
NOTICE OF MEETING

Notice is hereby given of the Meeting of the

Invercargill City Council

to be held in the Council Chamber,

First Floor, Civic Administration Building,

101 Esk Street, Invercargill on

Monday 12 August 2019 at 3.00 pm

Sir T R Shadbolt, KNZM JP 
Cr R R Amundsen (Deputy Mayor)
Cr R L Abbott
Cr A J Arnold
Cr K F Arnold
Cr T M Biddle
Cr A H Crackett
Cr I L Esler
Cr G D Lewis
Cr D J Ludlow
Cr I R Pottinger
Cr L F Soper
Cr L S Thomas

CLARE HADLEY
CHIEF EXECUTIVE
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Council’s Values:

Responsibility Take ownership of decisions and outcomes, both collectively 
and individually.
∑ We willingly share our knowledge.
∑ We acknowledge our mistakes, work to resolve them and learn 

from them.
∑ We give and receive feedback in a constructive manner to 

resolve issues.
∑ We do our job with total commitment.

Respect Everyone is important, as are their views.
∑ We support and care for each other.
∑ We stop to listen, learn and understand.
∑ We communicate in an honest, up-front and considerate 

manner.
∑ We maintain confidences and avoid hurtful gossip.

Positivity Always look on the bright side of life.
∑ We are approachable, interested and friendly.
∑ We are open and receptive to change.
∑ We acknowledge and praise the efforts of others.
∑ We work together as a team to get the job done.

Above and Beyond Take opportunities to go the extra mile.
∑ We take the initiative to improve our work practices to get the 

best results.
∑ We challenge ourselves and each other to make it better.
∑ We take pride in providing the best possible outcomes.
∑ We are ambassadors for our Council at all times.

Council’s Vision for the City:

Enhance our City and preserve its character, while embracing innovation and 
change.

Council’s Vision:

We are an energised, fun and innovative team that makes it better for each other and 
our community.

Council’s Mission:

Making it better by making it happen.
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12. MINUTES OF THE REGULATORY SERVICES COMMITTEE –
30 JULY 2019

62

RECOMMENDED RESOLUTION
12.1 CITY CENTRE REPAINTING INITIATIVE – 3 LEVEN STREET,

INVERCARGILL

That Council:

Approves: the payment of the repainting initiative, valued at 
$3,650 (incl GST).

12.2 CITY CENTRE REPAINTING INITIATIVE – 168-174 DEE 

STREET, INVERCARGILL

That Council: 

Approves: payment of the repainting initiative 174 Dee 
Street, valued at $1,000 (incl GST);

AND THAT 

Council resolves the payment of the repainting initiative for 
170 Dee Street, valued at $1,750 (incl GST).

12.3 PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY NAME IN RELATION TO THE 

SUBDIVISION OF 690 TWEED STREET

That Council:

Approves: the adoption of the following proposed road 
name:

∑ That Area A (Right of Way to provide access and services 
to seven lots) be named Aadies Way as it is the 
developer’s preferred name and meets Council’s naming 
convention. 

12.4 PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY NAME IN RELATION TO THE 

SUBDIVISION OF 50 PALMER STREET

That Council: 

Approves: the adoption of the following proposed road 
names:

∑ Areas A and B (Right of Way which provides access and 
services to seven lots) be named Lindsay Way as it 
meets Council’s naming convention. 

12.5 2019/2020 DOG CONTROL REPORT

That Council:
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Approves: that the adopted report be advertised for public 
information and forwarded to the Department of Internal 
Affairs as required under the Act. 

12.6 MAKING THE PROPOSED INVERCARGILL CITY DISTRICT PLAN 

OPERATIVE

That Council: 

Approves: that Council:
1.1 Council approve the Proposed Invercargill City District 

Plan pursuant to clause 17 of Schedule 1 of the 
Resource Management Act 1991; and 

1.2 That the approved Invercargill City District Plan be 
publicly notified and becomes an operative District 
Plan in accordance with Clause 20 of Schedule 1 of 
the Resource Management Act 1991 on 30 August 
2019; and 

1.3 That Council affix the Council seal to the document 
confirming approval.

13. MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES 
COMMITTEE – 5 AUGUST 2019

66

RECOMMENDED RESOLUTION
13.1 SOUTHLAND BMX CLUB (ELIZABETH PARK) DEVELOPMENT 

PROPOSAL

That Council:

Approves: to support and conditionally approve the concept 
of re-development of the BMX track within Elizabeth Park (as 
shown in Appendix 1), subject to approval of final 
redevelopment project design by the Parks Manager;

AND THAT 

Council support and conditionally approve Southland BMX 
Club to relinquish their current lease early and development of 
new lease upon approval of final redevelopment project design 
to cover the proposed new area;

AND THAT 

Council support and conditionally approve public consultation 
of the Elizabeth Park Management Plan to allow for re-
development. 
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14. MINUTES OF THE FINANCE AND POLICY COMMITTEE-
6 AUGUST 2019

69

RECOMMENDED RESOLUTION
14.1 HIGHLANDERS RUGBY CLUB LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

(HRCLP) AND INVERCARGILL VENUES AND EVENTS 

MANAGEMENT LIMITED (IVEM)

That Council:

Approves: that the agreement with the Highlanders Rugby 
Club Limited partnership and Invercargill Venues and Events 
Management Limited, be cancelled one year and one game 
early;

AND THAT 

Both parties having agreed to the termination of the contract 
will act in good faith;

AND THAT 

Council notes this will absolve the Invercargill City Council in 
its capacity of guarantor to the agreement between Invercargill 
City Council (ICC) and New Zealand Rugby Union 
Incorporated. 

15 VISIT TO OTHER CITIES TO INVESTIGATE IMPACT OF 
DESIGN PRINCIPLES IN CBD DEVELOPMENT 

72

16. CITY BLOCK DEVELOPMENT DUE DILIGENCE 76

17. CITY BLOCK DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT PROPOSAL 104

17.1 Appendix 1 111
17.2 Appendix 2 113
17.3 Appendix 3 151

18. CITY BLOCK URBAN DESIGN REVIEW 168

19. MAYOR’S REPORT

To be tabled. 

20. URGENT BUSINESS
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21. PUBLIC EXCLUDED SESSION

Moved, seconded that the public be excluded from the following parts of 
the proceedings of this meeting; namely

(a) Confirming of Minutes of the Public Excluded Session of Council -
27 June 2019.

(b) Confirming of Minutes of the Public Excluded session of 
Extraordinary Council - 24 June 2019

(c) Receiving of Minutes of the Infrastructure and Services Committee 
5 August 2019.

(d) Receiving of Minutes of the Finance and Policy Committee 
6 August 2019.

(e) Awhi Rito Funding Request.
(f) WasteNet – Mediation Terms of Reference.

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is 
excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, 
and the specific grounds under Section 48(1)(d) of the Local Government 
Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this 
resolution are as follows:

General subject of each 
matter to be considered

Reason for passing 
this resolution in 
relation to each matter

Ground(s) under 
Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution

(a) Confirming of 
Minutes Council 
27 June 2019

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information, to carry on 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(b) Confirming of 
Extraordinary 
Council Minutes 
24 June 2019

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information, to carry on 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(c) Receiving of 
Minutes 
Infrastructure and 
Services Committee 
5 August 2019

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information, to carry on 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)
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(d) Receiving of 
Minutes Finance 
and Policy 
Committee 6 
August 2019

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information, to carry on 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(e) Awhi Rito Funding 
Request

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information, to carry on 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(f) WasteNet –
Mediation Terms of 
Reference 

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information, to carry on 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

**********
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INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL ELECTED MEMBERS 

INTEREST REGISTER

A2279220

Members Interest Register 30 July 2019 

ELECTED MEMBERS

NAME ENTITY INTERESTS PROPERTY

RONALD LINDSAY ABBOTT Invercargill City Council

Kiwi-Pie Radio 88FM Invercargill

Invercargill Art Gallery

Invercargill Venues and Events 
Management 

Councillor

Director / Broadcaster

Council Representative / Board 
Member 

Director 

REBECCA RAE AMUNDSEN Invercargill City Council

Arch Draught Ltd 

BP Orr Ltd 

Task Ltd

Arts Murihiku

Dan Davin Literary Foundation

Heritage South 

Glengarry Community Action

Group 

SMAG Board 

Venture Southland 

Southland Regional Heritage 
Committee  

Councillor

Director

Director 

Director

Trustee

Trustee/Chair

Contractor

Events Co-ordinator (Volunteer)

Council Representative 

Council Representative

Council Representative
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INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL ELECTED MEMBERS 

INTEREST REGISTER

A2279220

Members Interest Register 30 July 2019 

ALLAN JAMES ARNOLD Invercargill City Council

Ziff’s Café Bar Ltd

Buster Crabb Ltd

Ziff’s Tour Ltd

Ziff’s HR Ltd

Ziff’s Trust

NZMCA

Southland Aero Club

Invercargill Club

Invercargill East Rotary

Southland Aero Club

Councillor

Executive Director

Executive Director

Executive Director

Executive Director

Trustee Administrator

Member

Member

Member

Member

Committee Member 

KAREN FRANCES ARNOLD Invercargill City Council

Funding Scheme

Councillor

Trustee/Chair

TONI MARIE BIDDLE Invercargill City Council

Invercargill Venue and Events 
Management Limited

Southland Museum and Art Gallery

Trust Board

McIntyre and Dick

Waihopai Runaka

Councillor

Director

Trustee

Husband (Kris MacLellan) – Chief 
Executive Officer

As a contractor 
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INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL ELECTED MEMBERS 

INTEREST REGISTER

A2279220

Members Interest Register 30 July 2019 

ALEX HOLLY CRACKETT Invercargill City Council

Ride Southland 

Southland Youth Futures Advisory 
Board 

Venture Southland and Sub 

Committee 

Sport Southland 

McIntyre Dick

Councillor

Chair 

Chair 

Council Representative 

Trustee

Marketing Manager 

High Street

Invercargill

IRWIN LLOYD ESLER Invercargill City Council

Bluff Community Board

Bluff Maritime Museum 

Otatara Landcare Group

Councillor

Council Representative 

Council Representative

Member 

GRAHAM  DAVID LEWIS Invercargill City Council

Invercargill City Holdings Limited

Southland Indoor Leisure Centre 
Charitable Trust 

Bluff 2024 Rejuvenation 

Invercargill Community Recreation 
& Sports Trust 

Hospice Southland 

Invercargill City Properties 

Councillor 

Director

Trustee

Officer 

Trustee

Trustee 

Director 
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INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL ELECTED MEMBERS 

INTEREST REGISTER

A2279220

Members Interest Register 30 July 2019 

DARREN JAMES LUDLOW Invercargill City Council

Radio Southland

Invercargill City Holdings Limited

Invercargill Venue and Events 
Management 

Southland Museum and Art Gallery

Trust Board

Healthy Families Invercargill

Murihiku Maori Wardens

Southland Community Law Centre

Invercargill Community Recreation 
and Sport Trust 

Invercargill City Properties 

Councillor

Manager

Director

Director / Chairman 

Trustee

Board Member 

Board Member

Board Member

Trustee 

Director 

770 Queens Drive

Invercargill

IAN REAY POTTINGER Invercargill City Council

Southland Electronics Limited

Santa Parade Organiser

Councillor

Director

Alice Pottinger (Wife)

171 Terrace Street

Invercargill 9810

TIMOTHY RICHARD 
SHADBOLT

Invercargill City Council

Invercargill Airport Limited 

Kiwi Speakers Limited

SIT Ambassador 

Mayor

Director

Director

Contractor
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INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL ELECTED MEMBERS 

INTEREST REGISTER

A2279220

Members Interest Register 30 July 2019 

LESLEY FRANCES SOPER Invercargill City Council

Breathing Space Southland Trust 
(Emergency Housing)

Omaui Tracks Trust

National Council of Women (NCW)

Active Communities

Invercargill Public Art Gallery

Citizens Advice Bureau

Southland ACC Advocacy Trust

Southland Warm Homes Trust

Councillor

Chair

Secretary/Treasurer

Member

Chair/Trustee

Board Member

Board Member

Employee

Council Representative

137 Morton Street

Strathern

Invercargill

24 Margaret Street

Richmond

Invercargill

LINDSAY STEWART 
THOMAS

Invercargill City Council

Invercargill City Holdings Limited

HWCP Management Limited 

Councillor

Director

Director 
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INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL ELECTED MEMBERS 

INTEREST REGISTER

A2279220

Members Interest Register 30 July 2019 

EXECUTIVE STAFF

NAME ENTITY INTERESTS PROPERTY

PAMELA GARE Invercargill City Council

DJ & PM Gare Family Trust 

Director of Environmental and 
Planning Services

Trustee 

CLARE HADLEY Invercargill City Council

Hadley Family Trust 

Chief Executive

Trustee 

CAMERON MCINTOSH Invercargill City Council Director of Works and Services

DAVID FOSTER Invercargill City Council Acting Director of Finance and 
Corporate Services

Executive Director Foster and 
Associates Ltd
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A2706325

TO: COUNCIL 

FROM: MARY NAPPER, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT MANAGER

MEETING DATE: MONDAY 12 AUGUST 2019

INVERCARGILL YOUTH COUNCIL 

SUMMARY

The Invercargill Youth Council will be presenting on the outcomes of their leadership forum.      

RECOMMENDATIONS

That report Invercargill Youth Council be received.

IMPLICATIONS

1. Has this been provided for in the Long Term Plan/Annual Plan?

Yes

2. Is a budget amendment required?

No

3. Is this matter significant in terms of Council’s Policy on Significance?

No

4. Implications in terms of other Council Strategic Documents or Council Policy?

N/A 

5. Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further 
public consultation required?

N/A

6. Has the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy been considered?

Yes

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

No implications.

LEADERSHIP FORUM 2019

The Youth Council held a leadership forum on Thursday 11 July 2019.  The forum targeted 
young people aged 12–18 years.  Holding the forum during the school holidays proved a 
challenge, however the calibre of the keynote speakers resulted in an excellent attendance. 

Council Agenda - REPORT OF THE INVERCARGILL YOUTH COUNCIL

15



Chlöe Swarbrick, New Zealand’s youngest MP, and Alex Pledger, captain of the Southland 
Sharks,  were keynote speakers sharing not only their paths to leadership  but also tips and 
hints that they have learnt along the way. 

Two members of the Youth Council will attend the Council meeting to speak about the 
forum.  A copy of their Leadership Workshop 2019 report can be found attached (refer to 
Appendix 1).

**********
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Introduction 
The Leadership workshop was held on Thursday 11 July 2019 at Bill Richardson Transport World.  The 2019 team 
Leadership workshop was organised by the Youth Council Leadership Committee.  The Committee consisted of the 
following Youth Council Members Wilson Ludlow, Ella Richardson, Tane Froude, Brooke Brown-Ogilvy Zoe Anderson, 
John Bardwell, Tiffany Wilson, Liam Barnes.  The committee designed the workshop to meet the overall aim and the 
stated goals and objectives.   

Aim 
To provide the youth of Invercargill the opportunity to participate in a leadership workshop that inspires and 
educates about the values they need to be good leaders. 

Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures 
1. Young people to participate in workshop

1.1: Young people to listen to speakers and identify leadership skills 
Performance Measure:  Young people to state 3 leadership skills & qualities that they have learnt 
from attending the workshop, documented in the workshop evaluation. 

2. Young people to be motivated to use leadership skills learnt.
2.1: Young people will demonstrate acquired leadership skills and qualities in the community. 

Performance Measures:  Young people to provide examples of how they could use identified skills in 
the local community, documented in the workshop evaluation. 

3. Young people to provide community feedback on what they feel they need from the community to become
successful leaders.
3.1:  Young people to participate in leadership workshop and provide feedback about what they need help
with regarding leadership issues

APPENDIX 1
A2721326
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Performance Measure:  Young people to provide examples of what they feel they need help with to 
help with regarding leadership issues documented in the workshop evaluation. 

 

Attendance 

About 60 young people registered for the event with 45 turning up on the day.  This was thought to be a good turn 
out given that the workshop was held during the school holidays due to the availability of our keynote speakers.   

 

Speakers 

The committee agreed to invite Green List MP Chloe Swarbrick as a key note speaker and Sharks players Alex Pledger 
and Jarrad Weeks to speak about their stories and experiences of leadership.   

Chloe was chosen as a speaker as it was felt by the committee that her story of leadership would be relatable to a 
youth audience.  Chloe spoke of her journey and how she was compelled to run for the Auckland Mayoralty and then 
sign up for parliament as a Green Party List MP.  Chloe spoke of 5 key points of leadership these were: 

• Know your stuff – do your research 
• Be open minded 
• Follow your passion 
• Connect with others 
• Be humble 
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The Sharks nominated Alex and Jarrad.  Unfortunately, Jarrad was unable to attend.  Alex spoke of his story to 
become a professional basketball player and what he took from being part of some very successful teams, including 
being a part of the record title winning NZ Breakers.  The key points from Alex’s speech were: 

• People are different,  adapt your way to lead to their style 
• Actions speak louder than words 
• Treat people with respect, do not be superior to anyone else 
• Give it a go 
• It is never too late to learn something new 

 

 

 

Evaluation of the Workshop 

An evaluation form was provided to all participants.  38 Evaluations were received.  This is a feedback rate of 84%.   

Participants were asked to answer the following questions which relate back to the performance measures stated 
previously. 

• Name 3 qualities or skills you now think a leader should have? 

Participants’ answers were grouped into themes and the following were the top responses: 

o Being open minded 
o Being motivated 
o Listening 
o Having confidence 
o Being relatable 
o Being humble 
o Being passionate about what you are doing 
o Having good team work skills 
o Realising it is OK to be wrong 
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o Understanding others 
o Treating people as individuals 
o Developing good communication skills 

 
• What can Invercargill do to encourage and support Youth Leadership? 

Participants’ indicated what they needed to encourage and support their leadership. Their answers were 
grouped into themes and the following were the top responses: 

o For the Youth Council to continue to provide workshops and events like this in the future 
o Find ways to motivate youth to engage in leadership 
o For Invercargill to provide leadership opportunities for youth 
o Making all opportunities, events, and workshops more accessible 
o Providing and letting youth have an opportunity to have a say 
o Getting speakers like those here today to speak in schools 
o Advertise opportunities for youth to join the youth council 
o For Invercargill to be more accepting of youth  

 
• How can you use your leadership skills in the Invercargill community? 

