
 
 

 

TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD 
 

Membership: 

John Bishop 

Bruce White 

Phil Rive 

Pat Shuker 

Cr Russell Armstrong 

 

 

 

Notice is given of the Meeting of the Twizel Community Board  

to be held in the Service Centre, Twizel,  

on Monday 18 November 2013 at 4pm 
 

 

 

 

 

 

BUSINESS: As per Agenda attached 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  
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TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD AGENDA 

Monday 18 November 2013 

 

 

I APOLOGIES: 

 

II DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: 

 

III MINUTES: 

  Confirm and adopt as the correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 

Monday 21 October 2013 and Tuesday 24 September 2013.  

  MATTERS UNDER ACTION 
 

IV ELECTION OF CHAIRPERSON 

 

V ELECTION OF DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON 

 

VI REPORTS: 
1. Standing Orders 

2. Meeting Schedule for 2014 

3. Role of Community Boards 

4. Elected Members’ Remuneration 

5. Local Authorities (Members’ Interests) Act 1968 

6. Financial Report (distributed previously via email) 

7. Combined Services Art Section – Application for Grant 

8. Twizel Water Supply 

 
VII GENERAL BUSINESS: 

1. Confirm and Adopt Greenway Strategy (verbal report) 

2. Progress Report/Update Twizel Toilets (verbal report) 

3. Dog Incident (verbal discussion - letter attached) 

4. Ward Member’s Report 

5. Reports from Members who Represent the Board on Other Committees 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
MINUTES OF THE FIRST MEETING TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD 

FOLLOWING THE TRIENNIAL ELECTIONS,  

HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, FAIRLIE, 

ON 21 OCTOBER 2013 AT 7.40 PM 

 

 
PRESENT: 

John Bishop 

Phil Rive 

Pat Shuker 

Bruce White 

 Cr Russell Armstrong 

 

IN ATTENDANCE: 

 Claire Barlow (Mayor) 

Wayne Barnett (Chief Executive Officer) 

Keri-Ann Little (Committee Clerk) 

 Councillors Jackson, Leslie, Cox, Smith and Williams 

Fairlie and Tekapo Community Board Members 

Staff Members and Guests 

 

 

II WELCOME BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER: 

 

 The Chief Executive Officer welcomed the newly elected members of the Twizel 

Community Board and congratulated them on putting their names forward for the 

Twizel Community Board. 

 

 

III MAKING OF DECLARATIONS BY COMMUNITY BOARD MEMBERS: 

 

 John Bishop, Phil Rive, Pat Shuker and Bruce White made and attested their 

declarations to faithfully and impartially, and according to the best of their skill and 

judgement, execute and perform in the best interest of the Twizel Community, the 

powers, authorities and duties vested in or imposed upon them as members of the 

Twizel Community Board by virtue of the Local Government Act 2002, the Local 

Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 or any other Act.  Their 

declarations were witnessed by the Mayor. 

 

 

IV METHOD OF VOTING ON CERTAIN APPOINTMENTS: 

 

 This report from the Chief Executive Officer set out two alternative systems of voting 

for certain appointments, noting that the system must be determined before an election 

or appointment process began. 

 

 Resolved: 

 

 1. That the report be received. 
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 2. That the Twizel Community Board supports the election of its Chairman, 

Deputy Chairman and the appointment of Community Board members to 

outside agencies being made using the first past the post system.. 

 

John Bishop/ Phil Rive 

 

 

V ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN: 

 

 The election of the Chair and Deputy Chair will be held at the first Twizel Community 

Board meeting. 

  

 

VI GENERAL EXPLANATION BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF 

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL INFORMATION AND MEETINGS 

ACT 1987 AND OTHER LAWS AFFECTING ELECTED MEMBERS: 

 

 The Chief Executive Officer referred to his report which set out the statutory 

responsibility of members.  He provided a general explanation of some of the laws 

which regulated the conduct of elected members. 

 

 Resolved that the report be received.   

Phil Rive/ Pat Shuker 

 

 

VII CONFIRMATION OF DATE AND TIME OF THE FIRST ORDINARY 

MEETING: 

 

 Resolved that the first meeting of the Twizel Community Board is to be held on 

Monday 18 November 2013 at 4.00 pm. 

John Bishop/Phil Rive 

 

 

 

THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS 

THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER DECLARED THE MEETING CLOSED 

AT 7.39 PM 

 

 

CHAIRMAN: ____________________________ 

 

DATE:  ____________________________ 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD HELD IN THE SERVICE 

CENTRE, TWIZEL ON TUESDAY 24 SEPTEMBER 2013 AT 4:05PM 

 

PRESENT: 

Peter Bell (Chairman) 

John Bishop 

  Kieran Walsh 

 

IN ATTENDANCE: 
Wayne Barnett (Chief Executive Officer) 

Garth Nixon (Community Facilities Manager)  

Keri-Ann Little (Committee Clerk)  

Pat Shuker (member of the public) 

 

 

I APOLOGIES: 

 

 Resolved: that apologies be received from Phil Rive, Elaine Curin, Paul Morris and Claire Barlow 

 

Peter Bell/John Bishop 

 

 

II DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: 

 

 There were no declarations of interest. 

  

 

III MINUTES: 

 

Resolved that the minutes of the meeting of the Twizel Community Board held on 26 August 2013 

be confirmed and adopted as the correct record of the meeting with the following correction: 

 

Application for Road Signage from Twizel SADD Team: 

The Chairman suggested to the Board via the Planning and Regulations Manager that a time limit for 

life of the sign to be set at 3 years is indicated and that the group are made aware they will have to 

maintain the sign themselves. 

John Bishop/Kieran Walsh 

 

 

 MATTERS UNDER ACTION: 

 

1. Alleyways: 
Fencing will be completed before spring. Sufficient timber left over to carry out two more 

alleyways perhaps opposite Rhoboro Road and Mt Cook Street. 

 

Resolved: to finish Mackenzie Drive Alleyway fences including opposite Rhoboro Road and Mt 

Cook Street opposite the School. 

 

Peter Bell/ John Bishop 

 

This has been initiated by Garth. 

 

 

5



2. Town Projects: 
1. Walkways: 

Tekapo Drive from Mackenzie to Glen Lyon -  

Front of Town from Ruataniwha to Ostler Road – frontage is looking good. 

 

2. Tekapo Drive: 

Complete levelling and resowing - Dave O’Neill will remove the big roots to get a better 

finish, seed organised and fertiliser which will be done in a week or two. Fertiliser still at 

the Chairman’s, Mr Nixon will cancel the fertiliser ordered and use the fertiliser already 

available.  

Improve irrigation 

Mulch trees 

Supplement planting – tree planting underway. 

 

3. Lake Ruataniwha: 

Bollard fencing – quote received. See above notes also cable fencing around playground 

price does not include this. Included it would approximately another kilometre needed. Try 

and fit that in and the carpark at the rowing start. 

Tree felling 

New road way 

 

4. Frontage Planting: 

New planting on Glen Lyon Road – Planting list 

Extent Doc plantings 

 

5. Tree Planting: 

Golf Course – planting completed 

 

6. Greenway fencing – Garth to commission next two green ways. 

 

7. Cemetery: 

Tree removal and improvements: 

Gates at entrance/fenced off from Pony Club/Pedestrian gate into cemetery 

 

8. Stump grinding – A list has been made of 56 stumps. Garth awaiting an estimated cost 

from Dave. 

 

3. Untidy section at 212 Mackenzie Drive, Twizel: 

Mr Hole and the Chairman have spoken to the residents in question and believe they have made 

progress the residents have said they will remove the old cars out the front and all old cars will be 

stored out the back and they have taken down a lean too. The residents are working away with the 

Council and there is some incentive to tidy their property up. Mr Rive suggested constant monitoring 

and the Chairman agreed. The Residents are having some assistance from Russell Armstrong.  

 

4. Market Place Signs: 

Have been installed and look good. Awaiting an information sign to be added below the Mackenzie 

District Council sign.  

Carpark upgrade - for future reference to keep Chairman up to date with a start time. 

 

5. Public Toilets: 

The situation is will be spoken later in the meeting. 

