Memorial Hall is 
adequate for this purpose, I 
feel the cost estimate of $1.6 
million is Scare mongering and 
actual costs should be much 
less than that.

I Would prefer it to 
remain as is in the 
Memorial Hall. The 
memorial hall should be 
kept as is.

The Bricks Should 
remain part of the 
building

The Cost for the Hall repair is Outlandish. If the earthquake strengthening is $300,000 (Surely it can be done 
cheaper than this anyway) and the roof can be done for less than this where does the extra Millions Go? I know 
that in General Councils pay much more than they should for almost everything but this is ridiculous. I have to ask 
why the Council did not do this earlier when it was originally inspected/ it does not take great intellect to work out 
that leaving was going to cost! The money was probably used to do some unnecessary survey or send some people 
to unnecessary fact finding trip. The hall is in a great place for safety of users although its lack of lighting on the 
steps can be a hazard for those last to leave the building or first to arrive in the dark. If lack of use is the problem 
then it needs advertising and signing because if you are not already aware of it you are unlikely to find it and many 
people have told me that they meant to come to badminton but didn't know where it was. Similarly others have 
told me that there is nowhere to do some things and didn't know it existed.

7

The Existing Hall (Replaced) Left where it is
Leave on existing 
building

Please bring the existing building up to standard. A lot of effort and worry went into financing this building and it 
was meant to be a permanent war memorial, nothing else over the years money wise has been set aside by the 
Council for its upkeep and this money shall now be used for repairs.

I fully support the removal of the hall. A couple of reasons why: 
a) Huntly already has an abundance of halls for hire. Off the top of my head there is: Working mans club (which 
needs the business), churches such as Baptist, Trinity, LDS, Civic centre, local schools, halls just out of town like 
Ohinewai. I also suspect there are halls associated with local marae. So there is already a broad selection of halls 
available and under used. 
b) Cultural change - change celebration habits. Typically if someone wants to celebrate or have a good time, they 
either are hosted at a house, or they travel to Hamilton or Auckland. People if they want to go dancing, go to the 
city. A ease of traveling (i.e. number of cars per family) is massively higher than in the past, and the road system is 
such that traveling to the city is simple and easy. Living in Huntly West I was pleasantly surprised by how little noise 
occurred on Friday and Saturday nights. Then I realized that all the youth disappeared to the big smoke for a good 
time. 
c) Cultural change - change in community. We no longer have 'cultural' events like dances at halls, large community 
celebrations like 21sts. This is because we move around far more. So instead of living in the same community, and 
everyone knowing everyone, and spending decades working with the same people, we are far more mobile. What 
this means is that if say a 65 birthday party, instead of the whole community knowing that person, and coming to 
an event. On the closer friends and family attend. Thus the need for large halls is massively reduced. Although I 
have lots of sympathy for those who remember the good times had in the hall, looking at use over the long term 
(i.e. the decade before it was closed) I suspect there would be very low, or declining hall use. Thus it is wise to 
remove the hall.

Used to make some 
art. This could be 

done by local 
artists? Maybe 

status or modern 
art, that is robust, 
vandal proof etc. 
Thinking stylized 
miner, stylized 
solider, stylized 

Maori.

Could each brick be 
carved / engraved with a 

name. Then the bricks laid 
into a wall, or path.

Grass / park with some 
artwork. This would tie in 

nicely with the surrounding 
recreational areas.

1
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incorporated on the site in the 
future?

Do you have any suggestions 
for how the honours roll 
could be incorporated into 
the future development of 
the site?

If the Huntly bricks 
could be salvaged from 
the site, how would 
you like to see these 
incorporated into the 
future development of 
the site

Additional comments

8

The Existing Hall (Repaired) Left where it is

Leave on existing 
building or 
incorporate into new 
hall

Please bring existing building up to standard, or replace with a new hall.

9
Repair the existing hall and let 
people and groups use it. Have 
it run by a committee that 
knows what they are doing not 
Council.

10

I don't want something "new" 
on the site. It is a Memorial 
Hall, removing it is an insult to 
all. we should be remembering 
and honouring. The Hall needs 
renovation and promoting not 
destroying.

The Honour rolls need to 
stay precisely where they 
are. Destroying this 
valuable piece of history is 
NOT an option.

Bricks should stay 
where they are, 
Possibly with a 
plaque indicating 
they are also part of 
the history (and who 
is going to help 
themselves to the 
amazing 
floorboards?)

I find it deeply deeply offensive that the Council has taken it upon itself to decide to destroy a major piece of 
Huntly's history. Get Better quotes for the work. Maybe invest in dividers so that part of the hall could be hired not 
all. Promote it's use. Don't see it as a white elephant but an asset.  For once take pride in Huntly and it's past. 
(Maybe incorporate some of its history on the walls of the hall) Instead of considering the dollar profit. The hall is 
much better located (for safety, as a start) than the riverside rooms. Get rid of some of the unused buildings and 
put the money from them into the hall. Yes I am prepared for a small increase in rates. It is a town asset. Hand it 
over to a willing committee if you're not willing.

11
1. Car Park for up to 30 spaces 
approx - Wright street 
entrance. Will help to reduce 
the street parking for the 
swimming pool patrons.
2. A grassed area with some 
seating.
3. An extension of the rose 
gardens.
4. A few more suitable trees.

A Memorial Wall with the 
names incorporated.

The Huntly bricks to 
be used to build a 
Memorial Wall.

Try to keep everything as low maintenance as possible.

12

Purpose Built, Community hall
Erect a Suitable Memorial 
area

Not Necessary

Spend the allocated funds to upgrade existing premises like earlier promised and then commit to maintaining and 
upgrading community assets. As paid for by the very same rate payers that you have failed to consult with in the 
first place.

13

The Original Hall

As the hall was built by the community I feel the Council has let us down. It was your job to look after and maintain 
the hall. It should never have been allowed to get into the state that is has. Building something new will not have 
the feeling of the community spirit it should have. Council should admit this and channel the necessary funds to 
repair the hall. Yes the community should also contribute, but the bulk should come from Council. We think Council 
need to re think or look at the proposed costs. What I see is a company taking advantage of a guaranteed income. 
Old hall or nothing is our view.

14 The Huntly War Memorial Hall is not just any old hall - it is a Hall of Fame. A hall of sacrifice. Of love. Of honour. 
Paid for in blood and loss. Paid for in sixpences and shillings by the grateful people of Huntly. The ordinary people 
who owned the hall designated: a hall of honour to heros. The rich do not need a hall. They meet in yachts and play 
overseas and hide money from taxation. They scorn places like community halls. This hall is the people's hall. Don't 
you get it? All dues have been paid but the administrators let down the people. So what is next....? The demolishing 
crews? The people need a hall they can call their own. Not to meet in someone else's bowling club rooms, not to 
have to canvas private clubs or depend on the largesse of other hall's owners...or go to richer places with meeting 
rooms and ask to meet there...? How would you feel about that? The people own this hall and surroundings. It is 
theirs. Councillors were given the task of administration. Personally, I'm old now. And I see too clearly with 
hindsight the waste and loss of the people's assets by moneyed classes who see nothing wrong with dispossessing 
the people simply because it is legal. Go ahead if you dare and demolish, but my experience tells me you will regret 
it. The people will hate you for it. You will hate yourself for being so weak in defence of the people of Huntly. 
Submission....once was......defiance. Which brings us full-circle, doesn't it?
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Do you have any suggestions 
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the future development of 
the site?

If the Huntly bricks 
could be salvaged from 
the site, how would 
you like to see these 
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future development of 
the site

Additional comments

15

Something Similar to Te 
Kawhata, it is a Stunning 
memorial. The land has much 
better use long term

Utilising the bricks a 
memorial could be built 
utilising our youth and a 
couple of brick layers - get 
them (youth) to design 
the memorial and help 
them erect it.

Already responded 
to question before

Consult with the community better, provide reports that are well researched, honest and figures and costs must be 
spot on. The community is awake and watching in much larger numbers than before.

16
The hall to remain and be used 
for possibly such things as day 
care centre or after school care 
centre, usual badminton, line 
dancing, martial arts, hip hop 
dance, groups, shows etc. 
What is it that makes you want 
to demolish things, when its 
the Council that doesn't 
upkeep these places, cheaper 
in the long run to maintain 
surely.