Participants’ were asked about how they would use their leadership skills, their answers were grouped into 
themes and the following were the top responses: 

o When I do public speaking 
o In my sports team 
o By actively participating and getting involved 
o By doing small changes as they add up to a big change 
o By following Chloe’s 5 steps 
o Joining the Youth Council 
o Doing something I am passionate about 
o Discussing leadership with my peers – keeping the discussion going 
o Practising leadership at school 
o Making good choices, being a better person.  
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Rating of the Workshop 

Participants’ were asked to rate the workshop between 1 and 10.  1 being the workshop was not useful through 
to 10 being very useful.  Below is the spread of ratings by participants. 

Rating our of 10 Number of entries Percentage 
6 2 5% 
7 14 37% 
8 11 29% 
9 6 16% 

10 5 13% 
The results show that the majority of participants thought highly of the workshop.   

• What was a highlight of the workshop 

Participants’ were asked about their highlights, their answers were grouped into themes and the following were 
the top responses: 

o Listening to both the speakers – they were of a high standard 
o The inspirational and unique speakers 
o Chloe Swarbrick was inspiring 
o Alex Pledger was inspiring 
o The food was good 
o The differences and similarities between the stories of leadership were good 
o Learning skills about leadership 
o The kahoot 
o Chloe speaking about civics 

 

Summary 

From the feedback received it can be said that the Invercargill Youth Council Leadership Workshop for 2019 was a 
success.  The two speakers, Chloe and Alex were on point with their message and stories about leadership and this 
was seen to be a real highlight of the event.  It was certainly worthwhile getting a high calibre  speakers.  There are 
some good learning points to take from the evaluations for future events Overall it is believed that the event 
achieved its stated objectives.  
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A2677229

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL HELD IN THE 
COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, CIVIC ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 101 ESK 

STREET, INVERCARGILL, ON THURSDAY 27 JUNE 2019 AT 4.00 PM

PRESENT: Sir T R Shadbolt, KNZM JP 
Cr R R Amundsen – Deputy Mayor 
Cr R L Abbott
Cr A J Arnold
Cr K F Arnold
Cr T M Biddle
Cr A H Crackett
Cr I L Esler 
Cr G D Lewis
Cr D J Ludlow
Cr I R Pottinger
Cr L F Soper 
Cr L S Thomas 

IN ATTENDANCE: Mrs C Hadley – Chief Executive
Mr C A McIntosh – Director of Works and Services
Mrs P Gare – Director of Environmental and Planning Services 
Mr D Foster – Interim Director of Finance 
Mr D Booth – Financial Controller
Mr A Cameron – Executive Officer 
Mr J Botting - Management Accountant
Ms H McLeod – Communications Advisor
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

Cr Thomas put in an apology that he needed to leave the meeting at 5.45 pm.

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Lewis and RESOLVED that the apology be 
accepted.

3. MAJOR LATE ITEMS

Moved His Worship the Mayor, seconded Cr K Arnold and RESOLVED that the
minutes of the Infrastructure and Services Committee held 24 on June 2019 and 
the minutes of the Finance and Policy Committee held on 25 June 2019 be 
taken as Major Late Items for Council to adopt the recommendations. 

4. PUBLIC FORUM 

4.1 Matariki

Mrs Gare informed the meeting that Dean Whaanga, Kaupapa Taiao Manager 
had been delayed and would arrive later on in the meeting.  Council agreed that 
he would present to Council when he arrived. 
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A2677229

4.2 Otatara Landcare Group

Barry Smith was in attendance to speak to this item. Mr Smith took the meeting 
through a presentation.  He tabled a booklet of the Otatara Landcare Group. 

In response to a question as to whether there were any issues with regard to 
pests in that area, Mr Smith explained that there were challenges but it was all to 
do with masting.  They were trapping heavily and it was now a matter of 
maintaining it. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked Mr Smith for taking the time to present to 
Council. 

5. INTEREST REGISTER

Nil. 

6. REPORT OF THE INVERCARGILL YOUTH COUNCIL

Moved Cr Crackett, seconded Cr Ludlow and RESOLVED that the report be 
received. 

7. MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF COUNCIL HELD ON 28 MAY 2019

Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Lewis and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
approved with the amendment on Page 20, that should read: Council was the 
sole contributing council for this scholarship, and it appears there was a part-
performed prior verbal agreement which needs to be honoured.  Council cannot 
in future be placed in a position where it is taken by surprise by such 
arrangements of which it has no knowledge.  

8. MINUTES OF THE EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL HELD ON 
5 JUNE 2019

Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Abbott that the minutes be approved.

Cr Biddle believed that the minutes were not a true and correct record with 
regard to Page 35, where it was moved and seconded that Council move into 
public excluded session with the exception of Mayor Gary Tong, Mayor Tracy 
Hicks, Matt Russell and Paula Nicolaou.  Mrs Hadley explained that the motion 
for those people to remain in the meeting with the exception of Mayor Hicks, was 
identified in the Council agenda.  That motion was put forward at that time with 
the inclusion of Mayor Hicks, who was the only addition.  

The motion, now being put, was RESOLVED in the affirmative.

Note: Cr Biddle voted against the motion. 
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9. MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE BLUFF COMMUNITY BOARD HELD 
ON 10 JUNE 2019 

Moved Cr Esler, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
received.

10. INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES COMMITTEE MINUTES – 24 JUNE 2019

The minutes were tabled. 

Moved Cr Thomas, seconded Cr Crackett and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
received;

AND THAT 

Council adopts the recommendation, that Council approves the design concept 
for the temporary fencing and landscaping of Stead Street Wharf to an estimated 
cost of $60,000 (noting there may be additional costs and time delays 
associated with obtaining the necessary archaeological authority). 

11. FINANCE AND POLICY COMMITTEE MINUTES – 25 JUNE 2019 

The minutes were tabled.

Moved Cr Ludlow, seconded Cr Lewis and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
received; 

AND THAT 

Council adopts the recommendation, that Council accepts Option 2;

AND THAT

Having taken into consideration the matters contained in Section 7(5) of the 
Local Government Act 2002, Council resolves that Invercargill Venue and 
Events Management Limited is a small organisation, not a council-controlled 
trading organisation and is exempted under Section 7 from being a council-
controlled trading organisation for the purposes of Section 6 of that Act.

12. 2019/20 FEES AND CHARGES 

Moved Cr Thomas, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that the report be 
received;

AND THAT 

Council adopts the 2019/20 Schedule of Fees and Charges. 
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13. ADOPTION OF 2019/20 ANNUAL PLAN

Mr Booth took the meeting through the report. 

Moved Cr Ludlow, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that Council adopts the 
2019/20 Annual Plan.

14. RATES RESOLUTION

Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Ludlow and RESOLVED that Council adopts
the rates as set out below be set for the financial year beginning 1 July 2019 and 
ending 30 June 2020, in accordance with the Invercargill City Council’s Funding 
Impact Statement and Revenue and Financing Policy. 

15. FOREST GROWTH HOLDINGS LIMITED

In response to a question as to when Forest Growth Holdings Limited ceased 
operation and wanted to go into disestablishment, Mrs Hadley said that the 
report identified that the Directors resolved to cease operation on 3 April 2019.  

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr K Arnold and RESOLVED that the report be 
received;

AND THAT 

Invercargill City Council notes the resolution by Forest Growth Holdings Limited 
to cease business and have its name removed from the Register of Companies;

AND THAT 

Having taken into consideration the matters contained in Section 7(5) of the 
Local Governance Act 2002 the Invercargill City Council resolves that Forest 
Growth Holdings Limited is a small organisation, is not a council-controlled 
trading organisation and is exempted under Section 7 from being a council 
controlled trading organisation for the purposes of Section 6 of that Act. 

16. SOUTHLAND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY TRANSITION

Mrs Hadley took the meeting through the report. 

In response to a question as to where the Venture Southland reserves came 
under, Mrs Hadley explained that there would be a subsequent report coming to 
Council.  It was taking longer to deal with the transition issue around the assets, 
both fixed and cash.  It was for that reason that the proposal of the Joint 
Committee be continued because how that was done without affecting a tax 
positon was currently under consideration.  

In response to a question as to when the Joint Committee would be meeting,
Mrs Hadley explained that the Joint Committee was not required to be active 
right now but she would anticipate a change in that. 

In response to a question as to whether this required the approval of all three 
councils, Mrs Hadley confirmed that it would.
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Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Amundsen and RESOLVED that the report 
“Southland Regional Development Agency Transition” (A2666214) be received;

AND THAT 

Council determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant 
in terms of Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002;

AND THAT 

Council determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of 
the Local Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this 
decision; and in accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does 
not require further information, further assessment of options or further analysis 
of costs and benefits or advantages and disadvantages prior to making a 
decision on this matter; 

AND THAT 

Council notes the progress being made with formation of the new Southland 
Regional Development Agency and agrees to extend the operation of the 
Venture Southland Joint Committee through to 31 December 2019 to enable the 
transition process to be completed in an orderly manner;

AND THAT 

Council approves the payment of the first quarter of 2019/20 core and service 
agreement funding to the Southland Regional Development Agency.

Note: Mr Whaanga arrived at 4.25 pm and presented to Council. 

17. PUBLIC FORUM

17.1 Matariki 

Dean Whaanga, Kaupapa Taiao Manager was in attendance to speak to this 
item and took the meeting through a presentation. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked Mr Whaanga for taking the time to present to 
Council.

18. 2019 LGNZ ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING REMITS

Remit 2 – Ban on the sale of fireworks to the general public

Cr Esler noted that Council did not support the banning of the sale of fireworks to 
the general public.  He wanted Council to vote on that remit as not all Councillors 
were able attend the workshop. 

Moved Cr Crackett, seconded Cr Abbott and RESOLVED that Council supports
the continuation of the sale of fireworks to the general public.
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Note: A show of hands was carried out and seven voted for the resolution and six
voted against the resolution. 

Remit 4 – Prohibit parking on grass berms 

Cr Pottinger asked for more information on this remit and Cr K Arnold explained 
that Mrs Gare advised Councillors who attended the workshop that Council 
enforced the bylaw in relation to the prohibition of parking on grass berms.  

Mrs Hadley further explained that the remit had been raised because the 
enforcement of motor vehicles parking on berms could not be lawfully carried out 
without the requisite signage being in place to inform the driver that the activity 
was not permitted.  If Council wanted to prohibit parking on berms, Auckland 
Transport’s experience was that signage needed to be put in place.  A 
programme to install signage would be expensive for a local authority, so the 
reason for the remit was to change the requirements to make it easier on local 
government to enforce what was already happening in some places in a local 
bylaw, but they wanted to make it clearer and easier for those authorities to do 
so.  

Council discussed this matter further and Mr McIntosh noted that Councillors 
raised some local issues but the remit was about getting LGNZ to promote 
discussions for national legislation, mostly relating to signage so that 
enforcement could be conducted.  It was not a commitment but the remit was 
asking LGNZ to put it in the work programme, but this Council was not bound to 
anything by supporting it.  

Remit 15 – Living Wage

Cr Soper asked why Council did not support Remit 15 and Cr K Arnold took the 
meeting through an explanation from the workshop.  

After further discussions, it was identified that this remit did not bind Council to 
anything, but Cr Soper felt that it was a worthy remit for Council to support. 

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Esler that Council supports Remit 15 on the 
Living Wage. 

The motion, now being put, was RESOLVED in the affirmative.

Note: Seven voted for the motion and six voted against the motion. 

Remit 18 – Climate Change – funding policy frame

Cr Soper asked as to why Council supported Remit 18 and Cr Thomas took the 
meeting through an explanation from the workshop. 

Remit 17 – Greenhouse gases 

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Amundsen and RESOLVED that Council 
supports Remit 17.

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Lewis and RESOLVED that Council supports 
Remit 18.
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Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Ludlow and RESOLVED that the report be 
received with the amendments;

AND THAT 

Council provides guidance to His Worship the Mayor, Council’s Principal 
Delegate for the LGNZ Annual General Meeting, on how it wishes to vote on 
each remit. 

19. MAYOR’S REPORT

The report was tabled. 

Moved His Worship the Mayor, seconded Cr K Arnold and RESVOLVED that the
report be received. 

20. URGENT BUSINESS

Nil. 

21. COUNCIL IN PUBLIC EXCLUDED SESSION

Moved His Worship the Mayor, seconded Cr Amundsen and RESOLVED that 
the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this 
meeting, Mr Brian Wood, Chair of ICHL, namely:

(a) Confirming of Minutes of the Public Excluded Session of Council - 28 May 
2019.

(b) Receiving of Minutes of the Public Excluded Session of the Extraordinary 
Council Meeting – 5 June 2019. 

(c) Receiving of Minutes of the Public Excluded Session of the Infrastructure
and Services Committee Meeting - 24 June 2019. 

(d) Confirming of Minutes of the Public Excluded Session of the Finance and 
Policy Committee Meeting - 25 June 2019.

(e) Final Statement of Intent – Invercargill City Holdings Limited. 
(f) Southland Museum and Art Gallery Governance Arrangements. 

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, 
the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific 
grounds under Section 48(1)(d) of the Local Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows:

General subject of 
each matter to be 
considered

Reason for passing 
this resolution in 
relation to each matter

Ground(s) under 
Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution

(a) Confirming of 
Minutes –
Council 28 May 
2019

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry on, 
without disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and 

Section 7(2)(i)
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General subject of 
each matter to be 
considered

Reason for passing 
this resolution in 
relation to each matter

Ground(s) under 
Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution

industrial negotiations)

(b) Confirming of 
Minutes –
Extraordinary 
Council 5 June 
2019

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry on, 
without disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(c) Final 
Statement of 
Intent –
Invercargill City 
Holdings 
Limited

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry on, 
without disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(d) Southland 
Museum and 
Art Gallery 
Governance 
Arrangements

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry out, 
without prejudice or
disadvantage, 
commercial activities

Section 7(2)(h)

There being no further business the meeting closed at 6.27 pm.

**********
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MINUTES OF THE EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF THE INVERCARGILL CITY 
COUNCIL HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, CIVIC ADMINISTRATION 

BUILDING, 101 ESK STREET, INVERCARGILL, ON TUESDAY 24 JUNE 2019
AT 5.00 PM

PRESENT: Sir T R Shadbolt, KNZM JP 
Cr R R Amundsen – Deputy Mayor 
Cr R L Abbott
Cr A J Arnold
Cr K F Arnold
Cr T M Biddle
Cr A H Crackett
Cr I L Esler 
Cr G D Lewis
Cr D J Ludlow
Cr L F Soper 
Cr L S Thomas 

IN ATTENDANCE: Mrs C Hadley – Chief Executive
Mr C A McIntosh – Director of Works and Services
Mr A Cameron – Executive Officer 
Ms D Peterson - Senior Waste Officer
Ms H McLeod – Communications Advisor 
Mr W Cambridge – City Solicitor 
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

Cr I R Pottinger.

Moved Cr Biddle, seconded Cr Abbott and RESOLVED that the apology be 
accepted.

3. PUBLIC FORUM 

3.1 WasteNet Process

Mr Nobby Clark was in attendance to speak to this item. 

Mr Clark took the meeting through a verbal presentation over and above the 
document he had recently sent to Councillors about the WasteNet tender 
process and where to from here.  He said that the overlapping of governance 
into operational service delivery roles within the Council had created a number of 
issues in the last two to three years.  It undermined good governance by elected 
officials that had recently been reinforced by the independent review of the Don 
Street project.  This had now affected the WasteNet tender process.  
Governance should be the full Council, Council Committees, Holdco 
directorships and the directorships of the Council owned companies.  The 
service delivery areas should be the Chief Executive’s role and staff below her.  
Some Councillors with fee paying directorships had conflicts of interest between 
the governance roles and the personal incomes they received from those roles.  
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Councillors involved in Holdco, Council owned companies and WasteNet had an
undue influence on the advice that full Council received, or in some cases did 
not get from these sources.  Conversely, when the ex-Director of Finance had 
multiple roles on Holdco and some of the trading companies, there was the 
reverse effect.  This raised accountability issues for Council when the Overseas 
Investment Office made its ruling on the Forestry Company.  A similar scenario 
had recently prevailed with Cr Thomas being a Councillor, the Chair of the 
Infrastructure Committee, plus a Holdco directorship, ICPL directorship and a 
joint-venture directorship.  How did one have any faith in the joint venture 
company when until recently Cr Thomas had a governance role at every layer of 
that structure?  This governance environment had been a major contributor to 
the WasteNet debacle.  How could the Chief Executive hold her Wastenet staff 
to account for any outcomes when there were elected officials, including the 
Mayor, sitting on that group?  These scenarios were an example of an 
overlapping governance and an operational role.  The following things had 
impacted on the ability of the three councils to get good outcomes from the 
WasteNet tender process, including the ratification. WasteNet put the tender 
process in place before full Council was advised or consulted.  Secondly, 
Invercargill City Council staff had a bias against SDE.  The Councillors on 
WasteNet either colluded with that bias or were unaware of it.  Councillors on the 
Wastenet Advisory Group had declared their preferred tenderer, and had stated 
their bias.  That was reinforced by the WasteNet lawyer at the recent ratification 
meeting.  Given that stated bias, they should not have been involved with the 
ratification process thereafter.  Mr Clark felt that Cr Thomas, being a delegate to 
WasteNet, with that bias, then lobbied other Councillors before the ratification 
meeting, during that meeting and after that meeting. He said that Councillors 
needed to reflect on whether that was appropriate or not.  On the issue of Cr K 
Arnold, she had defaulted on her duties as a Councillor.  She left the Public 
Excluded Council Meeting at the ratification process claiming she would be 
resigning from Council and reinforced that to several media sources.  With her 
walk out and given the final vote required for the Mayor to use his casting vote, 
she was not present to provide her vote on this critical issue. Subsequent to that 
process, the public statement posted by the other two mayors in the media, 
breached the tender process according to the advice of the WasteNet lawyer in 
the public meeting.  As a consequence of Mr Clark’s review of the tender 
process, a number of suggestions that included a restructure of those who 
participated on the WasteNet Advisory Group and an ending to the currently live 
tender to allow a more positive way forward, had been sent to all Councillors.  
For the tender to stay alive for another 12 months, Southland DisAbility 
Enterprises had nothing more than a stay of execution and this was a process 
whereby those Councillors who did not accept the ICC vote two weeks ago and 
wished to continue to have a preferred tenderer, would now have time to 
manipulate the ICC voted positon by way of a binding arbitration process.  As 
ratepayers, they were opposed to such manipulation and post the local body 
elections this year, it left the city with only one “get out of jail” card, which was to 
withdraw from WasteNet and to negotiate with Southland DisAbility Enterprises
as a stand-alone council.  That was not in anybody’s interest.  The tender 
needed to be closed.  After this year’s elections, a new Council should promote 
a restructure of WasteNet to clarify both governing and operational roles as 
reinforced in the document sent to Councillors and also highlighted in the 
independent Don Street project review.  WasteNet partners would need to 
review any Southland DisAbility Enterprises’ bias within the staffing group to 
ensure best operational monitoring and ongoing advice was maintained back to 
Council.  The restructured WasteNet Advisory Group could monitor Southland 
DisAbility Enterprises for the next 12 months and during that time give all three 
councils advice as to where it was placed on 30 June 2020.  
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The group felt that like the ratification meeting that was held recently, any 
subsequent voting should come back to a public session with a division vote, so 
that ratepayers could assess how each Councillor voted and to show that 
Council’s stated commitment was to transparency.  