 

6. Bike Lockup: 

Keep in mind opportunities for A2O bike parking. 
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7. Market Place Carpark Upgrade: 

Cr Bishop asked for progress from Whitestone in regards to the Town Square/Market Place Carpark 

Upgrade. Cr Bishop suggest The Asset Manager keep onto Whitestone to make sure the upgrade is 

programmed in as Whitestone have voiced that they are very busy at the moment and the tender did 

say would be finished before the end of November.  

 

 

IV REPORTS: 

  

Councillor Bishop expressed his disappointed “again” at there being no financials provided for the 

Board. 

 

The CEO apologised for his oversight and will ensure there will be financial reports for the Board to 

review and assess in the future and enough time provided for members to ask any questions 

regarding the community board financial reporting. 

 

 

IV REPORTS CONTINUED: 

 

1. APPLICATION FOR ROAD SIGNAGE FROM TWIZEL SADD TEAM: 

 

The Chairman informed the board a final design on the billboard to be erected by Twizel Area 

School (SADD) Students has been received. A copy of the proposed sign was included in the 

agenda and distributed to board members. 

 

This proposal was discussed by the Council’s Planning Committee on 30 July 2013. The 

resolution was that the matter should first be referred to the Community Board for their 

comment. 

 

The Twizel Community Board then resolved at the board meeting on 26 August 2013 that the 

board in principle approves the sign subject to sign measurements with approval of the piece of 

land to follow with a 3 year expiry date and that SADD maintain the sign once erected. 

 

Resolved:  

 

1. That the report be received. 

2. That the Twizel Community grant permission to the Twizel Area School SADD Students to 

erect a sign board as per design shown to the board. Twizel Area School SADD Students 

are now required to apply to the Council for resource consent to erect the sign board. 

 

John Bishop/Peter Bell 

 

 

 3. WARD MEMBERS REPORT: 

 

       Cr Bishop reported: 

 A $60 donation has been made for use of the Mulcher and passed on to Garth Nixon. 

 There will be sweeping changes in the Resource Management Act (RMA) – speeding up 

processes for Building Consents with an aim to limit court cases. Monitoring systems and 

new guidelines will also be implemented with the RMA review. 

 Sale and Liquor Act will now be discussed by Timaru, Mackenzie and Waimate via a board 

with 2 members (Mayor and an elected member) representing Mackenzie District. 

 Twizel Water accounts which rate residents for the new Twizel Water Supply has not been 

spent as yet, as hasn’t the interest gained. 
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 Council have called for educational ideas to minimise rubbish being placed in recyclable 

bins. 

 Solid Waste Bylaw passed by Council. 

 Geoff Horler, Utilities Engineer has replaced John O’Connor joining us from Hurunui 

District Council. 

 Twizel Public Toilets are now going out to tender. 

 The transport agency is in the process of working through their rating funds. New way of 

funding will be implemented differently. 

 

 

4.   REPORTS FROM MEMBERS WHO REPRESENT BOARD ON OTHER COMMITTEES: 

 

There was nothing reported. 

 

 

 5. TWIZEL PUBLIC TOILETS: 

 

Garth assisted with a distributed toilet design spoke to the board regarding options for the public 

toilets plans going out to tender.  

 

 

6. GREEN SPACE STRATEGY: 

 

The Community Facilities Manager provided via email before the meeting an updated copy of 

the Twizel Green Space Strategy. 

 

  Resolved: 

 

1. That the report be received. 

Peter Bell/John Bishop 

  In summary Garth said we have achieved a great deal. 

 

The Chairman relayed information received from Phil Rive adding additional areas to be 

addressed could be the Manmade Hill. 

 

 

V GENERAL BUSINESS: 

 

1. CHAIRMAN ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS: 

   

The Chairman asked the CEO to pass on his, thanks to all staff as he has done in the update. 

There is good staff in the Mackenzie. Thanks also to Garth. 

 

Thanks to the Board itself for sticking with the job at hand and together we have achieved a lot. 

Thank you Kieran for your help and good decision making. Thank you John for doing the 

Council stuff for us and also carrying on being a big part of the community board. Thank you 

Phil who has carried on for 6 years as a board member and finally thank you Elaine for your bit 

and being part of the team. 

 

THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS 

THE CHAIRMAN DECLARED THE MEETING CLOSED AT 5:37PM 

 

CHAIRMAN:  ___________________________ 

 

DATE:   ___________________________ 
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MATTERS UNDER ACTION – TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD 

 

MATTERS UNDER ACTION: 

 

 
1. Town Projects: 

 
1. Walkways: 

Tekapo Drive from Mackenzie to Glen Lyon -  

Front of Town from Ruataniwha to Ostler Road – frontage is looking good. 

 

2. Tekapo Drive: 

Complete levelling and resowing - Dave O’Neill will remove the big roots to get a better 

finish, seed organised and fertiliser which will be done in a week or two. Fertiliser still at the 

Chairman’s, Mr Nixon will cancel the fertiliser ordered and use the fertiliser already 

available.  

Improve irrigation 

Mulch trees 

Supplement planting – tree planting underway. 

 

3. Lake Ruataniwha: 

Bollard fencing – quote received. See above notes also cable fencing around playground price 

does not include this. Included it would approximately another kilometre needed. Try and fit 

that in and the carpark at the rowing start. 

Tree felling 

New road way 

 

4. Frontage Planting: 

New planting on Glen Lyon Road – Planting list 

Extent Doc plantings 

 

5. Tree Planting: 

Golf Course – planting completed 

 

6. Greenway fencing – Garth to commission next two green ways. 

 

7. Cemetery: 

Tree removal and improvements: 

Gates at entrance/fenced off from Pony Club/Pedestrian gate into cemetery 

 

8. Stump grinding – Dave will give a list of greenways needed stumped. Glen Lyon road 

requires work in regards to grinding stumps. A list needs to be made. 

 
2. Untidy section at 212 Mackenzie Drive, Twizel: 

Mr Hole and the Chairman have spoken to the residents in question and believe they have made 

progress the residents have said they will remove the old cars out the front and all old cars will 

be stored out the back and they have taken down a lean too. The residents are working away 

with the Council and there is some incentive to tidy their property up. Mr Rive suggested 

constant monitoring and the Chairman agreed. The Residents are having some assistance from 

Russell Armstrong.  

 
3. Market Place Signs: 

Are here and Garth believed they were being installed. They should be underway shortly.  

 
4. Public Toilets: 

Updated received previous meeting.  
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5. Bike Lockup: 

Keep in mind opportunities for A2O bike parking. 

 
6. Market Place Carpark Upgrade: 

Cr Bishop asked for progress from Whitestone in regards to the Town Square/Market Place 

Carpark Upgrade. Cr Bishop suggest The Asset Manager keep onto Whitestone to make sure 

the upgrade is programmed in as Whitestone have voiced that they are very busy at the moment 

and the tender did say would be finished before the end of November.  
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

 

REPORT TO: TEKAPO AND TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARDS 

 

SUBJECT: STANDING ORDERS 

 

DATE: 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

 

REF: PAD 3 

 

FROM: CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 

 

INTRODUCTION: 
 

The Local Government Act 2002 requires each council to adopt a set of standing orders. 

These apply to full council meetings and to committee meetings and provide the basis for 

orderly conduct of meetings and in particular certain rules defining the rights of Chairs and 

members to address meetings. Many councils adopt Model Standing Orders for Meetings of 

Local Authorities and Community Boards – NZS9202:2003. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. That the report be received. 