The honours board should 
remain in the hall, where 
it belongs, as the hall was 
built by the fundraising 
done to honour the past 
soldiers from the Huntly 
community

The lack of upkeep of the hall seems to go along with the lack of upkeep around town. The day of the Santa parade 
the parks and edges of road were appalling as the grasses hadn't been cut for so long. Now (as in the past few 
years) after doing up the main street, the foot paths look disgusting. So dirty and weeds and gardens are not being 
looked after. Bloody shameful for visitors and locals alike to come to town. Notes maybe taken of complaints, but 
nothing much seems to be done in Huntly. What's going on!!!

17

The existing Huntly Memorial 
Hall. All war memorials are 
built in "perpetuity" - 
something of which there will 
be no end - Exemption from 
Intermission or Ceasing.

What has happened to 
money that WDC - CEO 
Gavin Ion, promised to 
repair the hall that year, 
as reported in the New 
Zealand Herald 11 June - 
2012. He said funds were 
there? CEO Gavin Ion is 
still there, where is the 
Money?

Opus were engaged 
to do strengthening 
tests for the Huntly 
memorial Hall. 
Results building is 
not classified as 
earthquake prone. 
and no further work 
is required by law. 
Strengthening of 
building is not 
required by law.

I have lived in Huntly all my life, 83 years. Helped raise money to build the Hall in Memory of the service men and 
women of Huntly. It is disappointing the way Huntly People are being Treated. No maintenance has been done on 
the hall for years. How many Waikato District Council Members have set foot in the hall in recent times. "what is 
the Hidden Agenda?"

Signed M.J Gerrand 
Rate payer 60 plus years.

19

A Memorial Similar to Te 
Kauwhata designed by youth, 
made form left over materials. 
Build something to symbolise 
ANZAC out of left over bricks.

Add them to the memorial
Refer to 1st 
Question

18

To retain the existing building. 
Needs to be used as a possible 

youth centre/blue light 
discos/activities relating to the 

needs of the community - 
similar to Meremere. Meeting 
to include and invited at least 
one/two representatives of all 
cultures Chinese, Indian, south 
Africans living in Huntly, youth 
representative, church, marae 
to discuss openly how we as 

the people of Huntly can work 
together to provide a centre 
where all people (youth) feel 
safe, accepted and welcome.

We need to 'sell' the 
facility to the public so it 
can be more widely used 

in the future. Get the 
enthused!! Motivated.
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20

The site will remain as is 
because it is designated as a 
war memorial and for Council 
to say they spend $52,000 a 
year on all halls in the area is 
just a crock. The hall can be 
divided into different rooms 
when the retirement village is 
built on the fertiliser site in the 
near future.

The honours roll will stay 
where it is in honour of 
our fallen heroes from out 
town. Try knocking down 
somebody else's war 
memorial hall and find out 
what war means.

Not negotiable

Hands off our hall, Give us the money that has supposed to have been used for upkeep that we never for so we the 
townspeople can fix it ourselves. We are looking at decades of neglect from WDC. If you cant maintain properties in 
your care don't just knock them down because you have let them fall into the too hard basket like the rest of 
Huntly which is disgustingly dirty and has been for months!

21

Keep the Memorial

Our War Memorial Hall Is a Big part of Huntly's history and I want this building Saved. Yes work should have been 
done on 2012 as originally required and maybe we would not be in this position but now we move to the present 
and the future. The information sheet states it would be cheaper to repair than demolish and rebuild. also it is 
possible a rebuild will not happen as other facilities are available. None of these are our loved war Memorial Hall. 
Save our Hall Save our History.

22
All purpose hall that is 
regularly maintained suitable 
for all occasions - like we have 
now.

Feature Wall

Keep our current hall! Maintain it like it should be. Other areas i.e. Raglan, Meremere have had money spent on 
them, it is time for Huntly!

24
A Hall of some sort To be added into new Hall Yes

Angry there was no consultation before Now.

23 To Waikato District Council 
To destroy the Huntly War Memorial Hall in my opinion would be a poor decision. Historically, these halls all over 
the country were built as working memorials and monuments by those who returned from active service and 
communities who respected the freedom that those who lost their lives gave to the community. As a monument 
they MUST be preserved and previous communities and Returned Services Associations entrusted that 
preservation to Councils. On the walls of all these War Memorial Halls there is a Roll of Honour for all of those 
attending this, what is an open place of remembrance and worship for those who lost their lives to give us our 
freedom. I have often seen children standing quietly reading those names, yes reading those names and possibly 
relating that to surviving families. Yes these children, our grand children, their great grand children and relatives 
should be able to have the benefit of a community owned venue for their activities and not a pub or some rugby 
club. 
To mount the Roll of Honour from these halls In some other venue would be disrespectful and I for one would see 
that as Trophy Hunting in the same manner as an animal's head is mounted on a wall. I do not see that the hall that 
has fallen into disrepair but the failure of Council to adequately maintain it as entrusted. Council have the power to 
place a small increase on to general rates to ensure the hall is maintained. From what I understand there have been 
reports that were favourable to repairing the venue. It has been disquieting for me to hear that the land is wanted 
for another use To remove that hall I see as insensitive as there are still surviving families around, it is disrespectful 
towards our fallen soldiers and morally wrong as well as a distinct possibility of being illegal given the venues title 
and status. I doubt that the Council has investigated all the legal aspects and requirements of their intended move 
Sadly in today's times a number of decision making people in are not local to areas and their decisions are not 
based on Community need. All community structures require a maintenance cost and this is one. 
War Memorial Halls I believe are more important than cenotaphs as they are a daily reminder of those before us 
who gave our freedom and not just a place we visit on ANZAC day. 03/05/06 Yes I do have concerns re the 
demolition of the Huntly War Memorial Hall process. I would very much like to be at any of the meetings in which 
the above process is being discussed.
 Speaking rights would also be appreciated 
Thanking you 
Brian Hitchens  

84



Sub
mitt
er 
Nu
mbe
r

What would you like to see 
incorporated on the site in the 
future?

Do you have any suggestions 
for how the honours roll 
could be incorporated into 
the future development of 
the site?

If the Huntly bricks 
could be salvaged from 
the site, how would 
you like to see these 
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Additional comments