In response to a question from Cr Thomas as to where Mr Clark got the 
information from that he lobbied Councillors to vote in a certain way before the 
WasteNet decision, Mr Clark said he was not prepared to answer that question.  

Cr Thomas asked if a copy of Mr Clark’s submission could be sent to the Chief 
Executive for distribution to the Councillors and Mr Clark said he would send a 
copy to the Chief Executive. 

Cr Biddle stated that she was one of the three Councillors who was phoned by 
Cr Thomas.

Cr K Arnold raised a Point of Order that this was Public Forum and the 
opportunity was to ask the submitter questions. 

Cr Abbott raised a further Point of Order that Cr Thomas had asked a question,
to which Cr K Arnold replied that Cr Thomas asked a question of Mr Clark and 
that was the purpose of Public Forum.

Mr Clark questioned Cr K Arnold’s attendance at the meeting. 

In response to a question from Cr Biddle as to whether Cr Biddle had mentioned 
to Mr Clark that Cr Thomas made contact with three Councillors in relation to the 
tendering process before the process took place; and one Councillor was upset 
and contacted Cr Biddle with the accusation of Councillors being sued if 
Councillors supported a motion for Council to go into Public Excluded Session, 
Mr Clark confirmed this. 

In response to a question from Cr K Arnold as to whether Mr Clark was aware 
that this Council had already voted that all ICHL and subsidiary directorships 
would come to an end at the end of this Council term, Mr Clark confirmed he was 
aware of that, but that was not to say that a new Council could not rescind that 
motion. 

In response to a question from Cr K Arnold as to why Mr Clark made the 
comment that the WasteNet Advisory Group put out the tender for Contract 850 
without this Council knowing, Mr Clark explained that he received feedback from 
some Councillors to say that they could not find any record of WasteNet going to 
this Council to advise that the tender process was going to be put in place.

In response to a further question from Cr K Arnold as to whether Mr Clark 
accepted that the tender process did not go ahead without the approval of this 
Council and it was unanimously approved by this Council, Mr Clark said he did 
not accept that.  

In response to a question from Cr Crackett as to whether he would accept it had 
gone to Council and been unanimously ratified, Mr Clark said he would need to 
see proof. 
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In response to a question from Cr Crackett as to what Mr Clark meant by his 
comment that he considered going into arbitration ‘manipulating the system’, 
Mr Clark explained that when three councils could not agree on a position that 
they needed to agree on, it was not a matter of two councils out-voting one 
council but the three councils needed to come to a point of interest where they 
all agreed.  There were three ways to do that: one was to have a mediated
hearing; the next was that there were two levels of arbitration, one could be 
binding and one could not be binding and he was concerned that it may be open 
to some degree of manipulation of Invercargill City Council’s vote.  

In response to a question from Cr Crackett as to whether the arbitrator’s purpose 
was to examine the process to come to a binding resolution with no bias and 
completely independent, Mr Clark said he would not accept that.  That meant 
that the city was undermining its own vote.  The city had the power and did not 
need a third party arbitrator to make a good value judgement.  It only needed a 
third party adjudicator if the positon of the city was that it had made a mistake.

Mr Clark said in most binding arbitrations there was usually a next level of 
appeal.  

Cr K Arnold asked if Mr Clark was aware of Clause 12.86 in the WasteNet 
Shareholders’ Agreement that establishes the process for disputes.  He replied 
he was not. 

Note: His Worship the Mayor informed the meeting he had been advised by his lawyer 
that he should not take part in the meeting because he was conflicted through 
his association with a Blair Vining television production.  He felt he should be 
allowed to conduct the meeting and that he did not have a conflict. 

Cr Abbott requested the view of the City Solicitor.  

Mr Cambridge said Standing Orders provided that it was a judgement for an
elected member as to whether or not a non-financial conflict of interest had 
arisen.  In this case, if a bias or pre-determination was apparent then it had to be 
because of the conduct that the Mayor may have pre-determined the matter 
before hearing all relevant information.  That was a judgement for each 
individual member to make.  The issue in the Auditor General’s Guidelines was
the risk that if in fact it was identified that the Mayor had pre-determined and no 
longer had an open mind, it would affect the decision Council made relating to 
that resolution.  

His Worship the Mayor said he was unhappy with the way this had been 
handled.  He had been sitting in the office all day and it had been sprung on him 
just before the Council meeting, which he felt was not good governance. 

Cr K Arnold asked who had raised the issue.  His Worship the Mayor replied it 
came from ‘our’ lawyer, but he did not know who instructed the lawyer. 

Cr Crackett explained the use of green screen and asked who had approved the 
background in the video.  His Worship the Mayor said he did not know.  The 
Mayor said it was symbolic of how this issue had been treated.  He would be 
going to the Auditor General and laying out what had been going on and the 
pressure that had been put on Councillors.  
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Councillors questioned now that he had heard advice from the City Solicitor 
whether he would continue to chair the meeting, His Worship the Mayor said he 
would. 

In response to a question by Cr Ludlow, His Worship the Mayor confirmed he 
had participated in the video but only in front of a green screen. 

Upon further questioning he said he had provided the voiceover that was a “ra-
ra” comment rather than “vote for me”.  The Mayor said he was not sure if 
Council had the right to carry on with the meeting.  Nineteen days ago this 
Council decided to reject the tender. Council was completely in the right and 
you could not, according to Standing Orders, relitigate an issue until six months 
had passed, he said.

Cr Amundsen clarified the Agenda for today was not about reversing the 
decision. 

Cr K Arnold clarified that 19 days ago Council had discussed Contract 850 and 
today’s meeting was about Contract 650.  

His Worship the Mayor referred to the motion to exclude the public for items 
around Contract 650 and Notice of Dispute 850. 

Cr Thomas questioned whether the Mayor wanted to cancel the meeting even 
though it would mean Council could not vote to extend Contract 650, which 
would leave the SDE employees without jobs. 

His Worship the Mayor suggested passing that resolution and rejecting the rest. 

5. PUBLIC EXCLUDED ITEM TO BE BROUGHT INTO PUBLIC SESSION

Moved Cr Biddle, seconded Cr Abbott that Contract 650 be brought into the 
public meeting.

Cr Soper wanted to stress that no one had lost their job.  It was inappropriate for 
anyone at the table to make the statement that employees at SDE had lost their 
jobs.  What was being considered tonight was a pathway that would ensure that 
those people had job security for a further 12 months while matters were being 
looked at in a clear manner.  She stated that she still had conflict of interest and 
she was voicing the same conflict of interest she announced earlier but she 
came to this meeting in good faith because it was entirely contrary to what the 
Mayor tried to say from the top table.  There was nothing contrary to Standing 
Orders in what was on the Agenda tonight.  This meeting should proceed 
because no part of what was proposed in any of the recommendations in the 
public session and other recommendations in the public excluded session had 
the potential to relitigate in the way the Mayor had described.  There was nothing 
contrary to Standing Orders that prevented Council from going ahead with this 
meeting and making reasonable decisions Council needed to make as part of a 
joint council committee, which was WasteNet.  She was totally opposed to any 
move stating this meeting did not proceed from this point.  She was saddened 
that the intent was put on the table to try and bring any item out of public 
excluded session while the matter of whether Council continued with the items in 
the public agenda was still an issue to be dealt with.  She urged Councillors for 
this meeting to proceed as she had a very personal reason, (which led to her 
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declaring a conflict) as to why it was necessary that this meeting proceeded 
tonight.  

Cr Biddle spoke for the motion on the table on the basis of transparency, that it 
had already been in in the media. 

Cr Ludlow spoke against the motion as there were questions surrounding 
financial matters that could only be answered in committee.  

Cr Abbott said he could clarify the figures, to which Cr Ludlow responded that 
was not the figure he wished to question.

Cr Lewis said he supported going into Public Excluded Session to avoid the 
perception that Councillors were voting for political motives.  

Cr Esler said the move to bring it into public session was electioneering. 

His Worship the Mayor felt it was a cynical view and Cr Biddle took exception to 
Cr Esler’s remarks.  

Note: A division was taken.

The motion, now being put, was LOST.

6. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The Mayor raised the need to address conflicts of interest before proceeding
with the meeting.  Cr Soper said she had a conflict that she had already 
declared. 

The following Councillors said they did not have a conflict of interest:
∑ Cr K Arnold 
∑ Cr Amundsen
∑ Cr Crackett
∑ Cr Lewis

His Worship the Mayor noted there were enough to have a Quorum. 

7. MAJOR LATE ITEMS

Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Ludlow that the Major Late Items be 
discussed at tonight’s meeting. 

Councillors Amundsen, Crackett and K Arnold spoke in favour of the motion. 

His Worship the Mayor and Cr A Arnold spoke against the motion. 

The motion, now being put, was RESOLVED in the affirmative.

Note: Cr A Arnold voted against the motion. 
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8. COUNCIL DECISION MAKING – RECYCLABLES ACCEPTANCE SERVICES’ 
CONTRACT

Mrs Hadley said her report set out the things Councillors needed to be thinking 
of when they were considering contracts relating to recycling acceptance 
services.  She made the distinction that it was not legal advice but identifies legal 
issues for consideration.  She thought it was helpful to Council as the governors
and decision makers for the city. She thought it would also be helpful to the 
media in terms of reporting on this story to understand this was set within a 
statutory context that makes it difficult for Elected Members to step outside.  Mrs 
Hadley explained the Triennial Agreement and the implications on collaboration 
between councils. WasteNet and the Waste Advisory Group are specifically 
identified in the Triennial Agreement.  She also cited the Local Government Act 
and its requirements around collaboration and stewardship, and specifically 
mentioned Section 14 of the Act about considering the ‘well beings’ mentioned in 
Section 10.  Mrs Hadley also referred to Council’s obligations under the Waste 
Minimisation Act and the joint venture agreement with Southland District Council 
and Gore District Council establishing a joint committee, with its resultant 
delegations.  In 2018 Council delegated to the joint venture the delegation to 
prepare tender documents for the renewal of Contract 650, which was approved 
by Council in August.  The delegation included setting the terms and conditions 
for the assessment of the tenders received and the process that would be used 
for the assessment of those tenders.  Legal guidance was that once attributes 
are set by the RFP process Council is only able to evaluate and select the 
winning tender against those attributes.  The delegation made in August 2018 
was an extension of the existing delegation to WasteNet.  While not explicitly 
referring to the joint venture, it is likely Council would be bound by the terms of 
the joint venture with respect to the conduct of the RFP process.  The agreement 
you have entered into establishes a dispute procedure.  The decision that you 
made 19 days ago was not deliberative in response to the RFP process.  It did 
not award a tender but it did not give a direction on where to go from there.  In 
wrapping up, Mrs Hadley said Councillors had to balance a number of 
obligations and issues in making a decision.  They needed to be mindful of those 
because of the dispute resolution process that they needed to discuss.  The 
decision is not purely a commercial one but is part of the statutory obligations 
under the Waste Minimisation Act and the Triennial Agreement under the Local 
Government Act, so Councillors could find that their decision-making is 
reviewed, that is why we have been cautious around the identification of 
interests.  There was a risk of a higher standard of decision-making required with 
judicial review.

His Worship the Mayor moved that the report be received. 

His Worship the Mayor disputed the accuracy of Mrs Hadley’s comments and 
questioned whether her report was stepping into the role of Elected Members.  
Councillors had been told they hadn’t asked the powerful questions in prior 
situations and this was the opportunity to ask the powerful questions on rubbish 
and recycling and whether they had served the 82 disabled workers well.

Cr Abbott asked whether the dispute resolution was particular to this agreement, 
as it is different to the Local Government Act.  Mrs Hadley replied that she 
believed legal counsel would say the specific outweighs the general and it was 
entered into willingly by the parties.
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Cr Biddle said the report included only a selection of the clauses in the Triennial 
Agreement and she would have preferred that it included them all. Cr Biddle said 
she had received advice and then she highlighted Elected Members’ 
responsibilities in decision making under the Local Government Act and said the 
report only considered part of their responsibilities around decision making.

Cr K Arnold reinforced the point that Council in August 2018 had delegated 
responsibility to the Waste Advisory Group and the setting of terms and 
conditions and the process for assessment of tenders.  Council was only able to 
evaluate and select the winning tender on the attributes it delegated to the 
Waste Advisory group to establish.

Cr K Arnold asked for Cr Biddle’s advice to be tabled and for the advisor to be 
named.  Cr Biddle agreed to table her notes but declined to name the advisor.

The motion was seconded by Cr Amundsen and now being put was RESOLVED
in the affirmative.

Moved Cr K Arnold, seconded Cr Amundsen that these factors be taken into 
account in considering the report on Contract 850 Recycling Acceptance 
Services.

Cr A Arnold raised that there had been the option at the meeting 19 days ago to 
end the RFP process.  It was raised in discussion but wasn’t voted upon. Council 
voted against accepting the WasteNet recommendation and the Chief Executive 
was now trying to show Councillors they had no choice but to accept it.  He 
believed she should be showing Councillors how they could achieve what they 
voted for in a legal and honourable manner.

Cr Soper raised a Point of Order (25.2)(b) (regarding disrespectful language) 
that Cr A Arnold was directing inappropriate comments against a staff member 
and she would like it to stop.

His Worship ruled against the Point of Order saying in a robust discussion there 
would always be collateral damage.

Note: Cr K Arnold raised a Point of Order (25.2)(a) (bringing disorder to the attention of 
the Chairperson) that Mrs Hadley was not entitled to enter the debate and 
requesting that the public gallery maintain order.

His Worship said that members of the public had called out during the previous 
meeting as well.

Cr Amundsen suggested it be passed on to staff that in future that reports be 
more explicit so Councillors knew exactly what decisions they were making.

His Worship the Mayor said the intent of the previous meeting was to stop the 
process going ahead. Councillors were clear that they knew what they were 
doing. He had voted twice and knew what he was voting for.  To say it is alive 
and can’t be discussed in public “gobsmacked” him, yet the mayors of Southland 
District and Gore District were able to speak publicly without a conflict. Council 
did not want this tender to go forward but, because it had not expressly said that,
it was interpreted as Council didn’t know what it was doing.
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Cr Ludlow said that Council was clear that it would not accept the 
recommendation of WasteNet but was not clear on anything else, unfortunately. 
There was an effort tonight to try and tidy up an outcome for the next 12 months 
for Southland DisAbility Enterprises, which was nothing to do with Contract 850,
the only thing to do with Contract 850 was a legal issue. He was interested in 
getting on and having the discussion in public excluded session.

The motion now being put was RESOLVED in the affirmative.

Note: Cr A Arnold voted against the motion.

Cr Biddle asked if the media would be notified of the decision following 
consideration of Extension of Contract 650, so people wouldn’t be kept waiting.

Cr Thomas replied it would require ratification by the other councils.  Mrs Hadley 
said Gore District would meet the following night but she was unsure when 
Southland District was meeting. Ms Peterson said it would meet the next 
morning.

Cr Abbott said Council could still advise the media of the way Invercargill City
Council voted.

Cr Thomas advised that WasteNet would issue a press statement.

9. COUNCIL IN PUBLIC EXCLUDED SESSION

Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Crackett and RESOLVED that the public be 
excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, with the 
exception of Mr W Cambridge, City Solicitor, namely:

(a) Extension of Contract 650.
(b) Contract 850 – Notice of Dispute.
(c) Contract 850 – Notice of Motion.

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, 
the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific 
grounds under Section 48(1)(d) of the Local Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows:

Note: His Worship the Mayor and Cr A Arnold voted against the motion. 

General subject of 
each matter to be 
considered

Reason for passing 
this resolution in 
relation to each matter

Ground(s) under 
Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution

(a) Extension of 
Contract 650

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry on, 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)
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(b) Contract 850 –
Notice of 
Dispute 

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry on, 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(c) Contract 850 –
Notice of 
Motion 

Enable any local 
authority holding the 
information to carry on, 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

The meeting moved back into public session. 

There being no further business the meeting closed at 7.32 pm.

**********
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MINUTES OF THE EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF THE INVERCARGILL CITY 
COUNCIL HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, CIVIC ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING, 101 ESK STREET, INVERCARGILL ON TUESDAY 16 JULY 2019 AT 9.00 AM

PRESENT: Sir T R Shadbolt, KNZM JP 
Cr R R Amundsen – Deputy Mayor 
Cr R L Abbott
Cr A J Arnold
Cr K F Arnold
Cr T M Biddle
Cr A H Crackett
Cr I L Esler 
Cr D J Ludlow
Cr I R Pottinger
Cr L F Soper  

IN ATTENDANCE: Mr C McIntosh – Acting Chief Executive
Mrs P Gare – Director of Environmental and Planning Services
Mr D Foster – Interim Director of Finance 
Ms M Brook - Manager Strategy and Policy
Mr T Holiday – Policy Analyst 
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

Cr G D Lewis and Cr L S Thomas. 