 

2. That New Zealand Standard Model Standing Orders NZS 9202:2003 be adopted with 

the following amendment: 

 

Clause 3.14.2 is deleted and replaced with the following: 

 

That the Chairperson or other person presiding at the meeting  

 a) has a deliberative vote; and 

 b) in the case of an equality of votes has a casting vote. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

 

REPORT TO: TWIZEL AND TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARDS 

    

FROM:  CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 

SUBJECT:  MEETINGS SCHEDULE FOR 2014 

 

MEETING DATE: 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

 

REF:  PAD 3  

 

 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

 

To advise the Community Boards of the schedule of meetings for Twizel and Tekapo Community 

Boards for 2014. 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

1.  That the report be received. 

 

2. That the attached schedule of meetings be noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS FOR 2014 
(all meetings will be formally confirmed) 

 

 

TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD  

(Starting at 4.00 pm in the summer and 3.30 pm in May, June and July) 

Monday 27 January 2014 

Monday 10 March 2014 (including consideration of budgets for 2014/2015) 

Tuesday 22 April 2014 (Tuesday to allow for Easter Monday) 

Tuesday 3 June 2014 (Tuesday to allow for Queens Birthday) 

Monday 14 July 2014 

Monday 25 August 2014 

Monday 6 October 2014 

Monday 17 November 2014 

 

 

TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARD  

(Starting at 7.30 pm in the summer and 7.00 pm in May, June and July) 

Monday 27 January 2014 

Monday 10 March 2014 (including consideration of budgets for 2014/2015) 

Tuesday 22 April 2014 (Tuesday to allow for Easter Monday) 

Tuesday 3 June 2014 (Tuesday to allow for Queens Birthday) 

Monday 14 July 2014 

Monday 25 August 2014 

Monday 6 October 2014 

Monday 17 November 2014 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

 

REPORT TO:  MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

  TWIZEL, TEKAPO AND FAIRLIE COMMUNITY BOARDS 

 

FROM:  CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  

 

SUBJECT:  ROLES OF COMMUNITY BOARDS  

 

MEETING DATE: 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

 

REF:  STA 9/1 

 

 

REASON FOR REPORT: 

 

To adopt the attached discussion paper detailing how Council and Community Boards will 

fulfill their respective roles. 

 

 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. That the report and attached discussion paper be received. 

2. That the discussion document detailing how Council and Community Boards will fulfill 

their respective roles be adopted. 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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BACKGROUND: 
 

At its meeting on 30 October 2013 the Council endorsed the discussion document detailing 

how Council and community boards would fulfill their respective roles and recommended it 

to the community boards for adoption. The Council also endorsed the previous delegation 

made to community boards which is attached as Appendix 2. 

 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF DECISION REQUESTED: 

 

These are considered to be important decisions. 

 

 

CONSIDERATIONS: 

 

The inter-relationship between Council and Community Boards covers the statutory 

responsibility of those boards and sets down the expectations each party should have of the 

other.  It provides a working protocol for how we will work together. 

 

The extent of delegation to community boards has been relatively small.  Most items come as 

recommendations for Council consideration and approval.  It is rare for such 

recommendations to be rejected or referred back for further consideration.  The actual 

delegations are listed in Appendix 2. 

 

 

CONCLUSION: 

 

The re-adoption of a protocol outlining the respective roles of Council and Community 

Boards will be a helpful first step in forging a positive relationship among these bodies. 
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Appendix 1 

ROLES OF COMMUNITY BOARDS 

 
A Discussion Paper 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

This discussion paper covers the statutory role of community boards and how they may 

interact with Council. 

 

Section 52 of the Local Government Act 2002 sets out the role of community boards. 

 

 

THE ROLE OF A COMMUNITY BOARD IS TO: 

 

(a) Represent, and Act as an Advocate for, the Interests of its Community 

 

Council Expectation 

That community boards will have views on a range of matters of importance to their 

communities.  On more significant issues, those views should be expressed to the 

Council by way of submission. 

 

Council would expect community boards to express their collective views on matters 

contained in the annual plan, the long term council community plan, changes to the 

district plan and other key policy documents of council 

 

The community boards should, when wishing to advocate to outside agencies, work 

though the offices of the Council, its staff and elected members. 

 

Community boards will take appropriate steps to consult with their communities to 

ensure that their advocacy is soundly based.  Care must also be taken to canvas the 

views of non-resident ratepayers, especially when they comprise a sizeable proportion 

of the community.  

Where the Council and a community board jointly deem an issue to be significant, 

Council would lead and fund the consultation process, but if the issue is specific to a 

community the relevant community board would meet the costs involved 

 

Community Board Expectation 

That Council provides sufficient time and background information on an issue to 

assist boards in making full and considered submissions. 

 

Appropriate staff support should be made available to assist with this process. 

 

That community board views on a matter be given due consideration by Council when 

reaching a decision, particularly when the community is the only one affected by that 

decision. 

 

That when the community board view does not prevail, reasons for the rejection of its 

advocacy be given. 
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(b) Consider and Report on All Matters Referred to it by the Territorial Authority, 

or any Matter of Interest or Concern to the Community Board. 

 

Council expectation 

Community boards need to respond to such requests in a considered way, with 

sufficient explanation given in reports for Council to understand the reasons behind 

their views.  A bald resolution in support or opposition would not normally provide 

sufficient assistance to Council in its decision making.  

 

The need for background information is of even more importance when the 

community board is raising a concern on its own initiative. 

 

Attendance of a community board chairperson at the Council meeting to speak to the 

matter may often be helpful.  The appointed Councillor also has an important role in 

explaining the reasoning behind a board’s position. 

 

Community Board expectation 

If community boards are to comment meaningfully on any issue referred to it, they 

need details the background and context in which the issue sits.  They need sufficient 

time in which to come to reasoned positions. 

 

Community boards need to feel their comments are being taken seriously and the 

process involves more than just going through the motions of some superficial 

consultation. 

 

If the issue to be decided is being workshopped by Council, board members should 

have the opportunity to attend such workshops. 

 

Board members should have access to the same background material as has been 

prepared for consideration by the Council. 

 

(c) Maintain an Overview of Services Provided by the Territorial Authority within 

the Community. 

 

Council expectation 

Community boards should assist the Council in providing feedback on the 

effectiveness of the services provided in meeting the needs of its particular 

community.  Such services will include: 

o township roading, footpaths and street lighting 

o water supply 

o sewage treatment and disposal 

o stormwater control 

o refuse collection 

o litter control 

o parks and reserves 

o halls and community centres 

o swimming pools 

o township projects 

o community issues and initiatives. 

All of these are funded locally. 

 

NB:  Since 2007 a contribution from the surrounding rural area towards the 

Mackenzie Community Centre, Strathconan pool and the Sherwood Hall. 
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Community boards should also provide comment and feedback on other services 

provided within their communities that are funded out of the General Rate or from 

other district wide sources.  These will include the following: 

o recycling and operation of resource recovery parks 

o libraries 

o cemeteries 

o pensioner housing, and 

o public conveniences. 

 

The Council should receive feedback that is soundly based and not merely hearsay so 

that it can act upon it with some confidence. 

 

If community boards wish to recommend the alteration of a level of service, they 

should also advise whether or not they are willing to accept the financial implications 

of such a change.  

 

Community Board Expectation 

That information is readily available upon levels of service that are to be provided and 

that factual reporting is given to boards to assist them with assessing performance. 

 

That boards regularly receive up to date reports on the progress of works undertaken 

in the community. 

 

That timely, accurate and understandable financial reports are made available to 

boards with appropriate commentary on exceptions to the approved budgets. 

 

(d) Prepare an Annual Submission to the Council for Expenditure within the 

Community. 

 

Council Expectation 

This should be a comprehensive submission based on a careful review of budgets.   

 

The boards must, in recommending budgets, have regard to the need to abide by 

Council policies and to observe contractual commitments. 

 

Advocacy from community board into the budgetary round should be supported by 

written reports and attendance of the Board Chairpersons at the appropriate Council 

meeting. 

 

All expenditure within the community should be commented upon, not just that which 

is locally funded.  Reasons behind a board position on particular items of expenditure 

should be provided. 

 

Community Board Expectation 

That sufficient staff assistance is provided to enable boards to understand and work 

through the preparation of a submission on draft budgets. 

 

The opportunity to inspect proposed works should be provided. 

 

Adequate time needs to be provided for the process to work well. 

 

Reasons should be provided to a board if the Council is unable to accept all of its 

recommendations for expenditure. 
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(e) Communicate with Community Organisations and Special Interest Groups 

within the Community. 

 

Council expectation 

Community boards should undertake this task in a systematic way by identifying 

groups that ought to be communicated with and devising appropriate means of 

communication. 

 

Feedback on such communication should be reported back to boards and, where 

appropriate, to Council. 

 

Community boards should undertake, on Council’s behalf, liaison with specific 

groups when so requested. 

 

Community Board Expectation 

Boards should receive feedback from Council on any local concerns they have drawn 

to its attention as a result of communication between boards and community 

organisations and local interest groups. 

 

(f) Undertake any other Responsibilities that are Delegated to it by the Council. 

 

Council Expectation 

Any Council delegations must be exercised in compliance with Council policies. 

 

Any delegations must have purely local effect. 