It's a sad day in the centennial year of our Returned Servicemen that our Council have resolved to tear down our 
War Memorial Hall, without public consultation. The hall was built to honour the local men who fought and dies for 
this country. The Cenotaph, Huntly bricks, Rimu  & Matai flooring and roll of honour are all part of this memorial to 
them. This building is iconic and is one of the few buildings of historic value in our town. The mayor and Councillors 
do not have a mandate from the Huntly people to demolish this building. the hall was built with funds raised by the 
people of Huntly and subsidised $1 for $1 by the government. 
We are of the strong opinion that the Council's process was flawed and undemocratic in arriving at the decision to 
demolish our Hall. No consultation with the public took place prior to the Information Day where some of us 
received submission forms asking for our opinions on the future development of the site (you ran out of forms). 
These forms reinforced the fact that the hall will be demolished. The consultation on the fate of our hall and we 
refuse to make a submission on the forms in their current format. To do so, would place us in a position of 
agreement that the hall be demolished. We strenuously disagree with that outcome. 
The estimated demolition of the hall at $200k to $300k would be better spent, we feel, on upgrading the hall. This, 
along with the depreciation expense that each ratepayer will have paid for the past 57 years, would go a long way 
to an upgrade of this hall. The depreciation charges on our rates should be in a 'sinking fund' and available for use. 
did the boat sink? Where have these funds gone? In addition, there are the funds that have been spent to date on 
consultants and the like in an undemocratic process, which could be added to those finds mentioned above. The 
costing estimates were given by two Hamilton Construction Firms and it is felt they are grossly inflated prices 
justifying the Councils decision to demolish. Given that the Hall was built by the community, is a community facility, 
would it not be prudent to ask our local builders for a more conservative and probably more realistic quotation. It 
has been reported by the Council's own consultant that the current seismic earthquake measure is at 35%, whereas 
the minimum is 33%. Why the need to go to such a high seismic threshold? 
We read in your FAQ sheet that this is the ideal threshold for a civil defence centre, but is this wholly necessary and 
warranted? It seems rather unfair that mere mere with their small population has a new hall, when Huntly's 
growing population cannot retain its iconic hall. It is our experience that Council projects such as this, whilst gran 
and enthusiastic, often don't eventuate. Our fear is, once the hall comes down there won't be a replacement. Our 
Line Dancing Group has used the War memorial hall for the past 20 years, until advised it was closed for 
maintenance last year and unavailable. No further communication from Council was received. The next thing our 
Group heard was a media report that the hall was to be demolished. 
For the past 4 years the Huntly Line Dancing Club have taken their annual socials out of town because of the state 
of disrepair our War Memorial hall is in (The roof in the supper room rains on our food). Over 200 people attend 
these socials and it is a shame we no longer have these in our local hall. there is no other hall in Huntly that could 
potentially cater. Haven Funeral Hall just wouldn't cut it (Apologies Bryce). In fact, when we look at all the venues 
the Council promoted as being for hire, none of these fit our criteria. All are either too small, carpeted, have built in 
chairs, belong to the Education Sector and cannot be used on a regular weekly basis. The Trinity Church Hall we 
moved to when the War Memorial Hall became unavailable is just not big enough, the floor is okay but the size is 
just so very limiting. It would be devastating if the Memorial Hall's tongue and groove native floor was lost to us. 
The hall's high ceiling and wooden floor make it ideal for a number of sports activities, Tai Kwon Do, Badminton to 
name a few, and the annual functions there are a testament to this. The bird cage club, cat shows, dog shows, 
auctions are activities that require a hall of this nature. Our Line dancing Group has for 20 years practiced in this 
Hall, entertained around the district, taught at local primary schools and participated in the annual xmas parade 
and festival. It is an activity promoted by the Health Professionals and the Club's numbers are growing. 
Travel outside the area for our members is not ideal. We live in such a disposable society these days, an asset like 
this, whilst not the busiest facility in the district, should not be written off either. It is our heritage. There must be a 
way to preserve and keep this hall as a functioning asset. Its state of disrepair allowed by the Council in recent 
years is very concerning and borders on neglectful, almost deliberate. Countless messages have been left with staff 
at the Huntly WDC Service Centre regards faults and things requiring their attention, all seemingly unheeded. 
Our War Memorial Hall, once gone, will never be built to the same specifications. Such a waste of heritage and we 
totally agree with the Mayors Comment in the recent Waikato Times Article 'In my honest opinion, I would love to 
see the hall fixed up and used. It is worth saving because you couldn't build that hall, for what it will cost us to fix it 
up.' Our feelings entirely! 
We are very keen to speak on this letter to Council.

25
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26
The Councillors need to revisit 
their decision. Does the 
Maintenance Money set aside 
not cover repairs. Very poor 
that there was no community 
consultation prior to Council 
Making a decision.

27

A Memorial Garden
At the Memorial Garden 
or in the RSA

As A memorial wall 
with the names of 
soldiers from the 
Honours board.

In this Day and Age Nobody hires a Hall for 21st, weddings etc. they are a thing of the Past venues i.e. clubs or RSA 
are used as food and drinks are available. to use a hall requires a liquor licence for drink and food.  As such I am 
against any cost on my rates for something that gets mostly no use at all. - Bird Club once a year.

28
If It is Definitely decided by 
popular vote to demolish it I 
would like the area to be 
turned into a car park for users 
of the swimming pool and a 
Memorial Wall built on site.

Perhaps the honours rolls 
could be either 
incorporated in the wall or 
installed in the Huntly RSA

If Possible the Bricks 
could be used in the 
Memorial Wall

30
Leave the hall where it is and 
refurbish it - new kitchen, 
better toilet facilities and 
heating. Renew anything 
needing fixing.

No - The graffiti artists will 
enjoy it! What use is it to 
all who would rather have 
a hall. If you go ahead 
with the wall it will 
become an eyesore in no 
time.

31 Huntly memorial Hall as now. 
No Change

All refurbished and left in 
the same place!

Left where they are 
on the building as it 
is

Throughout the world all War Memorials are built in perpetuity (something of which there will be no end. 
Exemption from intermission or ceasing) So this Huntly War Memorial Hall should be retained and refurbished

32

Possibly a memorial wall built 
with bricks from the existing 
facility

A memorial wall could 
incorporate a plaque with 
the names from the 
honours roll or the toll 
itself may be suitably 
encased either near the 
cenotaph itself or on the 
premises of the Huntly 
RSA

Yes

Given the low socioeconomic status of Huntly, it would be unreasonable to increase rates to replace this facility 
with another hall. Given the low usage of the facility.

29 Submission: 
HUNTLY WAR MEMORIAL HALL Headlines, Waikato times; Huntly war memorial hall: earthquake prone: asbestos 
risk.  
WRONG: Waikato District Council commissioned 2 reports. one by Opus Consultants, and one by Dales Consultants, 
both agreed the hall is not earthquake prone and asbestos is only a risk when disturbed. however the hall does 
need some cosmetic repairs.( i.e.. roofing etc.) Council Figures $200,000. Ours $58,000 complete reroof etc. etc. 
Reported in the New Zealand Herald 11th July 2010. Work on the Huntly War Memorial Hall with Money already in 
budget will be carried out this year. Hall Mothballed, Work Not done, where has the money gone. This hall was 
built by the people of Huntly and paid for by the people of Huntly.  
FACT: This Hall Was dedicated to them and is deemed a working Memorial and by law has the same status as a 
Cenotaph. Council is obligated in perpetuity to maintain this icon. Waikato District Council seems hell bent on 
dismantling the infrastructure of the towns with in its boundaries. it might be just a coincidence but suddenly we 
are about to be lumbered with, waters rates, extra rubbish collection rates all since a new staff member has been 
appointed from Hamilton City Council. Waikato district Council has flogged off the Strada site for a Market pittance. 
museum site is under negotiation, what next: Huntly Memorial Hall Site?  With the local body elections due in 
October think long and hard about the legal aspects of a war Memorial being Demolished. our committee is 
prepared to take this matter to a Judicial Hearing if necessary. Hopefully common Sense will prevail, you cannot put 
a monetary value on a war memorial and as this year is the centennial year of Gallipoli Waikato district Council can 
not afford the adverse world wide publicity the demolition of this memorial would cause.  Frank McInally Convenor 
Save Memorial Hall Committee
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34
Nothing I would like to see the 
hall stay there

N/A N/A

If there are no funds at present to upgrade the hall, I would like to see it remain and maybe in the future there will 
be funds to do what needs doing. once it is demolished there would be so much more funds required to build again 
in the future. It is not doing any harm just staying there.

35

Not appropriate see over Not appropriate see over
Not appropriate see 
below

The extra cost per ratepayer to repair/refurbish and maintain at an extra $45 per year x 25 years is still much 
cheaper than any proposed replacement facility of $56.32 x 25 years!! We choose to have extra targeted rates to 
keep our swimming pool open for a longer period - surely, common sense should tell us our options should be a 
democratic vote! The Huntly war memorial Hall is a feature worth upgrading as it is a great part of this town's living 
history...

36

As is now - Memorial Hall
To be upgraded - existing 
hall, no change

As keep hall as 
current, no need to 
plan "future 
development"

Where do the costings (of 25 years) come from? If the Council had spent any "allocated" funds - i.e. $52,000 per 
year for upkeep ($1000 per week), the hall would never have got to this sad state! Therefore, over five years this 
equates to an excess of $250,000 where has this allocation gone! A greater concern is funds spent supplying 
Meremere with a new community hall with a fraction of ratepayer input over Huntly. Main concern we were never 
consulted as ratepayers for any options in relationship to the deteroriation of the hall. I would rather see the Hall 
Funds handed over to a Hall Trust Management Committee - nominated $52,000 a year

37

33

I would like to see Council 
consult with the public more 

about the wishes of the 
community. I don't consider a 
meeting at the RSA and open 

day at the bowling club 
sufficient. Where is the 
information regarding 

options? I think notices should 
have been sent out with rates 
notices to give the community 

information.

Where else can you seat 
200 People in Huntly? it 

seems Council has already 
decided to Demolish the 

hall and there are no 
options where there are 

other options. with regard 
to low hiring of the hall, 
was it promoted in the 
district by the Council. 
 See attached typing....