Moved Cr Abbott, seconded Cr Soper that and RESOLVED the apologies be 
accepted.

3. INTEREST REGISTER 

Nil. 

4. REPORT OF THE CITY BLOCK CONSULTATION 

The report had been circulated. 

Moved His Worship the Mayor, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that the 
report be received;

AND THAT 

The submissions be received and considered by Council;

AND THAT 

The late submissions from R Hodgkinson and GEM (2004) Ltd be received and 
considered. 
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4.1 Melvin Butler

In addition to his written submission, the submitter tabled a copy of his verbal 
submission and took the meeting through it. 

In response to questions, Mr Butler gave the following answers:

1. There has been no consultation with the community to work out what could 
be better spent with that block of land? It’s good to develop a retail precinct
but what is going to happen to the rest of the land.  We should be looking 
more at residential apartments that could be sold to bring people back to the 
CBD.  

2. $30 million will be put in for Stages 1, 2 and 3, so what happens to Stages 4, 
5 and 6?  The problem is we can’t get private investors.  If private investors 
won’t invest in something, doesn’t it tell you it’s not a good investment?  
Why are we getting involved in this development? HWR want Council to be 
involved in the CBD development but why don’t they let Council get involved 
in their other investments?

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council. 

4.2 David Kennedy on behalf of Lynley Irvine for the Invercargill Public Art 
Gallery

In addition to their written submission, the submitter commented that the 
Invercargill Public Art Gallery supported the development.  They wanted to 
make Council aware of the value of their institution, what they had to offer and 
what could be done in partnership in ensuring that the development was a 
vibrant space in the city. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.3 David Kennedy on behalf of Southern Farmers Market 

In addition to their written submission, the submitter emphasised that no other 
institution in Invercargill had been as successful and regularly celebrated in 
cultural diversity and the activities of small business entrepreneurs as the 
Southern Farmers Market.  It was identified in a survey that the Southern 
Farmers Market provided the opportunity for people to sit down and eat, 
whereas most markets did not.  This showed a nice community feel about the 
market.  

In response to questions, Mr Kennedy gave the following answers:

1. Invercargill is definitely lacking a space for a square-type hub.  When the 
Farmers Market was operating from the carpark across the road from 
Council, he had proposed having a covered carpark during the week and a 
market place during the weekends, which could also be used for events.  

2. There is a lot of financial support for attracting outside businesses to the 
inner city block.  Why spend so much money on large businesses outside 
our region, how about supporting some of the local businesses?  The 
businesses at the Farmers Market struggled to get that kind of support in the 
past on previous sites.  
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Having a sustainable space for the Farmers Market to operate from would 
be good value for the city, so some investment in that area, more than 
commercial concerns from outside our region, would add value.

3. $30 million is a lot of money and some of that money could be focused on 
local businesses. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.4 Matt Couldrey

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said that he fully supported 
the proposal because people had their homes and workplaces but people also 
needed a place where they could socialise, enjoy and bring their families. 

In response to questions, Mr Couldrey gave the following answers:

1. I moved to Invercargill three years ago to work. 
2. My work has kept me here but I like Invercargill and the people.  Having a 

place in the inner city where people can get out of the wind and rain could 
help bring people into the city centre. 

3. In Rotorua they closed off the streets for food markets on Thursday nights.  
It’s an opportunity for all the retailers to bring out their own marquees into 
the street.  That worked for about a year but then they decided it didn’t go 
far enough, so they built a covered structure and that’s worked well since.  

4. People got more creative with the space they had.  There were already a lot 
of restaurants and bars in that street, which was why they closed it off.  Over 
time more restaurants and bars moved into that space.  Providing the heat
and shelter from the wind and rain brought people into that shelter, so while 
they were there, they spent their money.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.5 Mike Sanford

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said he supported the 
development because it was an opportunity to “fix our city for our children and 
their children’s future.”

In response to a question, Mr Sanford gave the following answer:

1. There has been a 75% or higher support for this development on What’s On 
Invers. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.6 Don Moir

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said that he did not normally 
endorse territorial authorities being involved in property development but the 
public good in this case overrides those concerns.  He was a firm believer in the 
concept that “if you build it they will come”.  He was sure facilities would be well 
utilised. He supported HWCP being part of this project. 
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In response to questions, Mr Moir gave the following answers:

1. Esk Street being occasionally closed off for events and markets is a great 
idea.  The more that’s done to entice people into the inner city to use that 
area in a recreational way, the better. 

2. I don’t know enough about this project to know whether there is a financial 
return.  That doesn’t concern me because there is a public good that needs 
to be done here.  The issue is that if someone doesn’t pull those buildings 
down and rebuild in that area, I shudder to think what will happen.  This is 
only one block of the city and the same situation was replicated elsewhere.  
I’ve been working on the Langland’s Hotel site doing monitoring on the 
adjacent buildings and it staggers me the state of those buildings.  It’s hard 
to quantify the public good in financial terms. 

3. I don’t see any reason for Council not to be part of this project because it is
putting money into it to achieve public good.  I don’t endorse Council being 
involved in trying to manage this project, that needs to be left to the 
developers.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.7 Kari Graber

In addition to her written submission, the submitter said that she wanted to see 
Invercargill thrive as it had a lot of assets and positive things going for it, but she 
had concerns in terms of what was being put into the block development and 
the amount of money being put into it when people kept saying it was for “social 
good”. 

In response to questions, Ms Graber gave the following answers:

1. The median household income is from Statistics NZ.  The 2018 Census
statistics has not been released, so the median income according to 
Statistics NZ is $27,400 but that is not the most current figure, so it would 
have increased with the cost of living. 

2. There is a high proportion of wealthy people in this small region.  
3. I know that Council offers low income housing, so that could be built into the 

development.  A housing development could be built in the CBD that is
attainable to people who want to buy it for Air BnBs and want to purchase it 
for anything people want.  Council also needs to look at retirement facilities 
and what makes this city liveable.  It’s about having access and the Museum 
needs to be sited in the CBD if it is being moved.  

4. We need to look at it in that bigger picture.  The block is a good 
development but the right elements need to be included in it.  

5. If this development did not involve ratepayer money, I would say do 
whatever you want.  When talking about ratepayer money, we have to think 
about it long term as to what it will look like.  We can only take so much 
money from ratepayers. 

6. We do have a bit more disposable income, which is why smaller businesses 
do well in Invercargill but we also have a major poverty divide in this city and 
we need to think about how everyone is affected by this development. 

7. I support the development if the elements I’ve outlined today are included.  
Once those elements are included, we are moving back to the community, if 
Council is moving out of its core services.  
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8. The $30 million could be enough for the development including the elements 
if it was done right, but it requires a rethink on how the whole thing is being 
put together.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.8 Lindsay Buckingham

The submitter took the meeting through the key points in his written submission. 

In response to questions, Mr Buckingham gave the following answers:

1. I’m not against development but I am concerned as to whether we are doing 
the right thing.  Without a long-term plan and a bigger picture where this 
piece of the jigsaw fits into that bigger picture is a concern.  

2. I agree that Council is not driving this development, which is a positive, but 
the hesitation is that HWCP are not property developers.  They are 
successful business people but their business is not primarily retail, food 
and beverage or that kind of commercial development.  Their business skills 
lie elsewhere, with all due the respect to the O’Donnell’s.  

3. It’s difficult for me to accept that there are experts involved in this project 
because I can’t see the evidence of that and it’s within the Council. I’m not 
Mr Negative but I’m being Mr Realist by saying that we have to go into these 
things with an open mind.  My submission might make gloomy reading but to 
go forward, you still need to know why Council is at the situation is at now.  
We need to look forward with positive eyes and we need to be targeted, 
need to have the big plan and we need to be focused.  I agree that 
Mrs Hadley is bringing in various consultants, which is great, but we seem to 
have the cart before the horse. We have been going around the mulberry 
bush for the last 25 to 30 years and if we don’t do something, nothing will be 
done, but we still need to do the right thing. I’m not sure if this is the right 
thing here.  It’s a wonderful idea and a wonderful development but will it be 
the fix.  I have great concerns that it won’t be the fix that we’re looking for.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

The meeting adjourned at 10.40 am and resumed at 11.00 am. 

4.9 Bridget Forsyth on behalf of the Cancer Society NZ

In addition to their written submission, the submitter commented that 
"smokefree” was critical in this development.  She tabled copies of “The fresh 
air project” and took the meeting through it. 

In response to a question, Ms Forsyth gave the following answer:

1. The Government legalising cannabis is something we are preparing a 
position statement for and our point of view is that we only want clean air in 
lungs, so if you’re talking about smoking cannabis, we are not on board with 
that.  It’s still combustion into lungs.  
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His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.10 Chris Henderson

In addition to her written submission, the submitter tabled her presentation and 
took the meeting through it. 

In response to a question, the following answer was given. 

1. I am aware of the cost to rejuvenate the buildings but earthquake proofing 
could be done quite modestly.  

2. There are a lot of creative people around, engineers and others who would 
love to support the development and make it happen in situ. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.11 Vicky Henry

In addition to her written submission, the submitter said that this development 
was an opportunity for Council to demonstrate its commitment to implement 
urgent measures to mitigate climate change.  Cities around the world were 
looking at sustainability and this should be a guiding principle of every Council 
initiative. 

In response to questions, Ms Henry gave the following answers:

1. With Council being financial contributors to this development, Council needs 
to identify its guiding principles to connect the big plan together.  

2. More of the old buildings need to be saved because once heritage is gone, 
it’s gone.  I understand there is a lot of work behind the scenes to put a big 
plan together and the anchor tenant will have a lot of say in that as well.  It 
would be good to see those old buildings being more inclusive to the city as 
a whole.  Council’s responsibility is to the whole CBD and not just part of it, 
so that’s where it is conditional support for me.  I agree that Council should 
support this development but Council has a lot of people to report to.   The 
other thing is the sustainable aspect, we are lucky to have the Richardson’s 
involved.  Their fore-thinking and leadership is amazing and we need to be 
grateful that we have that but Council also needs to be involved and support 
this by saying that climate change is going to happen and Council is going to 
do something about it.  

3. There needs to be more movement in and out of the buildings.  
4. The development needs to encourage people to linger for longer.  It will 

need carparking because we like to park at the door but I would question 
how many carparks we need.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.12 Bryan Campbell
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In addition to his written submission, the submitter said that the plan needed to 
attract a good future of Invercargill.  He outlined his concerns as set out in his 
submission. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.13 Stuart MacDougall

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said he supported the CBD 
upgrade and commended Scott O’Donnell from the Richardson Group for his
forward thinking on this development.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.14 Jared Cappie and Cathy Jordan on behalf of Healthy Families

In addition to their written submission, the submitters said that Council had a 
vital role in helping to create and sustain the great environments where we live, 
learn and play and they appreciated the support received from Council.  They 
thanked Council for its continued support for Healthy Families initiatives and 
leadership to enable groups to think about health and wellbeing to build 
healthier communities together.  

In response to questions, Mr Cappie and Ms Jordan gave the following 
answers:

1. Yes, we do support the block investment.  The urban design would 
complement the block.  

2. We have been working with H&J Smiths and Council around having more 
lockable bike spaces in the CBD.  We want more people to bike and walk 
into the CBD, so they need places to lock things up.

3. Having good public spaces in the CBD was evident through the Matariki 
event where there was an area to play, sit and enjoy their surroundings in a 
relaxed way. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.15 Neighbouring Retailers Group (NRG) – Ben Fokkens, Bernie Brown, 
Richelle Holland and Paula Winslade 

In addition to their written submission, the submitters tabled a copy of their 
verbal submission and took the meeting through it. 

In response to questions, the submitters gave the following answers:

1. Most of the businesses we represent are all on the outskirts of this 
development block.  

2. As a group we are looking at the bigger picture.  We don’t have any hidden 
agendas or vested interest other than what is best for the city for 
generations to come and for all the community.  The one constant thing has 
been the steady decline of the CBD over the years and we have the 
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opportunity to invest in that decline.  Earlier the word “pride” was spoken 
about and as smaller retailers, we are at the coal face day in and day out 
and we’re meeting and greeting visitors and locals and getting feedback on 
different things.  It has become increasingly difficult to remain upbeat about 
the environment around the inner city, so we fully support Council’s 
involvement in HWCP and in what is going to be a game changer for the 
future of our city. 

3. It would be great for the CBD to get people interacting on a regular basis by 
having Esk Street closed off for a few hours on a particular day for a market.  
The Matariki festival was great due to the number of people who attended 
and took part.  So it would be good to have that consistently on a weekly 
basis as long as it was regulated and that there is consultation around it. 

4. There are definitely some great aspects of it, for example carparking.  There 
could be a linkage through other aspects on the outskirts of the design so 
that it was interacting between all areas.  

5. I spent seven years in Wellington working for Shoe Clinic in Lower Hutt and
there has been a decline in shops on High Street, so inner city living would 
help rejuvenate the CBD. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

The meeting adjourned at 12.12 pm and resumed at 1.30 pm.

4.16 Nicola Glew

In addition to her written submission, the submitter provided a PowerPoint 
presentation on future proofing the investment so there was a viable future and 
meeting the expectations of what people were asking for.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.17 Judy Ramsay

In addition to her written submission, the submitter objected to the building 
figures and was concerned about the amount ratepayers would be required to 
pay.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.18 Mark Simmons

In addition to his written submission, the submitter discussed the medical facility 
he was working on which was being proposed within the CBD upgrade. He 
believed Council’s core responsibilities were not commercial development 
which was better delivered by the private sector. The buildings currently in the 
CBD did not have an economic future and those undertaking this upgrade had 
the necessary experience to address these issues.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.
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4.19 Jeffrey Walker

In addition to their written submission, the submitter said he was not objecting to 
the upgrade, just the Council’s involvement as it was not a core activity of 
Council. It had been portrayed on the Council website that the process had 
been approved but now the ratepayers were being asked to contribute and the 
venture would not proceed without Council’s involvement.  The contingency of 
25% was more than should be expected. Council did not have unlimited funds 
and if this venture was approved then Council could not fund something else.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.20 Jude Anton Sands

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said a development of this 
size had associations for different generations and while these buildings were 
dangerous as they were, they could be restored instead of being replaced. He 
was concerned there was not enough population to sustain a mall.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.21 Noel Peterson

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said it was important not to 
stand in the way of progress but it needed to be planned very carefully as there 
were a lot of implications that could not been seen. He suggested this was a 
private enterprise between commercial business and Council, and Council was 
being seen as a soft touch which was expensive to the ratepayers. This would 
restrict future infrastructure investment options as there was a limited pool to 
put into other infrastructure needs. He believed this investment was only for a 
select group of the community and not everyone would use it.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.22 Gaire Thompson on behalf of Pascoe Properties Limited as part of 
Thompson Property Group

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said this was a risky 
investment which the ratepayers should not be asked to fund. Full information 
and figures needed to be provided before any decisions were made. Ongoing 
servicing costs had not been included. The cost was not always value.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.23 Margaret Cook on behalf of Southland Community Housing Group

In addition to their written submission, the submitter said they supported the 
plan. Two hundred and seventy new houses per year would be required to 
house 10,000 new citizens in Invercargill. The proposed CBD would help with 
this.
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In response to a question regarding inner city living, Mrs Cook said the 
Southland Community Housing Group would support this.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

4.24 Nobby Clark on behalf of the Invercargill Ratepayers Association

In addition to their written submission, the submitter tabled a paper of their 
concerns including how Council would manage the loan and why other options 
had not been investigated.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

Note: Cr A Arnold left the meeting at 2.53 pm.

4.25 John Rikkerink

In addition to his written submission, the submitter read said the wellbeing of the 
whole community needed to be considered and this did not take that into 
consideration. Council was already over extended financially and the CBD 
needed to be considered in the Long Term Plan. Good practice would be to fix 
the city block instead of building a new mall. Ratepayers with shares in the 
Richardson Group would be considered more important than those who do not. 
For ratepayers this money would be better spent for rent rather than funding a 
mall they would not use. He believed there were two Invercargill’s – one 
privileged and middle class, and one struggling.

In response to a question about just the city’s contribution, Mr Rikkerink said it 
was taking the guts out of the city and changing it. Instead of going up it could 
have gone out. If we don’t have money to spend, how can businesses thrive?

In response to a question about green space within the CBD or in adjacent 
areas, Mr Rikkerink replied that most of these were charged.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

The meeting adjourned at 3.31 pm.

**********
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MINUTES OF THE RE-CONVENED EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF THE 
INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, 

CIVIC ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 101 ESK STREET, INVERCARGILL ON 
WEDNESDAY 17 JULY 2019 AT 9.15 AM

PRESENT: Sir T R Shadbolt, KNZM JP 
Cr R R Amundsen – Deputy Mayor 
Cr R L Abbott
Cr A J Arnold
Cr K F Arnold
Cr T M Biddle
Cr A H Crackett
Cr I L Esler 
Cr D J Ludlow
Cr I R Pottinger
Cr L F Soper  

IN ATTENDANCE: Mr C McIntosh – Acting Chief Executive 
Mrs P Gare – Director of Environmental and Planning Services
Mr D Foster – Interim Director of Finance 
Ms M Brook - Manager Strategy and Policy
Mr T Holiday – Policy Analyst 
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

Cr G D Lewis and Cr L S Thomas. 

Moved Cr Abbott, seconded Cr Soper that and RESOLVED the apologies be 
accepted.

3. REPORT OF THE CITY BLOCK CONSULTATION 

3.1 Cain Duncan

In addition to his written submission, the submitter commented that this was an 
opportunity to revitalise our city for people to come and enjoy the inner city.  It 
will set the scene for our children and invest in the future of our city.  He was 
happy to pay the extra on his rates to see this development went ahead and 
most of Invercargill residents felt the same way.  He encouraged Council to 
support this project and invest the $30 million required to bring life back into our 
inner city.

In response to questions, Mr Duncan gave the following answers:

1. There has been a proposal around closing down Esk Street for vehicles for 
quite some time and I would like to see that happen.  