 

Community board expectation 

That any delegated powers are clearly spelt out so that board members know when 

they have the power to decide a matter, when they have the power to recommend a 

course of action and when they have the ability to comment on and issue or advocate 

for a point of view. 

 

 

OTHER LEGAL PROVISIONS 

 

No power of delegation can give a community board the power to acquire, hold, or dispose of 

property.  Neither can a community board have the authority to appoint, suspend or remove 

staff. 

 

Only Council itself can: 

o make a rate 

o make a bylaw 

o borrow money, purchase or dispose of assets, other than in accordance with the long-

term council community plan. 

o adopt the LTCCP, annual plan or annual report 

o appoint the CEO 

o adopt policies that are required to be done as part of the LTCCP or as part of a local 

governance statement. 

 

There is the ability to delegate the power to do things before the Council, in consultation with 

the community board or other subordinate decision making body, exercises the powers listed 

above. 
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Community boards can sub-delegate powers delegated to themselves, subject to any 

conditions specified by the Council or by the board. 

 

A community board does not have to refer back to the Council in exercising any powers 

delegated to it by the Council. 

 

Enforcement, inspection, licensing and administration related to bylaws and other regulatory 

matters under the Local Government Act may be delegated to other councils, organisations 

and persons but not to community boards. 

 

The key point for a Council to consider in deciding whether or not to delegate a power to a 

community board is whether it will enable the community board to best achieve its role. 

 

Even though it may have delegated a power, the Council is not relieved of the liability or 

legal responsibility to perform or ensure performance of any function or duty.  

 

Note:  No recommendations are made as to specific delegations at this time. 

 

 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT MATTERS 

 

The question of what involvement is appropriate for community boards in resource 

management matters can be a contentious one. 

 

The following guidance is offered: 

 

The District Plan provides a comprehensive district-wide set of provisions, including rules, 

for sustainably managing the resources of the district in terms of the Resource Management 

Act 1991. 

 

Considering applications for resource consent and determining the merits of changes to the 

District Plan involves accredited Commissioners (including elected members if they are 

accredited) in the exercise of a quasi-judicial function.  It is a specialised task that requires 

experience judgment and some degree of training.  Formal accreditation is now required for 

Chairs of hearing panels. 

 

It is not recommended that community board members be involved in hearings and deciding 

upon such matters. 

 

As part of its local advocacy role, boards may choose to comment or make submissions on 

notified applications and plan changes.  That may be appropriate in certain circumstances, 

although appointed board members who sit upon hearing panels should exclude themselves 

from any such advocacy to avoid pre judging an issue.  The board should enjoy no greater or 

lesser status than any other individual or organisation submitting on the matter.  The 

reservations about board involvement mainly relate to the perception that the board and the 

Council may not be speaking with one voice and the authority of the decision making process 

may be compromised. 

 

It becomes more problematic where a community board is disaffected by a council planning 

decision and wishes to pursue the matter further.  In such a case, the community board would 

have to seek advice from sources other than those available to the Council and meet its own 

costs in taking the matter to appeal.   The prudence of such an action and the mandate for it 

would have to be very carefully considered by any board. 
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When issues are identified that are of potential concern to a community, it is recommended 

that the local community board be involved in any formal pre-hearing consultation process.

  

 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

It is normal for the Mayor to be the public spokesperson on behalf of the Council on policy 

and political matters.  Similarly the Chairperson of a Community Board would act as a 

spokesperson for that Community Board. 

 

Courtesy would require that the board chairpersons advise the Mayor of any comments they 

may be making and that the Mayor in turn advises board chairpersons of comments he may 

be making.  That is particularly the case when the board and Council views may differ on an 

issue. 

 

 

COUNCIL STRUCTURE 

 

Council’s formal committee structure has yet to be determined but for now it is assumed that 

Council, committees and community boards will continue to meet on a six-weekly cycle. 

 

Two Boards also operate as Committees of Council.  They are the Pukaki Airport Board and 

the Forestry Board. 
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Appendix 2 

 

The Fairlie, Tekapo and Twizel Community Boards have been delegated the following 

responsibilities: 

 The ability to consider requests from local organisations for financial assistance in the 

form of grants, where budget exists for such matters and subject to no one grant 

exceeding $1,000. 

 The ability to appoint local representatives to organisations within the community 

board area and other organizations where local representation is requested. 

 The ability to authorise, within approved budgets, board members’ attendance at 

relevant conferences and/or training courses. 

 The ability to provide or withhold affected persons approval for planning applications 

on land adjoining Council owned land within the community board area. 

 The ability to approve routine changes in policy affecting locally funded facilities 

within the community board area. 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

 

REPORT TO: MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL AND COMMUNITY BOARDS 

    

FROM:  CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 

SUBJECT:  REMUNERATION OF ELECTED MEMBERS 

 

MEETING DATE: 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

 

REF:  STA 9 

 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

 

For Members to adopt a policy for reimbursement of expenses by elected members. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

1.  That the report be received. 

 

2. That the policy of the reimbursement of expenses by elected members be adopted. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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BACKGROUND: 

 

The Remuneration authority requires Council to adopt a policy for the reimbursement of expenses by 

elected members. 

 

The attached policy complies with the remuneration authority guidelines and is similar to the policy 

adopted by Council previously. 
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POLICY FOR THE REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES BY ELECTED MEMBERS 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Remuneration of members of local authorities, including community boards is determined by the 

Remuneration Authority, an independent body set up under its own Act of Parliament.   

 

The Authority is empowered to set rules for reimbursing expenses incurred by elected members 

under the Local Government Act 2002. The approach taken by the Authority is to invite local 

authorities to draft their own rules for it to consider and, if thought fit, approve.  

 

2. Background 

 

Any Council rules for the reimbursement of expenses are required to be approved by the 

Remuneration Authority.  These rules replace those adopted by Council in the last triennium and, 

following Council endorsement, will be submitted to the Remuneration Authority for its formal 

approval. 

 

3. Vehicle Mileage Allowance 

 

Councillors generally incur expense in traveling to and from Fairlie for Council meetings, 

workshops and on other official business.  In addition, the Mayor will incur other travel costs in 

undertaking duties outside of regular meetings.  Such expense is reimbursable by way of a vehicle 

mileage allowance: 

 Council will pay a vehicle mileage allowance of 77c/km for travel on Council related 

business above a threshold of thirty kilometres for any one event.  The maximum annual 

reimbursement to any one elected member at the 77c/km rate will be based on 5,000km 

claimed.  Because of size and location of the District, claims above 5,000 kms will be 

allowed but the balance portion will be reimbursed at the lower rate of 37c/km. 

 Detailed claims should be submitted as regularly as practicable to the Payments Officer. 

 To minimise the net cost to the ratepayers of the District, Councillors should arrange to share 

transport wherever practical. 

 Where meetings are held at Tekapo and Twizel, Council vehicles will normally be used to 

transport members to and from Fairlie and points in between. 

 

4. Travel Time allowance 

 

Elected members will often travel outside the District on Council business. 

Travel time in excess of two hours for any event will be paid for at $35/hr. 

The maximum amount claimable by any elected member will be set at 100hrs per year. 
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5. Conference and course attendance 

 

The following rules will apply: 

 Attendance at conferences and courses will be authorised by way of a formal Council 

resolution. 

 Council will arrange for the enrolment, registration fees, booking of accommodation and 

flight reservations if applicable.   

 Wherever possible, payment will be made in advance by the Council or through the use of 

the Council credit card at the time.  This is to reduce the number of instances where elected 

members have to incur expense out of their own pockets and then seek reimbursement from 

the Council. 

 If payment is made directly by the member, reimbursement claims should be supported by 

appropriate GST receipts. 

 Where the venue is within reasonable driving distance (say less than six hours travel time), 

Council will endeavour to arrange for a Council vehicle to be made available.  If that is not 

possible, mileage may be claimed, but sharing of vehicles is also encouraged in such 

circumstances. 

 Meal expenses are reimbursable but wherever possible such expenses should be added to the 

accommodation bill. 

 Councillors are expected to meet their own personal expenses such as liquor and mini bar 

expenses. 

 Councillors may wish to stay privately while attending courses and conferences.  This is fine, 

but bear in mind that there is value in participating in informal networking sessions outside 

the normal conference sessions.  Members’ ability to participate in these may be somewhat 

limited if they make their own arrangements.  In such cases, a daily allowance of $50 is 

available when elected members do stay privately. 