Submission to the Waikato District Council for Huntly War Memorial Hall. After reading the submission form where 
the Council has worded it that the hall is going to be demolished and we have no choice, I have decided to write my 
own notes for the submission. I am very disappointed with the lack of communication and interaction by the 
Council with regard to keeping the community informed of its decision with regard to the war memorial hall. there 
should have been information sheets up in the shop windows in town so people could actually see where the 
Council were heading, even an unused shop could have had a display and information about the memorial hall over 
a month or so, it should no be left to a few interested locals to have to do the Councils work for them. I do NOT 
consider an article or two in the paper a meeting at the RSA and an Open day great publicity with such an 
important local issue.  I have since heard that they were given your submission form with little say in the halls 
future.
1. Has the Council really looked into alternative ways the hall can be upgraded with out it being demolished. 
2. I hear there is a group that is talking about setting up a trust to look into retaining the hall. Is the Council going to 
give them time to get sorted out and lend them support. 
3. Why has the hall been allowed to deteriorate so much? 
4. So repairs to the hall would cost the rate payer an extra $45 per year for 25 years and a new hall would cost 
$56.32 per rate payer and extra $56.32 maybe with better publicity especially to the big firms working on the 
Waikato expressway who might utilise it the cost would come down. 
5. Has the memorial hall been well publicised in the past by the Council and Waikato Information Centre so people 
are aware if it and how large it is. 
6. I think if the hall had it Multi uses and parts of it could be cordoned off that it would be popular. and the 
furniture re instated with a higher bond for renting out to stop it going missing. 
7. I see you have named various halls in Huntly that are available but none of them are the size of the War 
Memorial Hall or as central to Town. they are more rooms, it is quite a stretch of imagination to think of the bridge 
club rooms to be called a hall. 
8. For the Use of Civil Defence in the case of an Emergency, the Civic centre and Riverside rooms would be of no 
use in an earthquake in case of a tsunami coming up the river. 
9. So the War Memorial Hall needs reroofing and Interior renewal, can that not be done in stages as it was the 
Genesis Energy Huntly Aquatic Pool. I know the North Waikato  Aquatic Trust had their work cut out trying to 
persuade the Council this could be done and now we have a heated pool and refurbished pool that is the envy of 
many districts and towns. 
10. I Know the North Waikato Aquatic Trust first asked for Founding sponsors who all donated $200 each to get the 
ball rolling.
11. I would like to see the Hall retained and not demolished as an easy option. this is a legacy for future generations 
to come and should be retained as much as possible and ways found to make it a Multi use Hall to increase the 
Usage and for the Hall to have better publicity could it not utilised as part of the camping ground when there are 
large groups of people as a meeting room.   

Huntly War Memorial Hall. - See Attached quotation documents and photographs submitted with submission. 
1. All memorials are build in Perpetuity. (Something of which there will be no end) exemption from intermission of 
ceasing. 
2. As a builder for 51 years, in business for 45 years I find..
3. this building performs above 34% NBS and no strengthening is required by law. the building is classified as 
earthquake prone in accordance with NZ see 2006 Guidelines. Seismic Bracing of this building contents has not 
been assessed. the building would survive a moderate earthquake. 
4. I would like to view structural drawings dated 1955 - 1957 by white and Leigh, Delisle and Frazer. Sheet Nos 1 to 
21 please Opus undertook an inspection of the building in January 2015. The building is generally in good condition 
with no significant damage, decay or corrosion that would impact on the structural performance I agree. 
If Council had implemented a maintenance programme starting 57 years ago this war memorial hall would have 
had continuous use, instead parts of the building have not been maintained and Council have locked people out 
stating a health and safety concern. 
RUBBISH This War Memorial Hall has a seismic hazard factor of 0.15 being 20km from the nearest fault. I feel the 
cost of refurbishment for this hall is excessive. I wonder if a committee was set up similar to Kimihia home trust 
board/ Member being Council 2, Lions 2, Rotary 2, BPW 2, Huntly residents 4, Total = 12 to run the running and 
Maintenance of the hall. Perhaps from WDC one off $300,00 allocated for repairs One off $300,000 allowed to 
demolish Yearly $57,000 Rates take/ hall/ Yr  ... A starting amount to repair hall and make use of.  
I feel this building is in good structural state and should be saved. 
Signed G Gunn.  

Bricks are not 
salvageable because 

mortar is of High 
strength- Bricks will 

brake.

Leave in Hall as isLeave Hall

87



Sub
mitt
er 
Nu
mbe
r

What would you like to see 
incorporated on the site in the 
future?

Do you have any suggestions 
for how the honours roll 
could be incorporated into 
the future development of 
the site?

If the Huntly bricks 
could be salvaged from 
the site, how would 
you like to see these 
incorporated into the 
future development of 
the site

Additional comments

38
To whom it may concern: I 
would like the Huntly War 
Memorial Hall to be 
refurbished and NOT 
destroyed.

We recently attended the Information Day held in relation to the fate of our Huntly War Memorial Hall where we 
collected a submission form. Upon reading the submission form we realised that the War Memorial Hall's fate had 
already been determined.  It was to be demolished, and the form sought our ideas from Consultants, Boffa Miskell 
on what we wanted in its place.  It is for that reason, we have not completed the submission form and now wish to 
submit our objection to the Council's decision to demolish the War Memorial Hall. 
We have been down this road before, where consultants have held meetings, collated submissions at huge cost to 
Council and then ......... nothing. Nothing came of the Lake Hakanoa / Domain upgrade 10 years or so ago, and so 
consequently are sceptical that there would ever be a replacement hall once it was demolished. Our War Memorial 
Hall is one of only a handful of iconic buildings in the Huntly Township, featuring a large native timber floor and 
Huntly Brick exterior and Roll of Honour for those lost at war.  The decision to demolish this facility should not be 
taken lightly and certainly not without serious public consultation. We do not agree with the decision to demolish 
the Hall and do not believe that decision has been made after any consultation with the Huntly Public who built the 
hall.

We would ask the following of Council: 
1. Over the years (57 of them) the Council will have passed on the depreciation cost of the Hall to the ratepayers of 
Huntly. Where have these funds gone ?
2. Why is the upgrade of the hall not included and budgeted for in the District Plan? Council should know the age 
and maintenance required for each Council Building well ahead of time for it to be included in the Plan.
3. We note that you are currently making extensive repairs to the Civic Centre, Huntly. Obviously this building is the 
Council's choice and you can find the money for that. Why have you not been able to find the funds for the repairs  
&  maintenance to the War Memorial Hall when required now and in the past ?
4. The Council's decision to have one hall for each Centre, and it would appear that the Civic Centre has been 
chosen, and yet it is nowhere near the versatility of the War Memorial Hall. If the Council is so determined to rid 
itself of a Huntly Hall then it should be the Civic Centre.
5. The Council's consultants costing to repair the War Memorial Hall is a high cost because no preventative 
maintenance has been carried on the hall for some considerable time. Can the Staff produce documents for repairs 
carried out on this hall for the last twenty years. Any Landlord knows that the longer you defer repairs on buildings, 
the greater the cost is going to be. If properly managed, preventative maintenance conducted annually can keep 
most buildings in a good state of repair.   This Council and your predecessors have not done that. Why should the 
public amenity be removed because of Council mismanagement ?
6. The Council survey has shown that it does pass the allowable seismic threshold of 33%. Why does the Council 
have to choose a much higher level ?
7. The hall is a memorial. Therefore decisions regarding its future should take this status into serious consideration. 
It is simply not a Hall that the Council has constructed for public amenities.  It is a memorial of significant 
importance constructed in 1957 by the public in partnership with the Government of the day to be a functioning 
public facility for the benefit of the community and to keep the memories of those service people from the District 
who made the ultimate sacrifice, alive.  The facility was obviously gifted to the Council for safekeeping and you 
would expect every Council since that date to ensure that it be kept in the best possible condition. Why hasn't this 
happened? Regular checking of the facility could be tied in with the Huntly Camping Ground Management.  If the 
camp ground manager had a key he could make regular checks on the hall and any maintenance required could be 
reported and carried out along with the Camping Ground maintenance. This way R & M might actually get done 
and an increased level of oversight and management by a Council Representative. Perhaps the cleaning contract 
could also go to the Camping Ground Management. A Closer tie to the Camping Ground could potentially lead to an 
increase in utilisation of this facility.
8. We are more than a little surprised that Council have allowed their Management to propose demolition as a 
solution.  How did it get to this point ?We had expected more, and the instructions to Management should have 
been to find a publicly acceptable solution both with regard to the actual physical repairs required and a 
constructive financial plan to pay for it. 