2. We came home seven years ago for family reasons and work purposes.  
The inner city had life then but I have seen a gradual decline over the last 
decade.  
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3. The redevelopment would draw people into the entire inner city.  At the 
moment retailers are out at Leven Street, so there’s no opportunity for those 
retailers to get that foot traffic.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council. 

3.2 Bob Simpson 

In addition to his written submission, the submitter tabled a copy of his verbal 
submission and took the meeting through it. 

In response to questions, Mr Simpson gave the following answers:

1. We had an organisation called Vibrant Invercargill and we got into the Inner 
City Steering Committee with four councillors and four from Vibrant 
Invercargill involved but there was a greater level of involvement and local 
input at that stage.  This was the key component of it but for political and 
other reasons, Council chose not to put money into the carpark.  

2. There are risks involved in any development.  The Council contribution was 
modest but it was much less ambitious than this in a physical sense and 
money sense.  

3. I am opposed to Council investing $30 million in the block the way it is at the 
moment.  There is a good argument for Council not being involved in 
commercial development because it’s competing with ratepayers.  I could be 
convinced to put money into art galleries and museums in the block, where 
they are community responsibility.  

4. The ILT closed its tenders in the middle of last month and we still haven’t 
heard what happened.  It would not surprise me if that was because the 
price was a bit more than what they expected for the hotel project.   There is 
so much uncertainty at the moment and I don’t believe we will get the growth 
that some people are expecting. 

5. I didn’t think Mitre 10 would survive but it has but it’s beyond my 
comprehension how things can keep growing.  I don’t think this proposal is 
addressing sustainability and other issues.  We need more community 
reaction where people can talk to each other with time to look at some art 
and be challenged.  It’s not all about shopping.  The reason why we are 
where we are is because there hasn’t been good planning and there haven’t 
been planners on the case.  I am keen for Council to have a look at this 
before making a commitment because this is a serious amount of money. 

6. I was in favour of Amtex and Council was asked to put the money in for five 
years for the development to start, but there were clauses about paying the 
rent, which was a much more calculated package, but it didn’t happen due 
to political reasons. 

7. The problem we deal with here is doing things well because it’s a serious 
business and that’s why you have urban planners to look at everything.  This
is not new but I proposed two elections ago that we try and get the Museum 
into the inner city.  I’m happy to have pedestrian activity in the inner city, not 
necessarily in that block but there are buildings like The Southland Times 
building that are suitable for the Museum.  Some years ago there was the 
DIC building and the Farmers building and I suggested the art gallery go into 
there.   

8. I don’t want to stop the momentum of this project, I want to see it better 
directed.  
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His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.3 Sue Smith

In addition to her written submission, the submitter commented that this project 
had been taken to a whole new level.  She agreed that the city needed a 
revamp but not at the expense of increased rates. 

In response to questions, Ms Smith gave the following answers:

1. My children have left home but it’s a home base for them to come back to. 
2. My children don’t agree with this development because they have been

brought up that if you can’t pay for it, you don’t have it.  I am concerned that 
there are others in this situation where we’ve worked hard for a home and 
the reality was that she couldn’t afford it anymore. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.4 Carolyn Weston 

In addition to her written submission, the submitter voiced her concern that 
there was lack of public consultation on this important project.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.5 Carolyn Weston on behalf of the Blind Citizens New Zealand Southland 
Branch

In addition to their written submission, the submitter said that the majority of 
people from the Blind Citizens New Zealand Southland Branch were concerned 
about the increase in rates. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.6 Neil McAra on behalf of Southland Chamber of Commerce 

In addition to their written submission, the submitter emphasised the strong 
linkage that the SoRD’s plan identified the need for 10,000 more people by 
2025 and the CBD being a significant project underpinning that growth and 
opportunity.  

In response to a questions, Mr McAra gave the following answers:

1. With the linkage to tourism attracting people to come to Invercargill, we need 
activities and things to do in the inner city.  It will benefit Invercargill but 
there is a wider benefit for the whole of Southland.  

2. There will be more job opportunities with this project and a growth in 
housing, which will mean a wider population to rate upon and therefore 
negate some of those issues around rate increases. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.
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The meeting adjourned at 10.16 am and resumed at 10.50 am. 

3.7 Janette Bradshaw 

The submitter took the meeting through the key points in her written submission.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.8 Louise O’Callaghan 

The submitter took the meeting through the key points in her written submission. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.9 Carol Jaspers 

In addition to her written submission, the submitter said that she was not here to 
fund someone else’s build as a ratepayer.  

In response to questions, Ms Jaspers gave the following answers:

1. The development is wonderful but it should not be funded by ratepayers. It’s 
a commercial venture and if SIT was happy to take up a corner site and do 
the clearing and job involved, then the developers who are managing this 
project need to look for more organisations like SIT to fund this project. 

2. As a ratepayer, I expect Council to maintain the streetscape and continue to 
do what it’s supposed to do. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.10 Roger Hodgkinson

In addition to his written submission, the submitter took the meeting through the 
key points in his submission and commented that Council should seriously 
consider looking at the whole aspect of the inner city and how it would be in 
50 years’ time. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

3.11 Scott O’Donnell 

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said that this structure had a 
long life to suit the needs of the consumer.  

In response to questions, Mr O’Donnell gave the following answers:

1. We are not asking Council to manage this, we are asking Council to be an 
investor in this project and have all the rights through its normal 
shareholding to appoint Board members for them to have their say and do 
normal commercial things.  We believe that the team we have assembled 
have the commercial skills to deliver good outcomes.  
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2. We want to retain the Invercargill story that was once there.  We can’t retain 
the buildings because they are past their use by dates but we can retain the 
stories, the photos, the trinkets, tiles, lampposts, the Burt Munro Cambridge 
Arcade, all those things you want to repurpose and use them again.  

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

The meeting adjourned at 11.45 am and resumed at 12.05 pm. 

3.12 Brendan McElhinney 

In addition to his written submission, the submitter said he saw some significant 
financial risk with this investment and referred to his submission for further 
clarification. 

His Worship the Mayor thanked the submitter for taking the time to present to 
Council.

There being no further business, the meeting finished at 12.15 pm.

**********
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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE BLUFF COMMUNITY BOARD HELD IN THE BLUFF 
MUNICIPAL CHAMBERS, GORE STREET, BLUFF ON MONDAY 22 JULY 2019

AT 7.00 PM

PRESENT: Mr R Fife (Chair)
Mrs G Henderson
Mr G A Laidlaw
Mrs P Young 
Cr I L Esler

IN ATTENDANCE: Cr G D Lewis
Cr A J Arnold
Mr R Pearson – Roading Manager 
Ms M Frey – Interim Parks and Recreation Manager 
Ms L McCoy - Manager - Parks Planning
Mrs N Allan – Service Centre Manager
Ms L Kuresa – Committee Secretary

2. APOLOGY

The Chairman said that Mrs W Glassey had not put in an apology for tonight’s 
meeting. 

3. PUBLIC FORUM 

Nil. 

4. INTEREST REGISTER 

Moved, R Fife seconded Cr Lewis and RESOLVED that the report be received. 

5. MINUTES OF THE BLUFF COMMUNITY BOARD MEETING HELD ON 
10 JUNE 2019 

Moved G Henderson, seconded Cr Esler and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
accepted as a true and correct record with the amendment in Item 8, where the 
second last paragraph should say “New Plymouth” and not “Hamilton”.

6. REPORT OF THE BLUFF PUBLICITY/PROMOTIONS OFFICER 

The Chairman informed the meeting that Mr Beer could not attend the meeting 
due to illness. 

Moved G Laidlaw, seconded P Young and RESOLVED that the report be 
received. 
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7. BLUFF ACTION SHEET 

Mr Pearson and Ms McCoy took the meeting through the report.

Moved G Henderson, seconded G Laidlaw that the report be received.

Mr Pearson informed the Board of some problem areas that had been identified 
that needed more work on: 

1. Foyle Street/Slaney Street – the bank was starting to slip and fail and the 
footpath was starting to tilt the wrong way.  There was a need to consider
how that bank could be stabilised.  There were a range of options to look 
into to protect the road in the long term.  

2. There was a situation where a bank against a footpath and one of the local 
residents thought that the Council was at fault for eroding the bank.  It had
been an ongoing issue that needed to be resolved. 

3. It was identified that there was some movement of the ground around the 
monument.  A Geo-Tech Report was needed to identify what was going on. 

Ms McCoy informed the Board that Environment Southland had advised that a 
meeting would be held at the beginning of August to meet with the commercial 
fishermen with regard to the Bluff Boat Ramp. A workshop would then be held 
with the Bluff community to ensure that they were happy with the plan.  

Ms Frey said that there had been reports of late night vandalism and bad 
behaviour at the Bluff Cemetery.  Staff were looking at the option of possibly 
closing the gate to vehicles and having it opened for maintenance purposes 
only.  She asked for feedback on this matter. She had been advised that this 
type of activity was happening frequently.  

The Chairman said that after investigation into the footpath going into Stirling 
Point, it was discovered that it was water running across the footpath and in 
some areas it was water running off the hill.  

In response to a question on street sweeping, Mr Pearson said that Council was 
working in Bluff and Invercargill to ensure that the sweepers were completing all 
their rounds.  

Cr Esler identified the following:

1. There was still some rubbish at the back of the Rowing Club, which looked 
untidy. 

2. Something needed to be done with regard to parking at Omaui because 
people were only able to park on the gravel area, which only had space for 
three to four cars.  Mr Pearson said that there was a need to identify those 
extra parking spaces, so they could add those into the plan for inclusion in 
budgets for future years.  

3. There was a recent erosion where the sea had been coming in that needed 
to be monitored.  There had been a build-up of sand, which was an ongoing 
issue. 

4. The signage for the ship’s graveyard had been checked and there was still 
an ongoing issue where the printing could not be read.  This item was 
discussed and it was identified that Parks staff were working on this. 

5. An advertisement for a working bee would be done to do gravel work on the 
Omaui track next Sunday afternoon. 

Council Agenda - MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE BLUFF COMMUNITY BOARD HELD ON 22 JULY 2019

57



A2711707

In response to a question on progress on the track from Stirling Point, 
Ms McCoy explained that a resource consent would be submitted to 
Environment Southland this week for the structural work to go ahead.  

Ms Frey commented that it had been a complicated matter given the coastal 
erosion issues but the design was not retaining structure, it was more of a 
lighter footprint.  Resource consent was up to 20 working days but if the 
information was not correct. Environment Southland would request further 
information, which added to the 20 working days.  She would like to see it open 
before summer.  

The motion, now being put, was RESOLVED in the affirmative. 

8. CHAIRMAN’S REPORT 

The report was tabled and the Chairman took the meeting through it. 

8.1 Gun Pit Meeting

The Chairman said that this item was covered under the previous report. 

8.2 Oyster Industry

The Chairman said he had received an email from John Kirkman regarding an 
opportunity for a transitional social science partnership.  He took the meeting 
through the information and after discussions, it was agreed that the Board 
supported the study to be carried out so that Bluff had a viable oyster industry 
for the next 100 years.  It also agreed that there needed to be more controls 
around recreational fishermen having access around the fishery area. 

Moved R Fife, seconded G Laidlaw and RESOLVED that the Board 
acknowledges the letter and supports the concept.

8.3 Zone 6 Meeting

The Zone 6 Meeting was held in Gore. Mrs Henderson and Mr Laidlaw had 
attended the meeting and they took the meeting through a verbal report. 

8.4 Bluff Community Group Meeting

The Chairman reported that as part of the Bluff Vision Statement, it was agreed
at a previous Board meeting that two meetings per year would be held with all 
community groups in Bluff.  A meeting would be held in early August to keep in 
contact with those groups.  A mail-out of the Bluff Vision statement was to be 
carried out but that would now be done after the Elections.  After he made some 
enquiries, he was advised that even though it was coming from the Bluff 
Community Board and not any particular person, it could be looked at as some 
form of electioneering. 
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8.5 Parks and Recreation Workshop

The Chairman attended the Workshop and it was interesting to get the views on 
how the Bluff community could go forward with regards to the reserves.  There 
were some good discussions, especially around the infrastructure regarding the 
number of tourists.  He also learnt that counts were carried out on how often the 
toilets were used and the Stirling Point toilet was used more, compared to the 
one by the Bluff Service Centre.  He said it was a good opportunity to discuss 
issues that affect Bluff.  

Moved R Fife, seconded Cr Esler and RESOLVED that the report be received.

9. FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 

Moved R Fife, seconded G Laidlaw and RESOLVED that the report be 
received.

10. URGENT BUSINESS 

10.1 Bluff Coastal Clean-up

Cr Esler informed the meeting that with Conservation Week coming up, there 
was an official Bluff Coastal Clean-up being held on Saturday 21 September.  
The Bluff Hill Group was organising it and they were looking for volunteers.  It 
would be advertised as it was an official Conservation Week activity.  

The Chairman said he would get that advertised on the Bluff Community Board
Facebook page as well.  

There being no further business, the meeting finished at 8.02 pm. 

**********
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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE COMMUNITY SERVICES COMMITTEE HELD AT 
SPLASH PALACE, 56 ELLES ROAD, INVERCARGILL ON MONDAY 29 JULY 2019

AT 4.00 PM

PRESENT: Cr R L Abbott (Chair)
Cr A J Arnold (Deputy Chair)
Cr T M Biddle
Cr I L Esler
Cr G D Lewis
Cr L F Soper 
Cr R Currie – Environment Southland

IN ATTENDANCE: Cr R R Amundsen
Cr D J Ludlow
Mrs G Henderson – Bluff Community Board 
Mr R Pearson – Manager Roading
Mr P Thompson – Aquatic Services Manager 
Mrs M Foster – Manager Library and Archives 
Ms M Napper – Community Development Manager
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

His Worship the Mayor, Cr R Currie and Cr A J Arnold for lateness. 

Moved Cr Abbott, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that the apologies be 
accepted. 

Note: Cr A Arnold and Cr Currie joined the meeting at 4.02 pm. 

3. PUBLIC FORUM 

3.1 Jack Lovett-Hurst – Support for Employers Project  

Representatives from Nga Kete Matauranga Pounamu Charitable Trust where 
Jack Lovett-Hurst coordinates a programme called SOAR (Securing Our 
Aspirational Realities), were in attendance to support Mr Lovett-Hurst through 
his presentation to the Committee.  A copy of the Support for Employers booklet 
was tabled for the Committee’s information.

In response to a question as to how Mr Lovett-Hurst felt having the role of being 
an advocate for people with disabilities, Jack said he felt proud because he 
knew that he was doing something to help others as well as giving back to the 
community. 

In response to a question as to what Council could do to support him in this new 
role, Jack said he would like to see disability be more visual and more included 
in the community. 

A round of applause was carried out to acknowledge Mr Lovett-Hurst’s 
presentation to the Committee.  
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A representative from Nga Kete Matauranga Pounamu asked if there were any 
job opportunities for people with disabilities with Council.  Cr Abbott said that he 
would speak to the Chief Executive about that.  

Ms Napper said that over a year ago there a position within Council that was 
reviewed and the outcome of that was that a young man with a disability was 
now responsible for going around Council and collecting all the recycling and to 
ensure that paper was available for all photocopiers.  He was now a permanent 
part-time employee at Council and he was so proud of it.  

Cr Abbott thanked representatives from Nga Kete Matauranga Pounamu
Charitable Trust and Mr Lovett-Hurst for his presentation to the Committee. 

4. INTEREST REGISTER 

Cr Soper informed the Committee and she was now the Council representative
on the Southland Warm Homes Trust. 

5. MINUTES OF MEETING HELD 13 MAY 2019 

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Biddle and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
approved. 

6. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT REPORT 

Ms Napper took the meeting through the report.  

Moved Cr Abbott, seconded Cr Esler and RESOLVED that the report be 
received.

7. URGENT BUSINESS 

7.1 Managers’ Reports

Cr Abbott thanked Mr Thompson and Steve Cook for the tour of Splash Palace 
before the Committee Meeting.

Managers updated the Committee on what was happening within their 
department’s operations.

Moved Cr Abbott, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that a vote of thanks be 
given to Mrs Foster and her team for a successful Library Open Day. 

There being no further business the meeting closed at 4.33 pm.

**********
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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE REGULATORY SERVICES COMMITTEE HELD IN 
THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, CIVIC ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 

101 ESK STREET INVERCARGILL ON TUESDAY 30 JULY 2019 AT 4.00 PM

PRESENT: Cr R R Amundsen – Chairperson
Cr T M Biddle – Deputy Chairperson
Cr K F Arnold
Cr A H Crackett
Cr D J Ludlow
Cr L F Soper 

IN ATTENDANCE: Cr R L Abbott 
Cr I L Esler
Cr G D Lewis
Cr L S Thomas
Mrs G Henderson – Bluff Community Board 
Mr M Morris - Environmental Legal / Technical
Mr T Boylan – Planning Manager 
Ms L Devery – Senior Planner 
Ms S Baxter – Policy Planner 
Ms E Dickson - Team Leader - Compliance
Ms H McLeod – Communications Advisor 
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

His Worship the Mayor.

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr K Arnold and RESOLVED that the apology be 
accepted.

3. PUBLIC FORUM 

Nil. 

4. INTEREST REGISTER 

Nil. 

5. MINUTES OF MEETING HELD 14 MAY 2019

Moved Cr Crackett, seconded Cr Soper and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
approved. 

6. CITY CENTRE REPAINTING INITIATIVE – 3 LEVEN STREET, 
INVERCARGILL 

Ms Baxter took the meeting through the report. 
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In response to a question as to whether this fund was historically a retrospective 
one where Council reimbursed the company after the work was carried out, 
Ms Baxter confirmed that was the case. 

In response to a question as to how well this fund was marketed, Ms Baxter 
explained that the information was hard to access for this fund, which was one 
thing that was being addressed.  

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Crackett and RESOLVED that the report be 
received,

AND THAT 

It be RECOMMENDED to Council that Council resolves the payment of the 
repainting initiative, valued at $3,650 (incl GST).

7. CITY CENTRE REPAINTING INITIATIVE – 168-174 DEE STREET, 
INVERCARGILL

Ms Baxter took the meeting through the report. 