 Many conferences, including the annual conference of Local Government New Zealand, 

make provision for the attendance of spouses and partners.  Such attendance has value and is 

encouraged.  The Council position is that it will meet any spouse’s/partner’s registration fees 

for such conferences or courses.  No additional accommodation cost is normally involved.  

Councillors will be responsible for the airfares of their spouse or partner and any additional 

costs of meals.    

 

6. Other Out of Pocket Expenses 

 

Mayoral Telephone Expenses 

The Council provides the Mayor with a mobile phone as a convenient means of communication.  

 

General 

Council endeavours to minimise the amount of reimbursement required by meeting most expenses 

directly.  However, there may still be some instances where out of pocket expenses are incurred and 

that is fine.  These may include meals on the road and consumables for faxes and computers.  It is 

essential for all Councillors to be contactable readily by either fax or e-mail or both.  Past practice 

has been to either supply some consumables such as fax rolls or toner or to reimburse Councillors 

for such expense.  Work related toll calls and call minder facilities are able to be reimbursed.  It is 

proposed to continue these practices. 
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7. Computers and internet connections 

 

The Council provides a laptop/tablet and multi-function printer (if required) for the Mayor and each 

Councillor.  Laser printers are favoured because of their modest capital outlay and very low running 

costs.  The laptops will be fitted with a basic webcam to allow informal communication between 

meetings.  This equipment will remain the property of the Council. 

 

The Council will also arrange for the Mayor and each Councillor to have the most appropriate form 

of broadband internet connection depending on the coverage in their area.  Council’s preference is to 

provide mobile broadband where possible but where adequate mobile broadband is not available 

Council will contribute the equivalent cost of broadband provision to elected members of mobile 

broadband.  Council’s preference is to provide 3G network coverage with a 1Gb per month cap. 
 

Consumables relating to Council use will be reimbursed as required on a reasonable basis. 

 

8. Resource Consent Hearings 

 

Hearing fees for non-council initiated resource consent hearings will continue to form part of the 

Authority’s determination. 

 

The hourly rate will be reviewed each year.  The hourly rate to apply from immediately after the 

2013 elections will be: 

 Chairperson $100 per hour of hearing time 

 Others  $80 per hour of hearing time 

 

Preparation time of up to the time of the duration of the hearing may be remunerated at the same 

rates. 

 

9. Application of these rules 

 

These rules shall apply to the Mayor, Councillors, appointed members of Council Committees and 

to Community Board members with effect from a date determined by the Remuneration Authority. 

 

 

 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

 

23 October 2013 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

 

REPORT TO: TWIZEL AND TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARDS 

 

SUBJECT: LOCAL AUTHORITIES (MEMBERS’ INTERESTS) ACT 1968 – 

REGISTER OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 

 

FROM: CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  

 

MEETING DATE: 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

 

REF: STA 9/1 

 

 

PURPOSE OF REPORT: 

 

To provide information about the Local Authorities (Members’ Interests) Act 1968 and in 

particular about good practice regarding compliance with the Act. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

1. That the report be received. 

 

2. That the elected members provide details of their declared business interests and 

spouse/partner declared business interests for inclusion in a Mackenzie District 

Council Register of Members’ Interests. 

 

 

 

 

WAYNE BARNETT 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 

 Example of Conflict of Interests Register of Members Interest. 

 Frequently asked questions. 

 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

The Local Authorities (Members’ Interests) Act 1968 provides rules about members 

discussing or voting on matters in which they have a pecuniary (financial) interest and about 

contracts between members and the Council. 

 

This Act stipulates that any member who has “…directly or indirectly any pecuniary interest 

other than an interest in common with the public” in any matter being dealt with by the 

Council shall not vote on the matter or take part in its discussion. 

 

Instances where a member is deemed to have a pecuniary interest are set out in Section 6. In 

particular, the interest of a spouse is deemed to be the interest of the member for the purposes 

of the Act.  

 

Section 6 also identifies situations that are deemed not to create a pecuniary interest. 

 

Section 3 of the Act limits the extent to which a member may act as a contractor [or 

subcontractor] to the Council. Any member who earns more than $25,000 in a year from 

Contracts with the Council is automatically disqualified from office unless Audit Office 

approval to the excess is obtained.  

 

Audit approval is likely for specific contracts if: 

 The contract was put out to public tender and the member submitted the best price; and 

 Approval is sought (and obtained) before the contract is entered into 

 

Audit approval may be less likely if not sought until after the disqualifying contract has been 

entered into.   

 

Attached is guidance about the law on conflicts of interest in the form of Frequently Asked 

Questions. 

 

 

GOOD PRACTICE: 

 

When making decisions elected members must be aware of the ‘perception of bias’.  If there 

is any suggestion that an elected member might not have an open mind when approaching a 

decision, he or she should declare their interest to the Chief Executive Officer and 

Mayor/Chairman and be prepared to stand back from the decision making process. 

 

The ‘rule of bias’ says that ‘no one may be judge of their own cause’.  In their advice on the 

Members’ Interests Act the Office of the Auditor General noted that this rule exists to ensure 

that people who exercise power from positions of authority carry out their duties free from 

bias. 
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Local authorities are encouraged to establish a register of members’ interests to facilitate 

compliance with the Act and to update it regularly. 

 

Staff with delegated authority to approve purchases should be aware of the existence and 

content of the register of business interests so that they can recognise situations where 

contracts should not be entered into without seeking prior approval from the Office of the 

Auditor General. 
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TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD 
 

REPORT TO: TWIZEL COMMUNITY BOARD 

 

SUBJECT: TWIZEL WATER SUPPLY UPGRADE 

 

DATE: 18
th

 November 2013 

 

REF: WAS  

 

 

REASON FOR REPORT 

 

To update the Community Board on the decisions taken by the Mackenzie District Council in 

October 2013 on the future of the Twizel water supply and the progress towards meeting the 

Drinking Water Standards (DWS). 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. That the report be received. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

     

BERNIE HAAR      WAYNE BARNETT 

ASSET MANAGER      CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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BACKGROUND 

 

Over a period of time the Council and the Community Board have been addressing the issue 

of bringing the water supply for Twizel up to a position where it would meet the DWS and 

address the issue of aging plant at the reservoir and treatment site. 

 

Both the Council and the Board resolved some time ago to look for a new source on Glen 

Lyon Road adjacent to Simon Camerons property with the idea to pump the water once to a 

new reservoir above the house and the gravitate to all of Twizel. This was seen at the time as 

the best way to serve Twizel well into the future.  

 

Test drilling was undertaken and unfortunately we were unable to locate a suitable supply 

deep enough to reduce our treatment costs. 

 

It was decided to take a step back and review all the options to date now that more reliable 

data is available from the recent well drilling programme. 

 

Opus International Consultants Ltd undertook a thorough review of all the options and the 

resulting report was put to Council on the 8
th

 October 2013 for consideration. Murray Petrie, 

the author of the report, presented his report and answered questions. 

 

Council resolved to upgrade the existing source as it was clearly the most cost effective 

solution. 

 

The Opus report is attached to this report for your information 
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1 Executive Summary 

The purpose of this report is to consider the source options for the Twizel water supply to give the 
Mackenzie District Council (MDC) a clear direction forward. 

In previous reports, Opus has investigated, reported on, reviewed and updated a range of 
water supply upgrade options. Most recently, the Twizel Water Supply - Options Update, 

February 2011 report reconsidered two options: Option 3 which was to extend and improve 
the existing Twizel water supply (pumped reticulation) and Option 5 which was a new source 
and reservoir, northwest of Twizel near the Ben Ohau station homestead which serviced the 
whole of Twizel and provided elevated storage above the town with a more stable gravity 
supply. 

The report concluded that provided there was groundwater of suitable yield and quality 
available in the vicinity of the new reservoir, Options was a more attractive long-term solution. 
The report recommended that investigations proceed to confirm the viability of this option and 
to confirm the best location for the new groundwater supply bores. 

An area adjacent to a spring immediately east of the Pukaki Canal, on the north side of 
Fraser Stream, between the river and Glen Lyon Road, was proposed by Opus. However, for 
various reasons Meridian Energy Ltd indicated that they would oppose any development of a 
water supply in this area. Meridian's opposition meant that the potential issues and costs 
associated with obtaining a water take consent effectively precluded investigation of this site 
in more detail. 