Have Management thought about the following :-
(a) Find out where previously levied depreciation cost has been spent, as there is an admission by Council that 
preventative maintenance hasn't been carried out in years.  Claw this back.(b) Sell the Civic Centre.(c) Sell surplus 
assets, i.e. Strada Depot.
(d) Demolition costs which can be found without an extra levy could be put towards a more realistic upgrade. 
Included in this, perhaps remove the extravagant features of the upgrade.
(e) Have you approached other Councils, as there are a lot of War Memorial Halls in New Zealand and these must 
be facing the same issues. What are other Councils doing? Is it a project that perhaps the Military might take on in 
assisting with the restoration, given that they would have the technical staff, engineers and labour and they might 
like to take this on as a National Training project.
(f) Page 64 of Council's 2014/2015 annual report. YOU HAD A SURPLUS OF $45 MILLION, and you can't find the 
money for a Hall upgrade? We look forward to Council's response, and we are happy to discuss the matter further.  

39
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40

I see the Council has already 
decided to demolish the War 
Memorial Hall.  Well I don't 
want to see this facility 
demolished and would prefer 
the Council to spend some of 
the profit they made in the 
past few years, upgrading and 
fixing up our Hall so it can be 
used by more people in the 
community.

The problem is the Council 
has contracted out the 
upkeep of this facility to 
people who don't have 
any local knowledge.  I 
suggest that we get the 
Hall linked to the Camping 
Ground and Dave and 
Carol can get paid by the 
Council to look after this 
facility.  They would do a 
much better job.

Don't you dare move 
one single Huntly 
Brick from the Hall.  
Get on with the 
repairs and 
maintenance and 
get it back up to 
standard again for 
our community.

The Council needs to be more proactive about the War Memorial Hall, maybe some kind of advertising or flyer 
promoting the Hall so the usage goes up.  The Hall is part of our Huntly heritage, you can't just tear it down because 
of the state it's in.  Loosen your purse strings and spend some money on getting it back up to standard again.  It 
doesn't have to be flash, but it does have to be useable with clean, functioning toilets and no leaks in the roof and 
internal guttering.  I'm sure some of our Local Builders would jump at the chance to get the Hall back up to 
standard again.  I bet members of the community would pitch in as well.  But then we might be going down the 
road where the Council expects US to do everything, especially when it comes to opening their pockets and 
spending some cash.

41 The Waikato District Council has inherited from past generations a part of New Zealand that has a huge history and 
unique culture, a big part of which is a town called Huntly. A town that was once the powerhouse of NZs early 
industrial revolution ! Economic trends have moved on but Huntly will always be a town with a huge heart and one 
day will again have its day in the sun (with a little help!). 
A significant part of the towns heritage and culture is reflected in  the way the  community joined together and 
built the War Memorial Hall all those years ago. To quote an ex Huntly resident on the Halls future.  'They got rid of 
the last one [the old Town Hall], a beautiful monument to the Miners, not a great history'  Plus some other 
comments which I cannot print!!  I would be very keen to have further discussions on this submission. 

Regards Bryan Morris
0274587881
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From TN Harty 

General Manager Service Delivery 
Date  17 May 2016 

Prepared by A J Peake 
Asset Engineer, Roading 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1518801 

Report Title New Road Name Proposals at 132 Travers Road, 
Te Kauwhata 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report seeks the Committee’s support associated with a developer’s request to name 
new roads within an initial stage of a subdivision development at 132 Travers Road, 
Te Kauwhata.  
 
The developer has proposed Bragato Way, Rongopai Close and Bluebell Place for the new 
main road, future linking road and cul-de-sac respectively. These names have been supported 
by the Te Kauwhata Communtiy Committee (TKCC) 
 
This report recommends the Committee reviews the name options presented and resolves 
the chosen names be adopted.  

2. RECOMMENDATION 

 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee resolves to name the main road in accordance with 
the developer’s name choice – Bragato Way; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Committee resolves to name the future linking road 
Rongopai Close; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Committee resolves to name the cul-de-sac Bluebell 
Place. 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
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Jetco Waikato Ltd (the developer) has subdivided their property at 132 Travers Road (refer 
attachment 1) into 18 sections as part of their Stage 1A development. A sealed road has 
been constructed centrally within the development to link the new allotments and any future 
development to Travers Road. The developer has also constructed the initial part of a new 
road to service a future stage of the same development and a short cul-de-sac services back 
sections on the eastern side of the initial stage (refer attachment 2). 
 
This report is submitted in accordance with section 2.3 of the Road Naming policy. 

4. DISCUSSION  AND ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS 

4.1 DISCUSSION 

• Main Road - The developer has chosen the name Bragato Way to commemorate a 
pioneer viticulturist from the Te Kauwhata area.  This meets the guidelines outlined in 
the Road Naming Policy (refer attachment 3). 

• Future Linking Road - The developer has chosen the name Rongopai Close to meet the 
guidelines outlined in the Road Naming Policy (refer attachment 3). 

• Cul-de-sac - The developer has chosen the name Bluebell Place to meet the guidelines 
outlined in the Road Naming Policy (refer attachment 4). 

 
The TKCC supports the names as outlined above. 

4.2 OPTIONS 

Options for this Committee to consider again are: 
 
• Main Road - The developer has also proposed Waikare Heights or Waikare Boulevard. 

These names were rejected by the Chair of the TKCC because Travers Road area has a 
wine and horticultural background and is not considered to relate to Lake Waikare. 

• Future Linking Road – The developer has also proposed Maggies Lane and Craig Avenue. 
Both were rejected by staff because of name duplications. 

• Cul-de-sac – The developer has also proposed Margaret, Jeffs, and Isabella. All were 
rejected by staff due to name similarities. 

 
5. CONSIDERATION 

5.1 FINANCIAL 

All costs are being met by the developer. 

5.2 LEGAL 

Nil. 

5.3 STRATEGY, PLANS, POLICY AND PARTNERSHIP ALIGNMENT 

Community Board consultation around private road naming has been undertaken in 
accordance with Council policy and standard operating procedures. 
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5.4 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT POLICY AND OF EXTERNAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

 
Highest 
levels of 

engagement 
 

Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 

  
This matter is not considered to be significant in terms of Council’s significance policy. 

 
 
Planned In Progress Complete  
  Yes Internal 
  Yes Community Boards/Community Committees 
No   Waikato-Tainui/Local iwi 
No   Households 
No   Business 
  Yes Adjoining TLA’s.  
 
6. CONCLUSION 

 
The Committee should be able to confirm the developer’s name proposals for their 
subdivision at 132 Travers Road. 
 
7. ATTACHMENTS 

• Subdivision Plans (4) 

     
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From TN Harty 

General Manager Service Delivery 
Date  17 May 2016 

Prepared by A J Peake 
Asset Engineer, Roading 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1518793 

Report Title Road Name approvals associated with the Rangiriri 
section of the Waikato Expressway 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report seeks the Committee’s support associated with a number of changes to the local 
network abutting the Rangiriri section of the Waikato Expressway.  
 
The report recommendations have been checked by New Zealand Transport Agency 
(NZTA) followed by consultation with affected parties. Residents requiring address changes 
will receive consultation once Council has approved the proposed name changes. 
 
All changes have been developed and promoted to minimise the effect to the communities 
serviced by the expressway interchanges both at Rangiriri and Te Kauwhata.   
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 

 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee resolves to name the revoked section of state 
Highway between Glen Murray and Te Kauwhata Roads - Te Wharepu Road; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Committee resolves to name the presently 
unnamed access road from Churchill East Road to the river boat ramp – 
Te Kumete Road 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Committee resolves to name the new road link from 
Te Kauwhata Road heading northwest to Plantation Road – Rodda Road.  
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3. BACKGROUND 
 
There are a number of road name and location changes required in the vicinity of both the 
Rangiriri and Te Kauwhata Interchanges that without changing, would otherwise reduce the 
integrity of the local network. 
 