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Biddle and RESOLVED that the report be 
received;

AND THAT 

It be RECOMMENDED to Council that Council resolves the payment of the 
repainting initiative for 174 Dee Street, valued at $1,000 (incl GST),

AND THAT 

It be RECOMMENDED to Council that Council resolves the payment of the 
repainting initiative for 170 Dee Street, valued at $1,750 (incl GST).

8. PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY NAME IN RELATION TO THE SUBDIVISION OF 
690 TWEED STREET

In response to a question as to how common it was to name a street after a 
horse, Mr Boylan said it was very common at Ascot Heights.  There were at least 
three streets named after race horses. 

In response to a question as to whether there was confusion for emergency 
services with the pronouncement of “Aadies” as a street name or other street 
names similar to that, Mr Morris explained that would have been checked as part 
of the recommendation process.  The Oreti Street and Oreti Road issue came 
about before amalgamation when Southland County had Oreti Road and the City 
would had Oreti Street. 

Moved Cr K Arnold, seconded Cr Biddle and RESOLVED that the report be 
received,

AND THAT 
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It be RECOMMENDED to Council that Council adopt the following proposed 
road name:
∑ That Area A (Right of Way to provide access and services to seven lots) be 

named Aadies Way as it is the developer’s preferred name and meets 
Council’s naming convention. 

9. PROPOSED RIGHT OF WAY NAME IN RELATION TO THE SUBDIVISION OF 
50 PALMER STREET

Moved Cr Biddle, seconded Cr K Arnold and RESOLVED that the report be 
received,

AND THAT 

It be RECOMMENDED to Council that Council adopt the following proposed 
road name:
∑ Areas A and B (Right of Way which provides access and services to seven 

lots) be named Lindsay Way as it meets Council’s naming convention. 

10. 2019/20 DOG CONTROL REPORT

Moved Cr Soper, seconded Cr Ludlow that the report be received,

AND THAT 

It be RECOMMENDED to Council that the adopted report be advertised for 
public information and forwarded to the Department of Internal Affairs as 
required under the Act. 

Cr K Arnold said she did not have an issue with the report but it was difficult to 
make comparisons when the previous year’s report was not included.  She 
suggested that for future reference, it would benefit everyone to include the 
previous year’s report, so that people could see what the changes were.  
Mr Morris said that would be put in place going forward. 

Ms McLeod informed the Committee that all the reports for the last six years 
were on the ICC website, so that the public could compare those to the current 
report. 

The motion, now being put, was RESOLVED in the affirmative.

11. MAKING THE PROPOSED INVERCARGILL CITY DISTRICT PLAN 
OPERATIVE

Ms Devery took the meeting through the report. 

Moved Cr Ludlow, seconded Cr Soper that the Committee receive the Making 
the Proposed Invercargill City District Plan Operative report and that it be 
RECOMMENDED to Council that:
1.1 Council approve the Proposed Invercargill City District Plan pursuant 

to clause 17 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991; 
and 
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1.2 That the approved Invercargill City District Plan be publicly notified and 
becomes an operative District Plan in accordance with Clause 20 of 
Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 on 30 August 
2019; and 

1.3 That Council affix the Council seal to the document confirming 
approval. 

In response to questions, the following answers were given:

1. The tools that have been given to staff now mean that plan changes can be 
made more efficiently than before.  For example, if it was a plan change to a 
certain area, if that is the only are affected it could be done like a resource 
consent, which goes through in a quicker timeframe.  As soon as the District 
Plan is made operative, changes can be made. 

2. A plan change can be made to an operative plan, but you have a variation to 
a proposed plan.  That just means that the planners have to keep referring to 
the essentially operative plan. 

3. There are no restrictions on the Airport in terms of its operating hours.  The 
Airport has very clear and defined operational boundaries with the flight 
paths, which put a number of controls on what can occur.  

The motion, now being put, was RESOLVED in the affirmative.

12. URGENT BUSINESS

Nil. 

There being no further business, the meeting finished 4.24 pm. 

**********
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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES COMMITTEE 
HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, CIVIC ADMINISTRATION 
BUILDING, 101 ESK STREET, INVERCARGILL ON MONDAY 5 AUGUST 2019

AT 4.00 PM

PRESENT: Cr L S Thomas – Chairperson
Cr I R Pottinger – Deputy Chairperson
Cr A J Arnold
Cr K F Arnold
Cr I L Esler 

IN ATTENDANCE: Cr L F Soper 
Cr T M Biddle
Mrs C Hadley – Chief Executive 
Mr C McIntosh – Director of Works and Services
Mr R Pearson – Roading Manager
Mr P Horner – Building Assets Manager
Ms L McCoy – Parks Planning Manager 
Ms H Guise – Council Land Advisor 
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer

2. APOLOGIES 

Cr AN H Crackett and His Worship the Mayor.

Moved Cr K Arnold, seconded Cr Esler and RESOLVED that the apologies be 
accepted 

3. NOTICE OF URGENT ITEMS

Moved Cr A Arnold, seconded Cr K Arnold and RESOLVED that the matter with 
regard to Disposal of Reserve Lands be taken in Public Excluded Session and 
that representatives from the BMX Club be authorised to be speak under Public 
Forum. 

4. PUBLIC FORUM 

4.1 Southland BMX Club (Elizabeth Park) Development Proposal

Jo Parnham, President of the Southland BMX Club and Ngarita Te Patu, Club 
Secretary, were in attendance to speak to this item. 

Ms Parnham referred to the report in the agenda and said that the club had 
grown from 40 riders to 82 last season and the space was not big enough to 
cater for the numbers.  

In response to questions, the following answers were given:

1. BMX NZ is bringing in a new track standard nationally, which means that the 
current track will only be able to hold low level meetings.  With this new track 
we would be able to hold right up to national level meetings.  
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2. Some of the tracks won’t have to upgrade because they are all upgrading at 
the moment.  A lot of the clubs are upgrading sealed corners and higher start 
ramps and all the criteria that the tracks require.  By developing a new track 
it would mean that the track would be coming up to that required standard, 
which would mean that we could hold bigger meetings and other kids would
make the effort to travel for competitions.  

3. BMX has always been on the rise and within our club that has fluctuated over 
the years.  There is a decline around the age of 14 years, so BMX is trying to 
keep kids in the sport.  Most of our membership is concentrated around the 6 
to 9 year age group.  

4. The only way for club riders to gain regional and national experience is to 
travel out of Invercargill to other tracks at their own expense.  We would like 
a track that is the equivalent or slightly better, so that the kids do not have to 
travel and people can travel here for meetings. 

5. We have riders from all around Southland who travel in for training, but we’ve 
had to hold our training over two nights to fit everyone in, which is a good 
thing but we want to give everyone the best opportunities to train.  

Cr Thomas thanked Ms Parnham and Ms Te Patu for taking the time to present 
to the Committee.  He said that this item would now be brought forward in the 
agenda for discussion. 

5. SOUTHLAND BMX CLUB (ELIZABETH PARK) DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

Ms McCoy took the meeting through the report. 

The Committee commended everyone involved with this project for the work 
they had put in and agreed that it was a good thing for our community.  

Moved Cr K Arnold, seconded Cr Pottinger and RESOLVED that the report be 
received;

AND THAT 

It be RECOMMENDED to Council that Council support and conditionally 
approve the concept of re-development of the BMX track within Elizabeth Park 
(as shown in Appendix 1), subject to approval of final redevelopment project 
design by the Parks Manager;

AND THAT 

Council support and conditionally approve Southland BMX Club to relinquish 
their current lease early and development of new lease upon approval of final 
redevelopment project design to cover the proposed new area;

AND THAT 

Council support and conditionally approve public consultation of the Elizabeth 
Park Management Plan to allow for re-development. 

6. INTEREST REGISTER 

Nil. 

Council Agenda - MINUTES OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICES COMMITTEE – 5 AUGUST 2019

67



A2728457

7. MINUTES OF MEETING HELD 24 JUNE 2019

Moved Cr K Arnold, seconded Cr Esler and RESOLVED that the minutes be 
approved. 

8. URGENT BUSINESS 

Nil. 

9. PUBLIC EXCLUDED SESSION 

Moved Cr Thomas, seconded Cr Pottinger and RESOLVED that the public be 
excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely:

(a) Minutes of the public excluded session held 24 June 2019. 
(b) Contract 848 – Urban Pavement Rehabilitation 2019-2020.
(c) Disposal of Reserve Lands.

General subject of 
each matter to be 
considered

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter

Ground(s) under 
Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution

(a) Minutes of the 
Meeting –
24 June 2019 

Enable any local authority 
holding the information, to 
carry on without prejudice 
or disadvantage, 
(including commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(b) Contract 848 –
Urban Pavement 
Rehabilitation 
2019-2020

Enable any local authority 
holding the information, to 
carry on without prejudice 
or disadvantage, 
(including commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

(c) Disposal of 
Reserve Lands 

Enable any local authority 
holding the information, to 
carry on without prejudice 
or disadvantage, 
(including commercial and 
industrial negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

There being no further business, the meeting finished at 4.41 pm. 

**********
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MINUTES OF THE FINANCE AND POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING OF THE 
INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR, 

CIVIC ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 101 ESK STREET, INVERCARGILL ON 
TUESDAY 6 AUGUST 2019 AT 4.00 PM

PRESENT: Sir T R Shadbolt, KNZM JP 
Cr D J Ludlow – Chair 
Cr G D Lewis – Deputy Chair 
Cr R L Abbott
Cr R Amundsen 
Cr I R Pottinger

IN ATTENDANCE: Cr K F Arnold
Cr A H Crackett
Cr I L Esler
Cr L F Soper 
Cr T M Biddle
Mrs C Hadley – Chief Executive
Mr C McIntosh – Director of Works and Services
Mr D Booth – Manager Financial Services 
Mrs E Harris Mitchell – Manager Communications and Secretarial 
Services 
Mr T Holiday - Policy and Reporting Analyst
Ms H McLeod – Communications Officer
Mr D Luoni - Manager - Southland Museum
Ms L Kuresa – Governance Officer 

2. APOLOGIES

Cr L S Thomas and His Worship the Mayor for lateness. 

Moved Cr Abbott, seconded Cr Lewis and RESOLVED that the apologies be 
accepted.   

3. PUBLIC FORUM

Nil. 

4. INTEREST REGISTER 

Nil. 

Note: His Worship the Mayor joined the meeting at 4.01 pm. 

5. MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD 25 JUNE 2019

Moved Cr Amundsen, seconded Cr Ludlow and RESOLVED that the minutes 
be approved. 
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6. PRE-ELECTION REPORT

Mr Booth took the meeting through the report. 

Moved Cr Ludlow, seconded Cr Abbott and RESOLVED that the report be 
received. 

7. HIGHLANDERS RUGBY CLUB LIMITED PARTNERSHIP (HRCLP) AND 
INVERCARGILL VENUES AND EVENTS MANAGEMENT LIMITED (IVEM)

Cr Biddle alluded to the state of Rugby Park and said that Rugby Park was 
struggling to meet the criteria of rugby teams being able to play at the Stadium.  
She asked what Council could do to prevent this happening in the future. 

Cr Ludlow reported on the meeting that was held with Mrs Hadley and Mr Clark 
on this matter and said that the feedback from Mr Clark with regard to the away 
games was that the Highlanders Team could net more if they played games 
elsewhere.  That was a reflection of attendances at games.

Mrs Hadley assured the Committee that the condition of Rugby Park was not 
raised at all in that meeting. 

In response to a question as to whether the condition of Rugby Park was an 
ongoing concern for Council, Mrs Hadley said she had informed Council that 
she was concerned with the condition of Rugby Park and she was seeking 
additional advice on it.  She believed that the understanding that Council had 
about the condition of Rugby Park at the time of its purchase and the condition 
as it is, and there was a big gap between those two things.  She had spoken to 
Council before about what she saw about a pending significant liability for 
Invercargill.  

Cr Biddle said that if it was a significant liability for Council, it should be taking it 
into consideration now rather than later, especially if Invercargill was at the risk 
of losing games for the province.  

Cr Ludlow said that the original reason for the Highlanders Rugby Club Union 
asking to end the agreement was due to financial reasons but not due to the 
conditions of the grounds.  

In response to a question as to whether Council could ask for a two-yearly 
game, Cr Ludlow explained that it would go beyond the agreement because 
next year was the last year it would exist.  Having a new agreement was not an 
option for Council but for the Highlanders Rugby Club Union to decide.  

Cr Amundsen suggested that Council should look at future opportunities to 
secure games in Invercargill and Cr Ludlow explained that Council would not be 
closed off to the idea of securing future games.  The Highlanders Rugby Club
Union could approach the Events Committee for support to secure future games 
but the chance of having one on year games was what they were looking at 
changing.  

Moved Cr Ludlow, seconded Cr Abbott and RESOLVED that the report be 
received;

AND THAT 
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It be RECOMMENDED to Council that the agreement with the Highlanders 
Rugby Club Limited partnership and Invercargill Venues and Events 
Management Limited, be cancelled on year and one game early;

AND THAT 

Both parties having agreed to the termination of the contract will act in good 
faith;

AND THAT 

Council notes this will absolve the Invercargill City Council in its capacity of 
guarantor to the agreement between Invercargill City Council (ICC) and New 
Zealand Rugby Union Incorporated. 

8. URGENT BUSINESS

Nil.

9. PUBLIC EXCLUDED SESSION

Moved Cr Ludlow, seconded Cr Amundsen and RESOLVED that the public be 
excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely:

(a) Minutes of the public excluded session held 25 June 2019. 

General subject of 
each matter to be 
considered

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter

Ground(s) under 
Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution

(a) Minutes of the 
Meeting –
25 June 2019

Enable any local authority 
holding the information to 
carry on, without prejudice 
or disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and industrial 
negotiations)

Section 7(2)(i)

There being no further business, the meeting finished at 4.15 pm. 

**********

Council Agenda - MINUTES OF THE FINANCE AND POLICY COMMITTEE- 6 AUGUST 2019

71



A2731791

TO: COUNCIL

FROM: COUNCILLORS SOPER AND CRACKETT

MEETING DATE: MONDAY 12 AUGUST 2019

VISIT TO OTHER CITIES TO INVESTIGATE IMPACT OF DESIGN PRINCIPLES IN 
CBD DEVELOPMENT

SUMMARY

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the report “Visit to Other Cities to Investigate Impact of Design Principles in CBD 
Development” be received; 

AND

That Council takes the time and invests in the targeted planning to ensure that any 
decisions taken now on CBD revitalisation cater for the world of 2050, as well as 
today.

IMPLICATIONS

1. Has this been provided for in the Long Term Plan/Annual Plan?

No

2. Is a budget amendment required?

No

3. Is this matter significant in terms of Council’s Policy on Significance?

No

4. Implications in terms of other Council Strategic Documents or Council Policy?

No

5. Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further 
public consultation required?

No

6. Has the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy been considered?

No.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Nil.  

VISIT TO OTHER CITIES

As per resolution at the Council Meeting of 28 May 2019, we visited three other Local Body
areas with similar city profiles and CBD challenges; Lower Hutt, Porirua, and Palmerston
North.

All three cities were selected due to having existing traditionalist box malls built some years
ago, with Lower Hutt’s Queensgate (est.1986; redeveloped 2006) being the most well-
publicised, and showing how the dominance of one large mall with 150 shops can alter the
fabric of a central city.

The intention of the visits was to explore the impact of design principles of malls on the
CBD’s in those locations, and to query any strategies those Councils had put in place to
improve the functionality of their CBD’s and to integrate / incentivise quality civic features into
any development plans.

We intended to explore how a core central city that has suffered from lack of investment, lack
of renewal and drift of pedestrian interest and quality (leading to low pedestrian numbers)
could reinvigorate the streetscape with targeted planning and future vision.

All three Councils we visited were open and enthusiastic to share their experiences and
expertise, and to discuss their future planning objectives. All offered any further assistance
or support with Invercargill’s planning that the Council might find useful and sent through
collateral that we may find useful.

Of special interest was that all three cities had invested heavily in significant Arts and Culture
infrastructure as part of, or close to the cornerstones of their CBD’s - Lower Hutt’s Dowse
Museum & Gallery; Porirua’s Pataka Art + Museum; Palmerston North’s Te Manawa
Museum of Art, Science & History. An observation would be that such cultural ‘hearts’ are
an essential part of activating the life of a revitalised CBD, and giving residents a wealth of
opportunities to visit / linger / take pride in the core of the city.

Lower Hutt provided a copy of three volumes of their Central City Transformation Plan, and
Palmerston North provided a copy of the PowerPoint used to introduce us to their past and
current approaches to development.

One thing that became apparent was that if we do decide to commit to the proposed CBD
project and if we decide to take a longer-term game changer role, there is significant
opportunity for Invercargill City Council to use smart urban design principles to create
something really quite different.

We gained the definite impression that any proposal we support must not be an
autonomous mall entity that contributes little to the physical, social and commercial
fabric of the centre city. What we observed is that the traditional box-malls we saw were
all inward-focussed; to some extent sucked the life out of their surroundings; and created
vacuums for hospitality and retail.

We discovered that Council is well poised to take advantage of the subsequent learnings,
strategies and planning to mitigate the ‘vacuum’ effects of a mall that these three cities have
taken over a decade or so to realise.
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We believe Council is in a fortunate position where it can influence what are considered the
negative effects of malls, such as the ‘blank’ box outward face of a traditionalist mall, before
they happen. It became apparent that the modular and individual facades proposed for in
particular the Esk and Tay Street sides of the development, are integral to smart urban
design to allow a pedestrian to feel as though they were on a bustling street of outward-
facing shops, rather than walking alongside a single flat internalised institution.

What we discussed as some of the additional antidotes to mitigate negative effects were:

• Activate the ‘cultural heart’. Make cultural offerings one of the many things the CBD
provides as reasons to visit and linger. Council has investment in these projects
planned. It is essential these do not get pushed back.

• The importance of transport links. Including a central bus interchange; walkability in
the CBD; catering to increasing numbers of cyclists; paying early attention to parking
policies; having city gateways established and easy to negotiate.

• Link the core block being redeveloped to other parts of a walkable city, so that one
large mall does not become the only destination

• Incorporate Maori and Pacifica cultural expression within the City Centre as an
integral part of planning.