Two exploratory bores were then drilled in the vicinity of the Ben Ohau station homestead to 
determine whether a more detailed investigation was warranted. The volume of water at one 
bore was insufficient and the water quality was such that more extensive treatment would be 
required to remove iron. The water volume at the second (deep) bore was sufficient, but the 
water quality was not good, with even greater implications for the cost of water treatment 
processes that would be required to remove much higher iron levels as well as manganese. 

Given the uncertainty inherent in groundwater investigations, and the issues of low yields and 
poor water quality, it appeared that improving and upgrading the existing supply could be more 
cost effective. A further review of the possible sources was therefore requested by MDC. 

The Twizel water supply demand has been taken as that proposed in the February 2011 

Opus report: combined (existing plus new development) average day demand of 4,400 
m3/day, and combined peak day demand of 10,760 m3/day. These numbers align with 
the recently re-consented water take figures (Consent CRC042741). 

The only viable source options for the Twizel water supply are the existing source and a 
new (shallow bores) supply. The option of deep bores is dismissed on the basis of the costs 
of investigation, the uncertainty and risk of not achieving a successful outcome, and the cost 
of the near certainty that treatment for iron and manganese removal would be required for 
any source located which might provide satisfactory quantities of water from a deep bore 
field. 

The existing source has considerable advantages in that it is a proven, reliable source which has 
performed well for the past 40 years. The fact that the bores all have very good specific yields 
and 
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small drawdowns for the volumes of water taken could possibly be because Fraser stream at 
this location is fed from Dry Stream and the Twizel River as well. 

The most likely new source (shallow bores) near Fraser Stream, in the vicinity of Ben Ohau 
station, would need extensive investigation in order to be reasonably sure that a sufficient 
quantity of water of satisfactory quality was available. The investigation is likely to cost 
$150,000 (excl. GST). The possibility of the available water volume from this source being less 
than that available from the existing source is a concern. As there is no certainty that the 
required water would be found, and in view of other factors, it may be better to expend that 
money on staged renewals, expansion and treatment of the existing source water. 

The water treatment required to meet DWSNZ will be the same for both sources as both 
sources require 4-Log credit treatment for protozoa compliance. Acceptable treatment will 
therefore be cartridge filtration pm cartridges) and LTV disinfection. Initial filtration to 25pm, 
to reduce the turbidity loading on the cartridges, will be provided by a mesh screen 
mechanical filter. 

The existing source and pumped reticulation option has the advantage of 6,800 m3 of existing 
raw water reservoir storage. Options requiring high level reservoir storage (located on Ben 
Ohau station) are disadvantaged in comparison, because of the cost of provided new 
treated water storage even for the lesser storage volume allowed for, and through the need 
to provide new treatment at either the new bore field or storage reservoir sites. 

The NPV cost analysis spreadsheets confirm that the much higher capital costs for the 
gravity options are not offset by lower total pumping energy costs. This is primarily due to the 
fact that all the water needs to be pumped to the higher elevation storage, with some two thirds 
of this supply quantity then fed back into the existing reticulation at a (regulated) lower 
pressure, effectively wasting the costs of this energy. 

The continued use of some components of the existing bore field, storage, treatment and 
pumping enables some flexibility around the timing of the required capital extension and 
upgrade works, and would enable the maximum value of the existing assets to be extracted 
through a staged renewals programme, some of which may be funded through existing asset 
maintenance renewals budgets rather than as new capital works. 

The existing source option with pumped supply to all Twizel (existing and new developed areas) 
is clearly both the lowest capital cost option and also has the lowest NPV. 

It is recommended that Mackenzie District Council proceed with upgrading the existing source and 
treatment at an estimated capital cost of $3,632,000 plus GST to provide Twizel with water 
complying with the New Zealand Drinking Water Standards. 
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2 Introduction 
The purpose of this report is to consider the source options for the Twizel water supply, in 
particular: the existing well field, new, better positioned shallow wells, or deep bores and to 
give the Mackenzie District Council a clear direction forward. 

3 Background 

The Opus report, Twizel Water Supply — Options Update, February 2011, 

reviewed and updated aspects of water supply upgrade options investigated in previous Opus 
reports. Specifically two options were reconsidered: Option 3 which was to extend and 
improve the existing Twizel water supply (pumped reticulation) and Option 5 which was a 
new source and reservoir, northwest of Twizel near the ben Ohau station homestead 
(gravity reticulation). 

The report concluded that Option 5 was clearly a more attractive long-term solution. This option 
serviced the whole of Twizel and provided elevated storage above the town with a more 
stable gravity supply. However, the option was reliant on the availability of groundwater of 
suitable yield and quality in the vicinity of the new reservoir to keep the scheme economically 
viable. The report recommended that investigations proceed to confirm the best location for 
the new groundwater supply bores. 

Opus suggested that an area adjacent to a spring immediately east of the Pukaki Canal, on 
the north side of Fraser Stream, between the river and Glen Lyon Road, would be the best 
prospect for locating an investigation bore. For various reasons Meridian Energy Ltd indicated 
that they would oppose any development of a water supply in this area. Despite the fact that 
Opus considered that any potential effects of water abstraction on the Pukaki canal would 
be less than minor, the potential issues and costs associated with obtaining a water take 
consent effectively precluded investigation of this site in more detail. 

Two 150mm diameter exploratory bores were then drilled in the vicinity of the Ben Ohau station 
homestead to determine whether a fuller investigation was warranted. The bore near the 
Fraser Stream was drilled to 29.4 metres. This yielded a flow of 16 L/s with drawdown of 
10.88 metres. The water available from this location was therefore insufficient. In addition, 
although the water was of reasonable quality, it contained iron slightly above the aesthetic 
guideline level and would have required treatment. 

It is potentially significant that this bore was drilled to below the recent alluvial sediments of 
Fraser Stream and penetrated the lower yielding glacial outwash below. 

The second bore was 70.8 metres deep with the material encountered changing from sandy 
gravels to sand. At a pumping rate of 12 L/s the drawdown was 21.0 metres and the sandy 
gravel appeared to restrict the flow. When the bottom of the screen was raised to 63.82 metres 
to a zone of large rounded gravels a flow of 23 L/s was obtained with a drawdown of only 
3.77 metres. Thus sufficient water appeared to be available. However, the water quality was 
not good with a total iron content of 1.96 g/m3 which is nearly ten times the aesthetic 
guideline value. 
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Given the uncertainty inherent in groundwater investigations, and the issues of low yields and 
poor water quality, it appeared that improving and upgrading the existing supply could be 
more cost effective. 

This report reconsiders the existing well field, new better positioned, shallow wells, and 
whether or not deep wells are still in contention, as a source option for the Twizel water 
supply. 

4 Twizel Water Demand 

The Twizel water supply demand has been taken as that proposed in the Opus report, Twizel 
Water Supply — Options Update, February 2011: 

Table 1- Water Demand Design Parameters 

Parameter Existing Development Combined 

Average Day 2,930 m3/day 1,470 m3/day 4,400 m3/day 

Peak Day 8,000 m3/day 2,760 m3/day 10,760 m3/day 
 

These numbers align with the recently re-consented water—take figures (Consent CRC042741) of 
a combined rate not to exceed 130 litres per second and a maximum take of 10,000 m3/day 
for no more than 3 days. 

5 Source Options and Implications 

Discussion of the source options cannot be complete without considering the implications of 
source selection on the required downstream water treatment and trunk pipeline costs. 
However, a suitable source must in the first instance provide the required quantity of water. 
The quantity and quality of the water are also closely linked, as the cost of treating the required 
quantity of water to achieve compliance with the New Zealand Drinking Water Standards 
(DWSNZ) will also be a significant influence on source selection. The distribution of the water 
from the treatment plant to consumers is a separate cost item and is considered to be largely 
independent of source selection and hence has not been considered in this evaluation. The 
best water source option will be that with the lowest overall cost of establishing, operating and 
maintaining suitable sources, treatment processes and the associated linking trunk mains. 