The proposed changes have been progressed to a point where Council approval is required 
to move forward. Attached to the report are diagrams that indicate the point locations 
discussed in this report. 
 
There has been emphasis throughout this process to minimise changes to existing property 
addresses. If the recommendations contained in this report are accepted, only three 
developed properties will require address changes. 

4. DISCUSSION  AND ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS 

4.1 DISCUSSION 

The following new road and bridge names and associated intersection locations are 
proposed: 
 
• Te Wharepu Road to start at the tee intersection at point A, head east over the 

proposed Te Wharepu Road Bridge, through the new Rangiriri Roundabout (RAB), then 
head north mostly on revoked State Highway and end at the Te Kauwhata Road RAB at 
point E. One property will require a new address and they are aware of this.  

• The local road expressway over bridge from point A to B can then be known as 
Te Wharepu Road Bridge. 

• Churchill East Road can extend and end at the tee intersection at point A. No properties 
on this road are affected. 

• Glen Murray Road will shorten by about 50m and start at the tee intersection at point A, 
then head west over Rangiriri Bridge. The Rural and urban address standards require 
large distance changes to promote re-addressing existing sites. 50m is not considered 
“large” in this instance so no properties are impacted. 

• The Waikato River (Rangiriri) bridge will retain the current name – Rangiriri.  Local 
residents have requested the name remains unchanged. 

• The name for the upgraded boat ramp access can be Te Kumete Road. 
• Murphy Street can extend to the new Rangiriri RAB from point B – C. Murphy Street 

addresses are not affected. 
• Rangiriri Road can stop at point D. There will be a new higher level service road 

constructed at the end of Rangiriri Road. This road will be named Rangiriri Service Road. 
Existing address sites remain unchanged. 

• Rodda Road can start from the Te Kauwhata RAB at point E and end at a point yet to be 
determined. The end point could eventually extend northward from Hall Road in 
association with the Rangiriri to Longswamp expressway section local network works. 
At that time sites on Rodda Road will require address changes.  

• The Rodda Road expressway over bridge can then be known as Rodda Road Bridge. 
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• Plantation Road can start from the interim end of Rodda Road at Point F heading 
westward and address sites along Plantation Road will then offset by 40m. Property 
numbering will remain unchanged. 

4.2 OPTIONS 

Options for this Committee therefore are: 
 
Option 1: The Committee can agree with all the proposed changes outlined in this report 

and adopt the road name and positioning recommendations. 
 
Option 2: The Committee may agree to refer the discussion back to the NZTA to 

reconsider the proposal and not therefore adopt all the road name 
recommendations. 

 
  Staff support Option 1. 
 
5. CONSIDERATION 

5.1 FINANCIAL 

All costs of this process are being met by the NZTA. 

5.2 LEGAL 

Nil. 

5.3 STRATEGY, PLANS, POLICY AND PARTNERSHIP ALIGNMENT 

The Rangiriri Community Group and local iwi representatives have been consulted around 
private road naming in accordance with Council policy and standard operating procedures. 

5.4 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT POLICY AND OF EXTERNAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

 
Highest 
levels of 

engagement 
 

Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 

  
This matter is not considered to be significant in terms of Council’s significance policy. 

 
 
Planned In Progress Complete  
  Yes Internal 
  Yes Community Boards/Community Committees 
  Yes Waikato-Tainui/Local iwi 
Yes   Households (three) 
No   Business 
No   Adjoining TLA’s.  

 
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6. CONCLUSION 

 
The Committee may conclude that the road, bridge and location descriptions discussed in 
this report represent the best solutions for the local road stakeholders, otherwise severed 
by the Rangiriri section of the Waikato Expressway, and therefore can be confirmed.  
 
7. ATTACHMENTS 

• Road Name Layout – Rangiriri Interchange 
• Road Name Layout – Te Kauwhata Interchange 
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From TN Harty 

General Manager Service Delivery 
Date  27 May 2016 

Prepared by A J Peake 
Asset Engineer, Roading 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1521163 

Report Title Approval of Pokeno Ratepayers Residents Association 
Suggested Road Name List 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report seeks the Committee’s approval of the suggested road name list supplied by the 
Pokeno Ratepayers Residents Association (PRRA) across to the Dines Group. 
 
This report recommends the Committee reviews the name options presented and resolves 
the chosen names be adopted.  

2. RECOMMENDATION 

 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee resolves that the May 2016 “Approved Name List” 
for Pokeno is restricted to the following street names:  
 

Wingfield, Ulcoats, Chili, Ida Zeigler, Ewins, Culverwell, Loader, Flannery, 
Gibboney, Ballenden, and James Brown. 

 
3. BACKGROUND 
 
A list of suggested Road Names suitable for the Hitchen Block roading network was supplied 
by the PRRA to the developers, Dines Group. 
 
Dines Group has checked the list and found a large number of duplications with existing 
roads and streets. Roading staff have also reviewed. 
 
The edited list has been checked with neighbouring Territorial Local Authorities, any issues 
addressed, and is now submitted to the Committee for approval.  
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This report is submitted in accordance with section 2.1 of the Road Naming policy 
(attached). 
 
4. DISCUSSION  AND ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS 

4.1 DISCUSSION 

Dines Group staff initially reviewed the PRRA street name list and found names that did not  
comply with the Road Naming Bylaw conventions or were already in use. Dines Group also 
undertook consultation with local Iwi during which a request was made for Council not to 
consider names after participants in the Maori land wars. 

The resulting name list has also been referred to adjacent councils and checked for potential 
name conflicts. Belgravia and Limerick were identified as potential conflict names and will 
now be removed from the list.  

A balanced list of early ship and pioneer family names, suitable for developers to consider for 
new Pokeno street names, is presented for Committee approval. 

4.2 OPTIONS 

Remaining names on the list for this Committee to consider are: 
 
• Wingfield – an early vicar in Pokeno  
• Ulcoats -  an early settler ship with Pokeno Affiliations 
• Chili - an early settler ship with Pokeno Affiliations 
• Ida Zeigler - an early settler ship with Pokeno Affiliations 
• Ewins – family name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 
• Culverwell -  family name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 
• Loader - family name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 
• Flannery - family name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 
• Gibboney - family name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 
• Ballenden - family name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 
• James Brown - name of person buried at the Pokeno war memorial 

 
5. CONSIDERATION 

5.1 FINANCIAL 

All costs are being met by the developer. 

5.2 LEGAL 

Nil 

5.3 STRATEGY, PLANS, POLICY AND PARTNERSHIP ALIGNMENT 

Community Board consultation around private road naming has been undertaken in 
accordance with Council policy and standard operating procedures. 
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5.4 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT POLICY AND OF EXTERNAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

 
Highest 
levels of 

engagement 
 

Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower 

  
This matter is not considered to be significant in terms of Council’s significance policy. 

 
 
Planned In Progress Complete  
  Yes Internal 
  Yes Community Boards/Community Committees 
  Yes Waikato-Tainui/Local iwi 
No   Households 
No   Business 
  Yes Adjoining TLA’s.  
 
6. CONCLUSION 

 
The Committee should be able to confirm an “Approved Pokeno Street Name List” to 
satisfy the current request for new names from developers.  
 
7. ATTACHMENTS 

 Road Naming Policy 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From TN Harty 

General Manager Service Delivery 
Date 27 May 2016 

Prepared by M Smart 
Property Officer 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1521783 

Report Title Tamahere Reserve Classification 
 
 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Council has completed the subdivision of land at 61 Devine Road Tamahere in connection 
with the Tamahere Recreation Reserve and Village Hub Development.  
 
The unnamed, unformed road, off Devine Road has now been declared stopped, and ceases 
to have the status of a legal road. 
 
Three separate parcels of land were created from the road stopping, and the boundaries of 
each land parcel align with the land parcel boundaries created as a result of the subdivision 
of 61 Devine Road.    
 
It is intended that the Section 2 SO 496298 be amalgamated with Lot 4 DP 493406 to form 
the Village Hub development. A separate process is underway for the issue of one new 
certificate of title for both parcels of land.  
 