• Explore the use of incentive funds to encourage inner city development and
repurposing buildings in the CBD ; including the encouragement of inner city living as
part of CBD activation for 24-hour living. Palmerston North and Lower Hutt in
particular have developed incentive funds, and adapted their District Plans to assist
with repurposing buildings to residential.

• Promotion of the Central City as the quality location of choice for major fashion and
other stores yet to arrive in Invercargill

• Strategic Open Spaces that support active recreation for all ages; including
development of inner city ‘pocket parks’; attention to paving and street furniture, and to
street character and the vitality of the street scene. Palmerston North has a whole
inner-city green square it has revitalised and brought to life with outdoor art, walkways
and moveable pocket parks on trailers; Lower Hutt has a riverside park and walkway;
Invercargill can potentially activate Wachner Place and Otepuni Gardens.

• Incorporate street art (murals, tactile objects) to enliven and create personality.
Palmerston North had only to give their community permission, rather than investment,
to create activation in this space. “Simply give people permission, and they will create”
- Keegan Aplin-Thane, Policy Planner, PN City Council

• Developing laneways and ‘eat streets’ that offer an intimate, quality pedestrian
experience distinct from the primary street network.

• Attention to visual detail and glazing at street level; pedestrians should be able to see
into buildings in walkable streets; no blank, inner-facing walls. The revitalisation of
Palmerston North’s Broadway is a good example of this urban design thinking. One of
Palmerston North’s solutions to activate their streets was to alter the District Plan and
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establish a fund where when development, or redevelopment, occurs, urban design
principles are triggered. The Council uses this fund to assist Architects and
Developers to get the best urban design outcomes for the city streetscape.

• The encouragement of ‘events’ in the CBD - the City Centre as the place to
socialise, and the place to form an attractive, safe family destination; fun things to do;
places to go; picnics to be had; a family city centre (which also boosts retail trade, and
can include outdoor markets and reasons to visit on weekday evenings).

• Applying a Crime Prevention through Environmental Design Strategy.

• Incorporating sustainable / energy-efficient thinking into the built environment - solar;
EV charging; waste minimisation; recycling as a start.

• Disability-friendly planning from the start - an accessible and useable CBD that makes
spaces work for all; including the streetscape paving / footpath renewal / toilets /
lighting / transport hub / easy way finding.

• Acknowledge Invercargill’s weather patterns. Have at least some areas with canopy
cover for outside activities and dining.

• Create a highly visible and vibrant youth scene - look at how to attract technology and
knowledge-based businesses; perhaps a young entrepreneur incubator hub in
conjunction with SIT.

• Provision of signage and information display panels to educate people on historical,
cultural and the built identity of the CBD.

• Value the remaining CBD heritage outlined in the Heritage Strategy.

**********
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Doc No: A2727736

TO: COUNCIL

FROM: DAVE FOSTER – INTERIM DIRECTOR OF FINANCE AND 
ANDREW CAMERON – GENERAL MANAGER 
INVERCARGILL CITY HOLDINGS LIMITED

MEETING DATE: MONDAY 12 AUGUST 2019

CITY BLOCK DEVELOPMENT DUE DILIGENCE

SUMMARY

Invercargill City Council is being requested to invest as a shareholder in the development 
of the Dee/Tay/Esk and Kelvin Streets CBD Block.  The details of that development are set 
out in the material that has been supplied to the public as part of the consultation process.

In June 2018 Invercargill City Council identified that before any further investment in HWCP 
Management Limited (as the entity then thought to be undertaking the development) the 
business case, including any due diligence undertaken be presented to Council.

The Business Case prepared by HWCP Management Limited was included in the 
consultation material.

This paper brings together the material that may be considered by Invercargill City Council 
as part of its decision making process and in compliance with its earlier resolution.  The 
paper has been drafted so as to include as much material as possible in the public.  

Included with the consultation material were reports by New Zealand Institute of Economic 
Research and Colliers International Real Estate Management Limited.  While these reports 
were prepared by HWCP Management Limited to support its business case it is appropriate, 
where they can be supported by independent evidence that Invercargill City Council use 
their findings as part of its diligence.

An important part of the consideration is that the investment is outside of Invercargill City 
Councils ordinary risk tolerance.  There are however a number of factors to consider when 
determining whether to accept a higher risk.  

Having said that this does not remove the obligation on Invercargill City Council to accept 
any higher risk based on a prudent consideration of the issues.

Invercargill City Council will receive further information in the public excluded portion of the 
meeting that sets out in further detail the commercially sensitive parts of the deliberations.

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the report ‘City Block Development Due Diligence’ be received;

AND THAT

Council determine that a redevelopment of the inner city is likely to achieve the 
objective of the Invercargill City District Plan as set out in the Business 1 (Central 
Business District) Zone of maintenance and enhancement of the primacy of the 
Invercargill Central Business District as the primary centre for retailing, business, 
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culture, entertainment, education and social services for Invercargill City and the wider 
Southland region;

AND THAT

Council’s investment in Invercargill Central Limited is consistent with the criteria for 
investment in property established by its Investment Policy;

AND THAT

Council has not been active in the development of the proposal for the inner city and 
this has resulted in constraints to fully align community wellbeing outcomes with the 
commercial objectives of the public private partnership;

AND THAT

Council has, as part of its deliberations, acknowledged its desire for achievement of 
community wellbeing outcomes by allocating sufficient funds to the surrounding 
streetscape;

AND THAT

Council acknowledges the cost of the investment reflects the lower commercial returns 
from a development of this type and the barrier this creates to completion of projects 
by the private sector alone;

AND THAT

Council can expect the return on investment will exceed the cost of borrowing, and 
Council cannot be certain it will receive a dividend/cash flow to fund that borrowing
before 2029;

AND THAT

Council can be satisfied that the steps taken to date to identify the significant risks to 
the project, and militate the impact if those risks are realised, are prudent;

AND THAT

Council should take this information into account when deliberating on submissions 
on its proposed investment.  

IMPLICATIONS

1. Has this been provided for in the Long Term Plan/Annual Plan?

No

2. Is a budget amendment required?

Yes

3. Is this matter significant in terms of Council’s Policy on Significance?

Yes

4. Implications in terms of other Council Strategic Documents or Council Policy?
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The matter aligns with the Invercargill City Council District Plan, SoRDS and a 
number of Council’s Community Outcomes.

5. Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further 
public consultation required?

Yes, the public have been consulted and submissions received.

6. Has the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy been considered?

Council will need to consider the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy and all 
other Council policies when making its decision.

INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL MULTIPLE ROLES

Invercargill City Council (ICC) has multiple roles in the development of the inner city. They 
include:

∑ through its district plan setting broad strategic direction for the relevant zone;
∑ working with other Councils on strategic goals for the region;
∑ administration of the district plan and resource consent process (however this was 

delegated to independent parties in this case);
∑ enforcement of the resource consent; and
∑ responsibility for the infrastructure and other services that support the 

development.

Irrespective of ICC’s decision to invest in the inner city redevelopment it will be required to 
continue to carry out many of these roles.  This is not unusual as ICC has similar issues with 
respect to its ownership through Invercargill City Holdings Limited of the Invercargill Airport 
Limited.  It is however unusual given the scale and timeframe over which the development is 
proposed to occur.  ICC will have to continue to manage these different roles carefully to avoid 
any actual or perceived bias and/or conflict of interest.

A decision by ICC to invest may not result in the immediate commencement of works.  It is 
noted that a condition of the resource consent is that:

The consent holder must not undertake any demolition prior to providing the Council 
with written confirmation from a registered trading bank that funding for stages 1 – 3 of 
the development as identified in the Staging Plan approved in Condition 1 has been 
obtained.

FURTHER MATERIAL AT TIME OF WRITING

ICC has commissioned Deloitte to prepare a report to identify areas that should be considered 
as part of its due diligence process.  At the time of writing this report is not available.  The 
report will be provided to Councillors when available.

FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

ICC has broad powers under the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) to make decisions on 
behalf of its community.  These general powers are balanced by the requirement to take 
account of the principles set out in the Act.

ICC also has an Investment Policy that states:
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Council’s primary objective for property owned for development needs or for investment 
purposes is that it is important for the economic, physical and social development of the 
Invercargill district and to achieve an acceptable rate of return.  Council generally follows 
a similar assessment criteria in relation to the acquisition of new property investments.

Prior to acquisition of property for the development needs of the district or for investment 
purposes the property will be assessed as follows:
∑ Property for the development needs of the district – a financial and non financial 

assessment of economic, physical and social benefit to the district, the cost of 
owning the property and the cost of ownership and assessment.

∑ Proceeds from the disposition of property investments are used for retirement of 
debt relating to such property, or allocated to general funds, endowment funds or 
special funds.  All income from property investments is shown in the Statement of 
Comprehensive Revenue and Expenses and forms part of general funds.

Management Reporting and Procedures

Council reviews the performance of its property investments on at least a six monthly 
basis, and ensures that the benefits of continued ownership are consistent with its stated 
objectives.

This report addresses the requirements of ICC’s Investment Policy.

ICC recognised that the decision to invest would be a significant decision and undertook 
consultation with the public, the results of which are set out in the City Block Deliberation 
Report.  In that consultation the public were provided with limited options, to invest or not as 
set out below:

Proposed Option Advantages Disadvantages

Invest up to $30 million in the 
City Block development.  
$20 million investment in the 
new entity. $10 million to 
remain with Council as a 
contingency.  The proposed 
$10 million to remain with 
Council is effectively a $5 
million contingency for 
budget over-run and a $5 
million contingency for any 
enhancements that Council 
may seek as a result of 
advice and / or submissions 
received.

Provide a level of confidence 
to other investors in the 
project and to investors in 
the City.

Council does not expect that 
the investment will make a 
commercial return in the 
short to medium term.

Investment will result in 
Council having 
representation on the entity 
tasked with undertaking the 
development. 

Other Council projects would 
need to be deferred.

Annual servicing costs of 
approximately $600,000 
each year for the loan period 
based on a $20 million 
investment, and up to 
$900,000 each year based 
on the proposed up to $30 
million investment.
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Alternative Option Advantages Disadvantages

Do not invest in the City 
Block development.

No further ratepayer funding 
is committed to the City 
Block.

Project would likely not 
progress.  Council left 
owning 50% of the site and 
buildings that will return little 
or no income. 

No change to Council’s 
planned capital works or 
projects detailed in the 2018 
– 2028 Long-term Plan.  

Risk that the decline of the 
Invercargill City Centre 
would accelerate.

Unlikely that any other 
development would happen 
on this site in the near term. 

Alternative uses of the site 
may not have the same 
transformational impact that 
is hoped to be achieved from 
this development. 

In making the decision limited to two (2) options ICC took into consideration section 79(2) of 
the Act.  In particular given that:

∑ Resource consent had been lodged;
∑ Other parties had been requested to invest; and
∑ The investment was to be a public private partnership;

the range of options available to ICC, and therefore available for consultation were limited.  

Despite including the risk of not investing in the development for the block and the Business 
1 CBD Zone the advantage to the Business 1 CBD Zone was not included as a positive.  
Arguably it was not included because it is accepted as a given.  As a result it is not 
unreasonable to start the assessment of the investment from the position that something 
should happen to develop the Business 1 CBD Zone.

The investment by ICC is significant, up to $30,000,000.  Concurrently the investment is not 
commercial, and as such while there is not an expectation that it will run at a loss there is an 
increased risk that it will require additional ratepayer subsidies.  

ICC is proposing to be an equity holder in Invercargill Central Limited.  This entity is a pubic 
private partnership as discussed further below.  To the extent that ICC, as an equity investor, 
may be in a position to influence options for the design of the development, this would not 
amount to a redesign of the project and as such were not presented to the public.  ICC included 
in the consultation a $5 million contingency for any changes that ICC may seek that further 
promote community outcomes as a result of advice and / or submissions received.  ICC has 
received a separate report on these issues.

While there may be debate around the size, ICC should start from the position that there is a 
potential trade-off between community outcomes and the costs of the investment.  ICC will 
need to deal with this trade-off through the public private partnership that is being used to 
develop this project.  While all parties will agree on the need for the development to achieve 
high level objectives for the city the priority of those objectives may vary slightly.
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These fundamental constraints that are particular to this decision:

∑ Something must happen;
∑ There is only one option on the table with limited scope for alteration;
∑ The funding model is set; and
∑ It includes a public private partnership

will be used as the starting point for the following discussion.

The paper will then consider the more generic risks and costs of a development project.

SOMETHING MUST HAPPEN

Section 101 of the Act requires that ICC act prudently in a manner that promotes the current 
and future interests of its community.  

What is driving the need for a decision?

The Invercargill City centre is perceived to be in decline. The Decision of Commissioners on 
the HWCP Management Limited Resource Consent Application records the following 
evidence a 1.1.21:
(a) Total business across the CBD core decreased by 43 between 2000 and 2017 (-19%).  

In contrast, the rest of the CBD has increased by 218 businesses in that same period 
(+26%).

(b) The total workforce of the CBD Core has decreased by 535 people (-22%) between 
2000 and 2017 (and more if one considers change since the peak in 2005).   See figure 
4.  In contrast, the workforce in the rest of the CBD has increased by 1025 (+28%) in 
that same period (2000-2017).

(c) The count of retail businesses in the CBD has decreased by 27 between 2000 and 2017 
(-30%).  In contrast, the rest of the CBD has increased by 16 retail businesses in that 
same period (+13%).

(d) Total retail employment in the CBD Core has decreased by 236 people (-29%) between 
2000 and 2017.  In contrast, retail employment for the rest of the CBD has increased by 
824 (+61%) in that same period (2000-2017).

The cause of this is subject to debate but at 1.1.23 the decision quotes:

Past planning framework and planning decision played a key role (determining where
development can occur), as has the physical condition of the building stock.  What is 
evident is the role that LFR (large format retailing) in the CBD fringe has had on changing 
the viability of many small format comparison retailers in Invercargill and drawing 
customers and therefore vitality away from the CBD core.

Council in its District Plan has identified the Business 1 CBD Zone that includes a policy to 
retain existing and encourage new commercial/retail activities in the CBD.

ICC in its District Plan identified the following issue for the Business 1 CBD Zone:

1. The primacy of the City Centre as the City’s primary commercial and retail area is under 
threat, from the slow pace of development within the City, from new development 
locating outside the City Centre, from national and international changes in retailing, and 
from deferred maintenance and structural issues associated with old buildings.

The District Plan has as objective 1 for the Business 1 CBD Zone:
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Maintenance and enhancement of the primacy of the Invercargill Central Business 
District as the primary centre for retailing, business, culture, entertainment, education 
and social services for Invercargill City and the wider Southland region.

In explaining the policy to establish and implement the Business 1 CBD Zone ICC stated:

Maintaining and reinforcing the viability and vibrancy of Invercargill’s CBD is of 
widespread concern to the Invercargill people and is a key priority for Council. 

There has been little new development in the Business 1 CBD Zone.  In considering its 
response to the earthquake prone building requirements in the Building Act 2004 ICC received 
submissions.  These submissions indirectly provided evidence to ICC as to a potential cause 
of this decline.  In essence it was argued that buildings were not maintained, and would not 
be strengthened as the return on the investment was not justified by the current level of rent.  
This lack of re-investment has been cited in the Business Case presented by HWCP 
Management Limited as a reason for supporting the development.

NZIER prepared a report on the Implications of the Invercargill city centre redevelopment in 
March 2019 for Invercargill and Southland.  Relevantly to the issue of the Business 1 CBD 
Zone it assessed the potential impact of the decision.  The NZIER report provides a framework 
for assessing the impact of the development:
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The NZIER report notes that:

The key demand signal is that renewal of the city centre is required.  This means that 
over time Invercargill will become a less attractive place to remain or to relocate to – it 
is a burning platform.  Two issues are important:
∑ On the supply side, business and local government have come together to 

redevelop the city centre.  The involvement of the private sector suggests that the 
transformation of the city centre has potential to be the catalyst for other 
investment;

∑ On the demand side, the redevelopment generates interest over and above would 
(sic) have happened given the current building stock available.

A theme during the submission on the earthquake prone building issue supported the above 
comments with the submitters noting national tenants require 67% of national building 
regulations and the lack of buildings that satisfy that criteria located in the Business 1 CBD 
Zone.

The fact that there is demand for retail space in the Business 1 CBD Zone by retailers is 
supported by the 2019 Colliers International Real Estate Management Limited report 
Invercargill Central – Demographic and Retail Consultancy.  This report supports a finding of 
more than sufficient demand for the redevelopment of this block particularly having regard to 
the additional amount of Food and Beverage space being provided…

The impact of the investment in the Business 1 CBD Zone is assessed by NZIER.  The size 
of the impact is dependent upon the changes to population numbers in Southland.  While part 
of the rationale for the development is a reversal of retail leakage from Invercargill and 
increased tourism spend the impact is amplified by population growth of 10,000 in scenario 1
(Sim 1) compared to 3,000 in scenario 2 (Sim 2).

While not a formal ICC document, the Southland Regional Development Strategy (SoRDS) to 
achieve population growth of 10,000 by 2025, notes a contemporary urban environment and 
revitalised Invercargill Business 1 CBD Zone area by 2025 as a step towards that goal.  The 
SoRDS Action Plan included the development of the Cambridge Retail Precinct including a 
covered ‘mall’ area as a step towards that objective.  While the scale may be different ICC can 
be satisfied that the current development will fill a similar role.
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What would happen if the current development does not proceed?

As indicated above the proposal has been driven by private parties with ICC left to make a 
decision based on a limited range of options. It is tempting to be cautious and take a wait and 
see approach.  The NZIER did not consider alternative developments but did however 
consider whether to adopt a wait and see approach given the degree of uncertainty associated 
with the investment1.  It concluded:

∑ The risk and uncertainty with projects like the CBD redevelopment has reduced 
since 2000 as growth has increased

∑ The number of tourists has grown considerably with Southland experiencing a 
growth rate well above the national average

∑ The current state of the CBD and whether there is capacity for Invercargill to assist 
in sustaining those growth rates

∑ Whether rate payers are prepared to take on the risk and uncertainty that a partly 
funded $180 million CBD redevelopment require

∑ The substantial risk of doing nothing.