5.1 Existing Source 

The existing well field has performed well for the past 40 years. The bores all have good 
specific yields and the drawdowns are small for the volumes of water being taken. The 
well field is effectively an infiltration gallery on the Fraser Stream with water from Dry 
Stream, and possibly the Twizel River, adding to the Fraser Stream supply. The well field 
has the significant advantage that it is a known, proven and reliable source. 
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The water from this well field requires 4 Log credit treatment for DWSNZ protozoa 
compliance (determined from the Catchment Risk Assessment). This means that 
filtration plus UV disinfection will be required. Cartridge filtration is the most economic 
form of filtration for achieving log credits and has the advantage of not requiring the use 
of coagulants (with the resulting problem of waste disposal). However, cartridge filtration 
requires clean source water. For compliance, 1 pm cartridges must be used and these block 
quickly if there is turbidity in the water. The 1 pm cartridges also fail to remove very fine 
turbidity such as that from glacial flour so they have limitations when used on many 
Canterbury river sources. 

The turbidity records for the existing bores are extremely limited and there is no information 
about the particle size of the measured turbidity record. Additional turbidity testing 
should be undertaken in order to get information to determine suitable equipment and reliable 
operating cost estimates. 

5.2 New Source (Shallow Bores) 

It appears from the exploratory drilling undertaken recently that reliable supplies of 
groundwater are found close to active river beds. Shallow bores close to active river beds have 
higher specific capacity values and are thus more efficient and higher producing wells. The 
water quality is also better than from bores located some distance from active river beds. The 
most likely new source location for Twizel is near Fraser Stream in the vicinity of the Ben 
Ohau station homestead. This is close to elevated land where a reservoir can be located. 

One of the recent exploratory bores was in this location and it was expected that it would 
have produced water of sufficient quantity and quality. That it did not may be due to two 
factors: firstly, this bore was drilled to below the recent alluvial sediments of Fraser Stream and 
penetrated the underlying lower yielding glacial outwash materials. (However, with careful, 
detailed logging and the use of a cable tool drill-rig it may be possible to identify water 
bearing gravel within the depth of 10 to 20 metres, which was not evaluated during the recent 
drilling programme ). 

Secondly, it may well be that there is not the quantity of water in the higher reaches of 
Fraser Stream that was initially anticipated. It could be that the contributions of Dry Stream, 
and possibly the Twizel River, to the water taken at the existing sources are quite significant. 
This emphasises the uncertainty inherent in groundwater investigations. 

To investigate and test a new source sufficiently to be reasonably confident that the quantity 
and quality were satisfactory for Ti.vizel would cost at least $150,000 (excl. GST). 

The water from this well field would also require 4 Log credit treatment for New Zealand 
Drinking Water Standards' protozoa compliance. The treatment of the water is expected to 
be the same as for the existing source: filtration plus 'UV disinfection. The limitations of the 
treatment would also be the same. 

5.3 New Source (Deep Bores) 

Deep bores were initially favoured as a means of reducing the compliance costs of the 
DWSNZ. Bore water drawn from an unconfined aquifer between 10 and 30 metres depth only 
requires 3 log credits for Protozoa compliance. This could be achieved by providing UV 
disinfection. Water from shallow bores drawn from ground level to 10 metres deep requires 
the same log credits as surface 
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water in the catchment. For Twizel this means 4 Log credits and more expensive water 
treatment as a result. 

The two exploratory deep bores drilled by the Mackenzie District Council in early 2013 failed 
to locate a high yielding potable water supply. At one site (30 metre bore) there was 
insufficient volume and the iron level was above the aesthetic guideline value. At the other 
site (water at approximately 63 metres below ground level) there was a sufficient volume of 
water but the iron level was ten times the aesthetic guideline value. 

It can be assumed that any water from deep wells will require expensive treatment to 
remove the iron (and probably manganese as well). 

The results also confirm that locating and isolating a high yielding potable water supply in 
this area is problematic. The paper "Hydrogeology of the Mackenzie Basin"' reported that 
"Little is currently known about the hydrogeological system within the Mackenzie Basin, and 
what is known is from investigations carried out during the construction of the canal system 
from 1935 to 1985". 

These investigations were carried out to locate the presence of groundwater that could 
adversely affect the construction of the dams and canal system. Thus the work was carried 
out mainly in the areas where the canals were to be built. Detailed quantification of the 
groundwater resources within the Mackenzie Basin has yet to be undertaken. 

The drilling and testing of deep bores is expensive. In order to obtain reliable pump testing 
information on a flow of 50 L/s from deep bores a bore diameter of 3oomm needs to be 
drilled. The estimated cost of drilling and pump testing a bore of this diameter is $152,000. 
This amount can be expended without a satisfactory outcome. The paper referenced above 
stated "However, several deep wells that have recently been drilled have not encountered 
any groundwater (137/0023), or produce insufficient water for irrigation use (138/0012 and 
138/0015)"1. 

In view of the cost of drilling deep bores, the likely implications on treatment cost and 
complexity and the uncertainty of achieving a successful outcome in the randomly 
distributed water bearing gravels of limited extent at depth, it is our opinion that only shallow 
bores are likely to be viable as new sources for any additional water required in the future. 

5.4 Reticulation Implications  

5.4.1 Existing Source 

Pressure reticulation of the treated water from the existing sources to Twizel and its 
future developments could be by: 

 Pumped supply (as at present) to all of Twizel. 

 Pumping to a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau station with gravity supply to all of 
Twizel. 

 Pumping to a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau station with gravity supply to 
new developments, and pumped supply to existing Twizel. 

Pumping from the existing source to all of Twizel (existing and new developments) allows 
the use of the existing in-ground reservoir. Drawings show that the existing lined reservoir 
has an operating depth of 2.75 metres and a capacity of 6,800 m3. Water is pumped from the 
bores to the 
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reservoir and the booster pumps draw from the reservoir and discharge to the reticulation. 
The reservoir provides supply security, particularly for electricity outages, as the diesel driven 
booster pump could run for a day and a half at the average summer demand with the 
water volume available. 

The reservoir is lined with Butynol and the lining appears to be generally in good condition 
considering its age. At one corner the lining has split in two places. It is possible that 
slumping of the underlying material has occurred at this location (seismic shaking?) and 
this may have overstressed the lining material. It is possible to repair the lining (Ardex New 
Zealand Ltd) and this work should be added to the maintenance list. 

Covering the reservoir would reduce wind-blown material from entering the water, would 
prevent contamination of the water by birds and would eliminate the possibility of algal 
growth. However, as the water is now to be treated in order to comply with the DWSNZ, 
and as the reservoir will serve as raw water storage, it would not be economic to cover it. 

Gravity supply to all of Twizel from a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau station requires a 
treated water reservoir, together with trunks pipelines from treatment to this storage 
reservoir, and then back via a reroute which provides for future linkages to the new 
development areas, and also would require a pressure reducing valve at the link into the 
existing Twizel AC pipe network. The reservoir requirement has previously been sized as 
3,000 m3based on 8 hours operating storage and 8 hours emergency storage (both at average 
daily flow), and fire storage of 180m3. Compared with the existing reservoir this has two 
disadvantages: the stored water volume is considerably reduced and the cost of treated water 
storage is more expensive than raw water storage. 

Gravity supply to only new development areas from a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau 
station could use a smaller volume treated water reservoir (lower cost) or could maintain the 
3,000 m3 capacity for greater supply security, if funds were available. It would have similar 
trunk pipeline implications albeit pipe sizes would be smaller, and a PRV link would not be 
necessary, although as with the reservoir capacity it may be desirable as an emergency 
provision, to increase the overall network resilience. 

5.4.2 New Source (Shallow Bores) 

Reticulation of the water from a new source to Twizel and its future developments could be by: 

 Pumping to a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau station with gravity supply to all of 
Twizel. 

 Pumping to a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau station with gravity supply to 
new developments, and pumped supply to existing Twizel. 

Gravity supply to all of Twizel from a high level reservoir on Ben Ohau station, for water from 
the new source, requires the same 3,000 m3 capacity treated water reservoir as gravity supply 
of the existing source. It thus has the same disadvantages of considerably reduced stored 
water volume and more expensive storage. To take advantage of the reduced trunk pipeline 
costs achieved by locating a new bore field close to the reservoir site, treatment would also be 
carried out at either the new bore field or the new reservoir. 