It is further intended that Section 3 SO 496298 be amalgamated with Lot 1 DP 493406 to 
become Local Purpose (sewerage treatment) Reserve; and that Section 4 SO 496298 be 
amalgamated with Lot 2 DP 493406 to become Recreation Reserve.  
 
It is now desirable to bring the parcels of land, intended for use as reserves, into uniform 
legal status. 
 
This report makes recommendations as to the sections of land that are to be declared 
reserve; and that are to be classified reserve in accordance with the Reserves Act 1977.  
 
2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report from the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
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AND THAT pursuant to s16(2A) Reserves Act 1977 that Lot 1 DP 493406 
comprising 3241 square metres comprised in CT 719557 be classified as Local 
Purpose (sewerage treatment) Reserve; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT pursuant to s14 Reserves Act 1977 that Section 3 SO 
496298 comprising 1477 square metres be declared to be Local Purpose 
(sewerage treatment) Reserve;  
 
AND FURTHER THAT pursuant to s14 Reserves Act 1977 that Lot 2 DP 493406 
comprising 2.9076 hectares comprised in CT 719558 and Section 4 SO 496298 
comprising 937 square metres be declared to be Recreation Reserve. 
 
3. BACKGROUND 
 
Council has completed the subdivision of land at 61 Devine Road Tamahere in connection 
with the Tamahere Recreation Reserve and Village Hub Development (Refer Attachment 1 – 
DP 493406). 
 
In November 2014 it was resolved (INF 1411/06/8) that the unnamed, unformed road off 
Devine Road be declared surplus to Council’s roading requirements, and that the road be 
stopped in sections, utilising the provisions of the Local Government Act 1974, with the 
sections of land resulting from the road stopping to remain in Council ownership for 
incorporation into the Tamahere Recreation Reserve and Village Hub development. 
 
The unnamed, unformed road separated the Council land at 61 Devine Road from the 
adjacent Crown owned land which is under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Education, and 
which comprises the Tamahere Playcentre and the Tamahere Model Country School. 
 
The unnamed, unformed road is shown on Survey Office Plan 496298 (Refer Attachment 2, 
SO Plan 496298) 
 
The Local Government Act 1974 road stopping procedure provides for a publically notified 
process which involves notices being published in the newspaper, and being erected at each 
end of the road that is proposed to be stopped. The process provides for objections and 
submissions relating to the proposal. The public notification of the proposal to legally stop 
the road satisfies both the legislative requirements and the requirements of Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. Notices were placed in the Waikato Times on 7th and 
14th April, and no objections or submissions were received at the closing time of 4.00pm on 
Tuesday 17th May 2016.  
 
In accordance with the Tenth Schedule of the Local Government 1974, by notice placed in 
the Waikato Times on 19th May 2016, Sections 2, 3 and 4 on Survey Office Plan 496298 
were declared to be stopped. The land ceases to have the status of a legal road.  
 
Village Development: 
Application has been made to Land Information New Zealand (“LINZ”), for an amalgamated 
certificate of title to issue for Section 2 SO 496298 and Lot 4 DP 493406 which will form 
the Village Hub development.   
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In December 2015 Council resolved (WDC 1512/13/3) that Section 2 SO 496298 and Lot 4 
DP 493406 be declared surplus to Council’s requirements and that the land be transferred 
to Foster Develop Limited in accordance with the terms specified in the Heads of Terms and 
Development Agreement.   
 
Upon receipt of the new amalgamated certificate of title for Section 2 SO 496298 and Lot 4 
DP 493406 Council will be in a position to effect legal transfer of these parcels of land in 
accordance with the Agreement.     
 
Land to use as reserve: 
Separate certificates of title will be issue for Sections 3 SO 496298 intended to be used as 
Local Purpose Reserve and for Section 4 Survey Office Plan 496298, intended to be used as 
Recreation Reserve. 
 
It is now desirable to bring the parcels of land intended to be used as reserve into uniform 
legal status.  
 
This report recommends that pursuant to: 
 
i) Section 16(2A) Reserves Act 1977 that Lot 1 DP 493406 be classified to be Local 

Purpose (sewerage treatment) Reserve. 
ii) Section 14 Reserves Act 1977 that Section 3 SO 496298 be classified to be Local 

Purpose (sewerage treatment) Reserve 
iii) Section 14 Reserves Act 1977 to Lot 2 DP 493406 and Section 4 SO 496298 to be 

Recreation Reserve. 
 

4. ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS 

4.1 OPTIONS 

Option 1:  Council can approve the recommendations of this report to enable the 
parcels of land intended for use as reserves to be declared reserve, and 
classified to be reserves (as applicable).  

 
 The parcels of land, when declared, and classified to be reserve will become 

subject to the provisions of the Reserves Act 1977.  
 
 The Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 provides at Schedule 1, Part 1(1) (b) 

that a reserve under the Reserves Act 1977 is non rateable land. 
 
 This option is recommended. 
 
Option 2:  Council can decline to approve the recommendations of this report.  
 
 The land will remain in Council ownership as General Land.  The land will be 

used as reserve according to its intended purpose, but will not have the legal 
status of a reserve. .  

 
 As General Land, Rates will continue to be levied.  
 
 This option is not recommended. 
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5. CONSIDERATION 

5.1 FINANCIAL 

The Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 provides at Schedule 1, Part 1(1) (b) that a reserve 
under the Reserves Act 1977 is non rateable land. 

5.2 LEGAL 

Section 14 Reserves Act 1977 provides that the Local Authority may declare land vested in 
it to be a reserve.  
 
Section 16 Reserves Act 1977 provides for the classification of reserves. 
 
Section 16(2A) Reserves Act provides that where a reserve is created under Part 10 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991, that the Local Authority shall by resolution classify the 
reserve according to its principal or primary purpose.  

5.3 STRATEGY, PLANS, POLICY AND PARTNERSHIP ALIGNMENT 

The Tamahere Village Zone was created through a District Plan Change, which was 
publically notified.  
 
Schedule 23B and 28A of the Tamahere Village Design Guide, provides development 
guidelines as referenced in the Waikato District Plan. The Tamahere Village is a key aspect 
of realising the structure plan for the Tamahere area, and the Heads of Terms capture the 
negotiated terms of the development proposal.  
 
Foster Develop Limited have agreed to liaise with Council and the Tamahere Community 
Committee to facilitate the finalisation of the development master plan and building design, 
in keeping with the intent of the Boffa Miskell master plan, which forms part of the Design 
Guide.   

5.4 ASSESSMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT POLICY AND OF EXTERNAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

The Significance and Engagement Policy provides at Schedule 1 a list of Waikato District 
Council’s strategic assets, which identifies Reserves listed and managed under the Reserves 
Act 1977 to be strategic assets.  

The Policy requires Council to take into account the degree of importance and determine 
the appropriate level of engagement, as assessed by the local authority of the issue, proposal, 
decision or matter, in terms of the likely impact on and consequence for: 

(a) The district or region 

(b) Any persons who are likely to be affected by, or interested in, the issue, proposal, 
decision or matter;  

(c) The capacity of the local authority to perform its role, and the financial and other costs 
of doing so.  
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The Policy provides at Schedule 1 a list of Waikato District Council’s strategic assets that 
Council needs to rate to maintain its capacity to achieve or promote any outcome that it 
determines to be important to the current or future well-being of the community  

Schedule 1 identifies reserves listed and managed under the Reserves Act 1977 to be  
strategic assets.  

The parcels of land, if declared, and classified to be reserve will become subject to the 
provisions of the Reserves Act 1977.  

6. CONCLUSION 
 
It is desirable to bring the parcels of land intended for use as a reserve, and which will be 
incorporated into the Tamahere Sports Park and Village Hub, into uniform legal status.  
 
The recommendations of this report, if approved, will enable those sections of land to be 
declared, and to be classified in accordance with their principal or primary purpose under 
the Reserves Act 1977. 
 
7. ATTACHMENTS  
 
 Attachment 1 – DP 493406 
 Attachment 2 – SO 496298 
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Open Meeting 
 

To Infrastructure Committee 
From TN Harty 

General Manager Service Delivery 
Date 27 May 2016 

Prepared by E Parata 
Asset Management Team Leader 

Chief Executive Approved Y 
DWS Document Set # 1524944 

Report Title Rotokauri WRA 15 004 Project Budget 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Waikato District Council (Council) has been awarded approximately $389,670 (excl GST) in 
funding from the Waikato River Authority (WRA) for a programme of works at Lake 
Rotokauri.  As part of the agreement between WRA and Council, Council have agreed via 
the signed Deed of Funding to provide match funding, to meet WRA total funding amount as 
outlined above. 
 
The purpose of this report is to formalise the approach of utilising portions of the existing 
District Wide Lakes budgets for the 2016/17 to 2019/20 years of the Long Term Plan (LTP) 
for the Lake Rotokauri ecological enhancement programme.   
 
In the original application Council were to fund the majority of the match funding through 
capital budgets allocated to Lake Rotokauri. This is now not the case due to the way in 
which WRA chose to fund their portions of the funding  and match funding is required in the 
form of operational budgets. This causes a shortfall in operational funds in years three, four 
and five of the programme which is corrected by reallocation of existing district-wide funds 
into the correct budget area. This does not impact on any other work programme nor 
require further Council funding. 
 
Hamilton City Council also provides a set fee per annum to Council as a grant for their 
portion of the Lake project costs.  Staff are seeking to ensure this is reflected within the 
Annual Plan and Long Term Plan budgets moving forward for completeness.  
 
The ecological enhancement of Lake Rotokauri (WRA 15-004) is a five year programme of 
works that meet the strategic objectives of the Waikato River Independent Scoping Study 
(WRISS), the aims of the Waikato River Clean-up Trust 2015 and the objectives of the 
Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River.   
 
The programme also aligns with Council’s proposed Strategic Priority Framework for 
Natural Value Reserve Areas which meets the overall objectives of the Lake Rotokauri 
Management Plan. 
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2. RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the report of the General Manager Service Delivery be received; 
 
AND THAT Council approve the use of District Wide Lake Budgets for the 
amounts of $44,000 in year three, $57,000 in year four, and $55,000 in year five of 
the WRA programme;  
 
AND FURTHER THAT Council approves the schedule of spending and grant 
income included in the Waikato River Authority  Deed of Funding to be 
reflected within available budgets in the applicable Annual Plan and future Long 
Term Plan; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT Council accepts the additional Hamilton City Council 
grant income (Appendix 2) to be reflected within available budgets in the 
applicable Annual Plan and future Long Term Plan.  

3. BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 
 
In 2015 Council applied for, and was successful in securing, substantive funding from 
Waikato River Authority (WRA) for the Lake Rotokauri (the lake) ecological enhancement 
activities.  
  
The application was made on behalf of the Rotokauri Lake Management Committee and 
supported a five year ecological enhancement programme at Lake Rotokauri linked to the 
Kessels Ecology report dated 2014.  In total, WRA has agreed to provide $389,670 (excl 
GST) towards the programme.        
 
The work programme submitted to WRA has been agreed and the total estimated cost is 
$753,574 (excl GST).  The work programme was made up of five milestones broken down 
into various tasks which were then costed over the five year programme.  The majority of 
the work in the work programme is operational, with the largest costs occurring in years 
one, three and four.     
 
A signed version of the Deed of Funding is included (Appendix 1) and provides an overview 
of how WRA’s funding will flow to Council.     
 
A condition of the funding agreement is that Council will “match fund” the grant amount.  
This does not require costs to be halved each year, simply that Council match the $389,670 
(excl GST) approved by WRA in total over the 5 year programme 2015/16 through to 
2019/20.  
 
As part of Council’s match funding requirements staff recommend that portions of the 
District Wide Lake operational budgets be utilised within years three, four and five of the 
work programme.  This specifically being years 2017/18, 2018/19 and 2019/20 of the LTP.   
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This programme of works is the first of its kind for Council and as a result staff are focusing 
on ensuring the programme is delivered successfully. There is sufficient existing budget 
available within these years to accommodate this requirement (as outlined below).   
  
On receiving confirmation from WRA that it will help fund the work programme, Hamilton 
City Council has committed further funding to the programme in excess of that already 
committed per the 2015-2025 LTP to the effect of approximately $8,270 (excl GST) per 
annum.  

4. ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS 
 
4.1 OPTIONS 
 
Option 1:  Council approve the recommendations in this report and allow the amounts 

specified to be applied towards the Lake Rotokauri WRA programme of 
works.  

 
 This would result in Council achieving its match funding obligations within the 

WRA programme without delay or having to seek alternative capital funding.   
 
 This option is recommended. 
 
Option 2:  Council can decline the recommendations of this report. 
 
 Where no further funding is made available there will be operational funding 

shortfalls in year’s three to five of the work programme.  
 
 This option would result in Council needing to revisit conversations with 

WRA in regards to match funding and prioritisation of task delivery.  
 
 This option may place at risk some of our match funding being offered by 

WRA as a result and may delay completion of works in years three, four and 
five of the work programme.    

 
  This option is not recommended. 
 
5. CONSIDERATION 

5.1 FINANCIAL 

  The available funding for Lake Rotokauri as per the 2015-2025 LTP is attached (Appendix 2).  It 
shows a mix of General Rate funded operational expenditure (for items such as mowing, repairs 
and maintenance) and Replacement Fund funded capital renewal works.  The schedule also shows 
available Hamilton City Council funding committed to the project.  

 
  On average, operational expenditure of $36,000 is available each year with a capital budget of 

$21,000 per year.   
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  The capital budget assigned to Lake Rotokauri in the LTP is funded via the Parks & Reserves 
Replacement Fund (8500).  Part of this available budget will be used for the capital works within 
the programme.   

 
  The following table summarises  the District Wide Lakes operational budgets as per the LTP 

taking into account match funding (not inflation adjusted):  
 

  2017       2018 2019 2020 
District Wide Lakes Budget per LTP $112,067 $112,067 $122,309 $122,309 

Proposed budget for Lake Rotokauri 

WRA programme 

 $44,000 $57,000 $55,000 

Remaining District Wide Lakes Budget $112,067 $68,067 $65,309 $67,309 

 
  For completeness note that $25,000 is budgeted each year for operational spend on the existing 

plants and assets at Lake Rotokauri (Appendix 2).   
 

5.2 Legal 
 

The signed Deed of Funding is a legal document and binds both the Council and WRA to 
their match funding obligations amongst other things.   
 
5.3 Strategy, Plans, Policy & Partnership Alignment 

 
The Rotokauri WRA 15-004 project meets the strategic objectives of the Waikato River 
Independent Scoping Study (WRISS), the aims of the Waikato River Clean-up Trust 2015 and 
the objectives of the Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River.  It also aligns with the Draft 
Strategic Priorities Framework for Natural Value Reserves and the objectives of the 
Rotokauri Management Plan.  
 
5.4 Assessment of Significance & Engagement 

 
The proposed application of District Wide Lake Funding will not trigger Council’s Significance 
& Engagement Policy, although we note that this is a significant opportunity for ecological 
enhancement in the District and a major project for WRA that will likely receive favourable 
media coverage. 
 
A number of partners have been engaged and have provided written support for the project, 
including Ngati Maahanga, Hamilton City Council and the Waikato Regional Council. 
 
The project is seen as the largest amount of funding ever approved for a District Council to 
utilise in this manner and sets the scene for future applications of this kind between the two 
organisations.  
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6. CONSULTATION 
 
he following stakeholders have been/or will be consulted: 

Planned In Progress Complete  
  x Internal 
  x Community boards/Community committees – in 

particular the Rotokauri Committee 
  x Waikato-Tainui (Rep on WRA) 
  x Households – those that will be impacted by 

works 
  N/A Business 
  x Hamilton City Council 

 
7. CONCLUSION 
Significant effort has been invested to obtain this offer of funding.  A number of external 
stakeholders are expectant of progress as per the planned programme.  
 
It is recommended the priority is given to the WRA work programme as far as resource and 
funding for the coming years, to ensure the project is a success.  
 
To achieve the programme staff will require councils sign off on all recommendations within 
the report to ensure match funding and grant payments are as seamless as possible.   
 
This approach will allow council to be seen as a professional and reliable funding partner for 
future ecological projects in the district.  
 
8. ATTACHMENTS 
 Appendix 1 –  Deed of Funding WRA 
 Appendix 2 - 2015 - 2025 LTP Budgets 
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