Pumping water from bores at a new source to a high level reservoir (for gravity supply to 
new developed areas) with pumped water from the existing source to the existing Twizel 
raises a difficulty for treatment. This option would require pumping the bore water to the 
existing plant 
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location for treatment and back to the reservoir, or providing a separate dedicated plant at the 
new bore(s) or reservoir site. This would increase the treatment costs significantly (capital, 
operating, compliance) and is unlikely to be a viable option. It is therefore given no further 
consideration in this report. 

6 Cost Comparison 

Cost estimates have been prepared in order to compare the various options for Twizel's 
water supply. All costs are exclusive of GST. 

The estimated costs do not allow for any alkalinity and pH correction of the water. These 
parameters are covered by guideline values only. However, the Council, in order to strictly 
comply with the Drinking Water Standards, should be advising consumers twice yearly that the 
water is aggressive and that the first water run off should be run to waste. 

Alkalinity and pH correction could be added at some future date should the Council feel there 
is the need for it. 

6.1 Capital Costs 

The capital cost estimates are summarised in the following table. 

Table 2- Capital Cost Comparison 

Item Existing Source New Source 

 Pump 
Supply 

All Twizel 

Gravity 
Supply 

All Twizel 

Pump 
(Existing), 

Gravity (New) 

Gravity 
Supply 

All Twizel 
Source & Headworks $557,300 $557,3oo $747,800 $1,067,600 

Treatment, Pumping, & 

Reservoir 

$2,666,400 $4,072,600 $4,286,400 $3,606,000 

Trunk Pipelines $408,200 $2,581,600 $1,658,900 $1,544,800 

TOTAL $3,631,900 $7,211,500 $6,693,100 $6,218,400  

The costs include provisional sums for consent ($25,000) and land issues ($10,000), but it 
should be noted that a protracted consent process and / or difficulties in securing access rights 
may easily exceed these sums. Note that these estimates aloe for trunk pipelines only — 
reticulation within the development area is not included. 

A detailed breakdown of the capital costs is included in Appendix A. 

6.2 Annual Operating Costs 

Estimates of the annual costs for the options have also been made for the purposes of 
comparison. 
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Relative pumping costs for various well options were prepared and are shown in Appendix B. 
The static lift from the well drawdown level to the reservoir, and the friction losses in the 
rising main were calculated. These were combined to determine the energy input required 
and the energy costs for pumping from each well. The energy costs were determined in the 
same way for pumping to the existing plant location for existing Twizel flows and all Twizel 
(including new development) flows. All energy costs were determined based on the relevant 
Average Day water demand parameters from Table 1 above. 

The energy costs were then used for the pumping costs involved in calculating the Nett 
Present Value (NPV) of the various options. These spreadsheets are included as 
Appendix C. 

The Annual Costs are shown in Table 3 below. 

Table 3- Annual Operating Cost Comparison 

Item Existing Source New Source 

 Pump 
Supply 

All Twizel 

Gravity 
Supply 

All Twizel 

Pump 
(Existing), 

Gravity (New) 

Gravity 
Supply 

All Twizel 
Energy $111,900 $166,200 $120,500 $144,700 

Wells and Treatment 
Operating, Maintenance 

& Compliance 

$108,200 $122,300 $101,200 $99,400 

TOTAL $220,100 $288,500 $221,700 $244,100  

6.3 Nett Present Value (NPV) Costs 

An estimate of the NPV costs of the various options has been made. This identifies the 
true economic costs of the options with different capital and operating costs. The NPV 
comparison was made using the following parameters: 

Assessment period: 25 years; 

Discount rate: 8%. 

The estimated NPV costs are shown in the table below. 

Table 4- NPV Cost Comparison 

Item Existing Source New Source 

 Pump 
Supply 

All Twizel 

Gravity 
Supply 

All Twizel 

Pump 
(Existing), 

Gravity (New) 

Gravity 
Supply 

All Twizel 
NPV Cost $5, 981,600 $10,291,500 $9, 059,300 $8,823,400  
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6.4 Cost Summary Table 

The overall costs for the options are summarised in Table 5. 

Table 5- Costs Summary 

Item Existing Source New Source 

 Pump Supply 
All Twizel 

Gravity Supply 
All Twizel 

Pump (Existing), 
Gravity (New) 

Gravity Supply 
All Twizel Capital Cost 

$3,631,900 $7,211,500 $6,693,100 $6,218,400 
Operating & 
Mtce Costs 

$220,100 $288,500 $221,700 $244,100 
NPV Cost 

$5, 981,600 $10,291,500 $9, 059,300 $8,823,400 
 

7 Discussion 

The only source options for the Twizel water supply are the existing source and a new 
(shallow bores) supply, as deep bores have been discounted. 

The existing source has considerable advantages in that it is a proven, reliable source which 
has performed well for the past 40 years. The fact that the bores all have very good specific 
yields and small drawdowns for the volumes of water taken could possibly be because 
groundwater sourced from this location is fed not only by the Fraser Stream but also from 
Dry Stream and the Twizel River. 

We have reviewed the video of well MDC 1 which appears to show a combination of corrosion 
and encrustation of the bore casing and screen sections. The screen sections appear to be 
steel slotted (eel cage?) sections, and for MDC 1 three screened sections are apparent, 
consistent with a diagram of well construction shown on page 2 of Twizel Water Wells, Beca 
Steven, 19962. However the diameter of the wells would appear to be 45omm as recorded in 
the ECan database (and others), rather than 200MM as indicated by the Beca Steven report. It 
also appears likely from the extent of apparent blockage of the screened sections that inflow is 
occurring primarily in the two upper screened sections, with little or no inflow from the 
bottom section. This could only be confirmed by a downhole velocity probe. Of the upper 
sections, the lower screen section between 9.45m and 11.5m below datum appeared the least 
restricted, and it is on this basis thought likely that this layer is the most productive. Casing 
and screen condition combined were such that it would be prudent to carry out further video 
camera inspections of the other two wells, to establish a ranking and timetable for eventual 
replacement or refurbishment. 

The most likely new source (shallow bores) near Fraser Stream in the vicinity of Ben Ohau 
station would need extensive investigation in order to be reasonably confident that a sufficient 
quantity of water of satisfactory quality was available. The bore drilled recently did not show 
either, although penetrating the lower yielding glacial outwash may have been a factor. The 
possibility of the available water volume from this source being less than available from the 
existing source is a concern. The investigation is likely to cost $150,000 plus GST. As there is 
no certainty that the required water would be found, and in view of other factors to be 
described below, it may be better to expend that money on staged renewals, expansion and 
treatment of the existing source water. 
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The water treatment required to meet DWSNZ will be the same for both sources as both 
will require 4-Log credit treatment for protozoa compliance. Acceptable treatment will 
therefore be cartridge filtration (1 pm cartridges) and UV disinfection. Initial filtration to 
25pm, to reduce the turbidity loading on the cartridges, will be provided by a mesh screen 
mechanical filter. 

The existing source has the advantage of 6,800 m3 of raw water reservoir storage. 
Options requiring high level reservoir storage (located on Ben Ohau station) are 
disadvantaged in comparison because the treated water storage is expensive and of 
lesser volume. 

The spreadsheet of Relative Pumping Costs for Various Well Options shows that the difference 
in annual pumping costs between the all-pumping option and gravity options is not as great as 
one would initially anticipate. The NPV cost analysis spreadsheets confirm that the much 
higher capital costs for the gravity options are not reduced sufficiently by lower pumping 
energy costs and the existing source option with pumped supply to all Twizel (existing and 
new developed areas) is clearly both the lowest capital cost option and the option with the 
lowest NPV. 

It is further noted that the continued use of some components of the existing bore field, 
storage, treatment and pumping enables some flexibility around the timing of the 
required capital extension and upgrade works, and would enable the value of the existing 
assets to be maximised through a staged renewals programme, some of which may be 
funded through existing asset maintenance renewals budgets rather than as new capital 
works. 

8 Conclusion 

The existing source with pumped supply to all of Twizel (existing and new developed areas) is 
the lowest cost option for the Twizel water supply. 

9 Recommendation 

It is recommended that Mackenzie District Council proceed with upgrading the existing source 
and treatment at an estimated capital cost of $3,632,000 plus GST to provide Twizel with 
water complying with the New Zealand Drinking Water Standards. 
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Appendix A — Capital Cost Estimates 
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Appendix B - Relative Pumping Costs 

for Various Well Options 
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