Since that report ICC has consulted with the ratepayers and the results are considered in the 
City Block Deliberation Report.

The NZIER report also states:

Without the renewal associated with the redevelopment the chances of increasing the 
region’s population permanently would be significantly reduced.  The main risk is that 
the region may lose people as suggested by Roskruge and Pawar (2015).  The 
importance of this result is highlighted by the Venture Southland’s Business Confidence 
survey of 2017 which identified the main challenge for Southland business as being the 
ability to recruit staff.

ICC has direct evidence of the staffing issues in the HWCP Business Case.  The Invercargill 
Chamber of Commerce submission to the consultation included a number of responses that 
referenced the role that the development may have on retention and attraction of people to 
Invercargill.  While ICC is not investing in them it is noted that some of the ancillary 
developments associated with this project are both designed to support the project and 
generate further demand into the Business 1 CBD Zone.

In its consultation ICC noted that if it did not invest then it was likely that the project would not 
proceed.  It remains the case that ICC’s investment is essential for the development to 
continue in its current form.

Who will the decision impact?

The decision will have an impact on all ratepayers.  

The project itself, as a result of its scale, will have an impact on all retail, particularly in the 
Business 1 CBD Zone.  The project already has had a direct impact on those carrying on 
business in the buildings the subject of the redevelopment proposal.

Section 101(3) of the Act requires ICC to identify the sources of any funding following 
consideration of:

1 The issue of uncertainty will be addressed in the financial analysis below
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(i) The community outcomes to which the activity primarily contributes; and
(ii) The distribution of benefits between the community as a whole, any identifiable part of 

the community, and individuals; and
(iii) The period in or over which those benefits are expected to occur; and
(iv) The extent to which the actions or inaction of particular individuals or a group contribute 

to the need to undertake the activity; and
(v) The costs and benefits, including consequences for transparency and accountability, of 

funding the activity distinctly from other activities and the overall impact of any allocation 
of liability for revenue needs on the community.

Council has identified three community outcomes from its investment:

∑ To enhance our City;
∑ To preserve its character; and
∑ To embrace innovation and change.  

These outcomes also align well with the SoRDS objectives for development in the inner city.  
The City Block project is seen as contributing to population and economic growth; it 
preserves part of its heritage character; and contributes to the ‘wow factor’ in terms of 
facilities in the CBD.  

Council has already identified that it will undertake a funding review as part of the 
preparation of its 2021/31 Long Term Plan.  The decisions it makes relating to funding of this 
investment should be seen in the light of that review.

Council recognises that its involvement is to ensure the community gets an asset it has 
already identified as important.  The benefits will be felt across the community as a whole 
rather than to any part or sector of the community.  Central business districts are places of 
social interaction, not just places of business transactions, and the benefits – both direct and 
indirect – will be experienced by all.  

This is a long term project.  The benefits are expected to accrue from the commencement of 
construction; they will change over time.  At the start of the project the construction will drive 
an uplift in the economy.  Once the complex is open, the benefits will move from being 
purely economic to being social and cultural also.  The need for the project comes about as 
a result of decline in the central business district, caused by a range of factors and not one 
single thing.  

ICC proposes that its investment will be debt funded.  The operating cost of that debt will be 
met from the general rates - with no differentials, as it is a service enjoyed by the whole 
community.  

In the medium term ICC expects revenue will cover the cost of interest, and in the longer 
term dividend flows will start.  There is uncertainty at the time of preparing the report as to 
when that will be and when they will be available to satisfy the interest payments on the 
debt.
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THERE IS ONLY ONE OPTION ON THE TABLE - PUBLIC CONSULTATION

The public has been consulted on this decision as set out in the City Block Deliberation Report.  
As noted above there were limited options given to the public as part of that consultation.

The public have submitted on the merits of the proposal and its capacity to achieve the 
outcomes identified in that consultation.  As expected there were some varying views on the 
merits of, as opposed to, ICC’s investment in the project.

The 2019 Colliers Report included in the consultation material addresses some of the issues 
raised with respect to the viability of a ‘mall’.  While opinions will vary Colliers in that report 
assert that well located significant retail developments continue to grow and expand both in 
New Zealand, Australia and worldwide. 

FUNDING MODEL - PARTICIPANTS

At the time of its preparation the City Centre Block Consultation Document [Statement of 
Proposal] stated that ICC was one of a range of parties requested to invest in the new entity 
to carry out the development.  It was also quoted that the development would cost $180M.

The funding model involved public and private investment with the balance of the cost funded 
by borrowing from a bank.

ICC and the other investors were requested to invest $20 million dollars to contribute towards 
a $180 million build cost.  

The funding scenario has changed so that the current situation is that ICC is being requested 
to invest $25 million, with the other two private sector investors putting in the same amount of 
equity.  This increase in funding required from ICC and the private sector investors is a result 
in a shortfall of bank funding available at this time.

The fact that there may be a shortfall in bank funding is not a complete surprise.  There are a 
number of factors which have led to this result:

∑ The banking environment has continued to change with increased emphasis from 
the central banks in Australia and New Zealand on capital adequacy leading to a 
tightening of lending criteria across the board; and

∑ The “Invercargill factor” resulting in a premium imposed on the required returns on 
the investment compared to developments in metropolitan areas.

This risk was identified by NZIER in their consideration of whether the private sector would 
step up in the absence of public sector investment.  They stated:

The short answer is no.  In the past there have been private initiates to redevelop 
Invercargill CBD.  These initiatives floundered because of the lack of community support.  
While we cannot say that we are 100% certain that the private sector would carry out a 
redevelopment, the demonstration effect of failed previous attempts to rejuvenate the 
city centre suggest it is most unlikely.  Potentially the commercial returns will likely 
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be lower than in major metropolitan centres (increasing the risk) therefore to 
encourage further business investment requires public intervention.

ICC in allowing for a budget over-run of $5M, also considered a funding shortfall.

The two private sector investors have agreed to match funding by ICC up to $25M.  The 
remaining investors have not been asked to increase their investment.  The bank will fund the 
balance of the cost of the investment.  The build cost has been reduced to $160M as discussed 
below under the cost of the development.

FUNDING MODEL - PUBLIC PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP

Investment in the development will involve ICC in a public private partnership (PPP).  
Guidance and commentary with respect to PPPs can be found in the 2011 report Managing 
the implications of public private partnerships by the Controller and Auditor-General (OAG 
Report).

The OAG Report includes a guide as to the range of public private partnerships (PPP) (see 
Appendix 1).  Without putting a label on it the proposed PPP for the development is closer to 
a pure private enterprise.  In fact, ignoring the lack of commercial return, it is only the as yet 
unspecified social wellbeing benefits that prevent the investment from being purely 
commercial. ICC would be aware that the closer a project is to private enterprise has 
implications for the ability of those PPPs to achieve community outcomes.  

A topical example would be the role of Air New Zealand in supporting regional areas through 
its scheduling.  This investment in its given form is comparable with that level of emphasis on 
community outcomes.

The OAG Report also provides the forms of contractual arrangement that are often used in 
such an arrangement. ICC will in effect be managing the contract via a shareholders 
agreement and any associated requirements of other public sector funders.
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As noted above ICC has identified in its district plan a policy at the highest level for the 
Business 1 CBD Zone as set out below:

BUSINESS 1 (CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT) ZONE 

The Zone seeks to maintain and reinforce the viability and vibrancy of Invercargill’s 
City Centre by enabling a wide range of activities, by encouraging and maintaining a 
high level of amenity, and by encouraging good urban design. 

Within the Priority Redevelopment Precinct the Council seeks a partnership with the 
business sector in that it has accepted responsibility for the provision of car parking2. 

2 Invercargill City Council considers that this requirement can be met by the adequate provision of car parking 
throughout the Business 1 (Central Business District) Zone
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This is intended as a significant bonus for redevelopment, enabling utilisation of a 
greater proportion of the site for building. 

The Business 1 Zone makes specific provision within the Entertainment Precinct for 
entertainment premises, with extended hours of operation and more permissive noise 
limits than other parts of the City District. 

The third precinct within the Business 1 Zone is the Pedestrian-Friendly Frontages 
Precinct, intended to maintain and enhance the attractiveness and convenience of the 
City Centre for pedestrians.

The proposed development is within the Priority Redevelopment Precinct of the Business 1 
CBD Zone.

To the extent that the ICC, through the Mayoral Forum and other projects, was involved in the 
SoRDS project it has identified the specific project:

ÿ Cambridge Retail Precinct – this is a boutique retail precinct to be located between Tay 
and Esk streets and including a covered ‘mall’ area.

The SoRDS action plan also noted as one of the immediate priorities:

ÿ Facilitation vehicle.  This involves the formation of a joint venture to undertake the 
development of the retail precinct in the central city. (contributing parties: ICC, private 
interests)

In terms of potential involvement in the development of the PPP ICC has not fully participated 
in the process to date.  ICC and Invercargill, were fortunate that some of the issues that were 
identified and considered as part of the resource consent process resulted in changes that are 
beneficial to the achievement of social wellbeing elements of the project.

Some of the submissions received raised concerns about the nature of the PPP.  That is in 
essence the ability of ICC to participate in, and/or influence the outcomes of a PPP.  ICC is, 
through its consideration of this PPP, moving into a space where it requires an understanding 
of the private sector’s approach to uncertainty (risk), innovation, change, and doing business.
An example of this is the changes to the funding requires since the consultation document 
was released and consequent changes to the proposal.  
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ICC has a range of experience in contracting parties to provide “core PPP” projects (e.g. 
roading contractors, 3 waters works etc).  It does not have a great deal of experience in more 
sophisticated arrangements, and indeed the OAG Report would suggest that this is true for 
New Zealand as a whole at the time of writing.

The absence of the ability for ICC to charge development contributions also works against 
ICC in this regard.  ICC in its infrastructure and other services role is required to ensure that 
the development is serviced and is unable to transfer the monetary burden of those costs to 
the developer.  This is currently true for all developments in Invercargill, but the scale of the 
development increases the impact on ICC.

It is noted that there is additional funding requested in the City Block Deliberation Report.  ICC 
can be satisfied that it has put in place measures to ensure that any requirements from the 
project are appropriately monitored.

COST / BENEFIT ANALYSIS

ICC must understand what it is achieving by its investment in order to understand the costs 
and benefits of the project.

Current State of Development

Invercargill Central Limited (ICL) is the entity to carry out the development.  ICL is purchasing 
the land, resource consents, design and demolition from HWCP Management Limited at cost.  

As ICL is not carrying out stage 4, 5 and 6 (as set out in the resource consent and included 
as Appendix 2) the piazza will not be completed by it.  This is a minor error in the consultation 
documents which state that the $180 million redevelopment will include an outdoor courtyard 
providing space for people to enjoy time outside (piazza). The piazza is to completed as part 
of the development of stage 5 and is shown in the white area in Appendix 2.  While the space 
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serves an important function in the overall design, and in particular for the proposed 
developments within stage 5 the funding method for this area is not resolved.

ICC by its investment in ICL is not guaranteeing the development of stages 4, 5 and 6.  With 
the exception of stage 4, these developments while complementary to stage 1, 2 and 3 are 
stand-alone developments.

The cost for stages 1, 2 & 3 does not include the fit-out of the tenancies.  Although the cost, if 
any, of a fit-out would be recovered from the tenant, there is a risk that further capital will be 
required to fund the fit-out.

Cost of Development

ICC was requested to invest $20 million dollars to contribute towards a $180 million build cost.  
As noted above as a result in a shortfall in funding available from banks ICC will now be 
required to invest $25M. 

The increase in funding to $25M from ICC and each of the private sector investors is not 
sufficient to offset the fall in bank funding available.  As a result Invercargill Central Limited 
has had to review the project scope and undertake value engineering to reduce the project 
cost of $160M. ICL is currently working through the changes required to bring the 
development within the revised budget of $160M.  

At this stage ICC does not see a detriment to the project from the proposed changes, and in 
fact the changes may result in an increase in the community benefit.  Due to the commercially 
sensitive nature of some of those changes they will be considered in public excluded 
discussions.

As noted above a PPP will require ICC to have an understanding of the private sector’s 
approach to uncertainty (risk), innovation, change, and doing business.  The final details of 
the project are still fluid.  The public sector will respond to the risk and uncertainty to, within 
reason, ensure that the outcome is achieved.  Further examination of the risks that remain 
within the project and ICC’s appetite and understanding of those risks are set out under the 
risk reward analysis.

A consequence of the lower returns available in Invercargill is that the development, once 
complete, will have a valuation less than the cost of building it.  This means that ICC will have 
to write down the value of its investment significantly to reflect this value once the project is 
completed.  This size of this effect is exacerbated by the “Invercargill factor” which assumes 
that investors will require even greater returns to invest in Invercargill compared to other 
metropolitan centres.  It can be argued that these hurdles to commercial investment support 
the need for public sector support for such developments.

The write down of the valuation has an impact on the time cost of the investment to ICC.  ICC 
has always indicated that it did not expect a return within the first 10 years.  In submissions it 
has been raised whether ICC has an exit strategy and/or would consider selling its interest in 
Invercargill Central Limited.  While ICC has indicated that it would review its investment 
periodically the anticipated write down in the value of the investment ensures that it will be 
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some time before that reduction in value is recovered and hence ICC will have its capital tied 
up in the investment for some time unless it is prepared to incur a significant loss.

Benefit

As noted previously the starting benefit, if perceived to be such, is that by its investment ICC 
ensures that the development will progress.  The barriers to completion of the project by the 
private sector identified by NZIER and realised at the time of seeking funding can be partially 
offset by the investment of public funds.  The cost of this has been set out in the consultation 
documentation noting the above changes.

Although only investing in stages 1, 2 and 3, in acting on this proposal Invercargill will obtain 
the benefit of stage 4.  In addition HWCP Management Limited continues to work with other 
developers to ensure that stages 5 and 6 are also completed in a timely manner.

ICC can be satisfied that through the PPP it is able to leverage its investment in a manner that 
it would not be able to achieve on its own.

As noted in the NZIER report now is a good time to invest in infrastructure projects as the cost 
of borrowing is low.  Although ICC has identified that its investment will not make a commercial
return, it has also identified that it does not anticipate that it will make a loss.  This in part 
reflects the cost of borrowing for ICC in the current environment.  This does however come 
with risks as discussed below.

A benefit of the reduction in build cost and in level of debt is that Invercargill Central Limited 
will be more profitable and the interest payments reduced.  This improves the likelihood of a 
return to ICC to in the short/medium term.

RISK / REWARD ANALYSIS

Risk

Any investment of this nature relies on a range of assumptions.  At this stage many of these 
issues can only remain as assumptions or estimates, but it is important that ICC satisfy itself 
as to the reasonableness of those assumptions.  In order to do so ICC should examine the 
external environment in which the decision is being made.

The NZIER report uses a CGE3 model when working out the impact of any changes.  As can 
be seen there is an impact from both the global and domestic economy.  While ICC is not 
aware of the specific numbers used by NZIER to input into its model it is aware that the 
modelling was completed in March 2019.

3 This is an NZIER proprietary model
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Appendix 3 is the current state of the market for the global and New Zealand economy as 
summarised by Bancorp Treasury ICC’s Treasury Advisor.  

As noted above while it is a good time for making infrastructure investments due to the low 
cost of borrowing this, at least in part, reflects the weak growth of the global and domestic 
economy.  ICC needs to be aware of the risks that further weakness in the global and New 
Zealand economy would have on the projected benefits from the development as discussed 
by NZIER.  

ICC needs to also be aware that rental income growth will have a portion that is impacted by 
both domestic inflation and/or levels of consumption.  In the event that either of these are 
lower than anticipated in the financial modelling, due to weakness in the economy this will 
have a negative impact on the returns achieved.

At the time of writing the Reserve Bank of New Zealand cut the official cash rate by 0.5% to 
1.0%.  For New Zealand gross domestic product the report assumes that GDP growth picks 
up to above trend due to fiscal and monetary stimulus.

At a high level the business model is reliant upon two significant assumptions, cost of the build 
and the rental income received (including car parking income).  Approximately $120 million, 
before contingencies, of the total costs of the development is as yet uncontracted.  

As noted above, while the reduction in bank funding is a positive for the short term cash flow 
of Invercargill Central Limited it transfers the risk of costs overruns to the equity holders (ICC 
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and the private developers).  In addition ICC has been required to commit the additional 
$5 million that it had set aside as part of the consultation for circumstances such as this.  The 
result being that any cost overruns may result in ICC having to seek further consent for funding
to complete the project.  Invercargill Central Limited is managing the costs of the development 
closely.  They have appointed an experienced project manager and have had quantity 
surveyors assess the costings to date.  As part of the review of the development, following 
discussions with the bank around funding, further work has been completed to ensure that the 
build cost is as far as is practicable confirmed within the available funding limits. 

There remains a risk that a builder will not be found who can match this price.  Invercargill 
Central Limited is trying to manage that risk by providing as much detail as possible at the 
time of tender to provide comfort to potential builders around the cost and design.

At this stage tenants have not been confirmed for all of the development.  The anchor tenant 
has signed its lease however and this is a significant portion of the development.  Having 
signed the anchor tenant work has now commenced to sign the balance of the tenancies.  
Significant work has been completed by consultants on behalf of Invercargill Central Limited 
to identify and contact potential tenants.  A list of tenants has been developed however there 
is a risk until contracts have been executed that the required tenancies will not be achieved. 
Invercargill Central Limited will continue to pursue executed leases to ensure that the targets 
are achieved.

There remains a significant penalty in the anchor tenant lease in the event that the anchor 
tenant, and associated tenancies/car parking, are not able to be opened by late 2021.  At this 
stage the project remains on schedule to achieve the necessary timeframes to ensure that 
Invercargill Central Limited is not penalised under the terms of the lease.

The investment is not without risk.  ICC does not have a formal risk appetite statement.  It is 
likely that if it had a formal risk appetite statement this investment would be outside that risk 
appetite as a result of the uncertainty that remains within the project.  This should not preclude 
ICC from making the decision however as there are always occasions when taking into 
consideration the circumstances surrounding the decision that an entity may take on greater 
risk to achieve greater benefits or outcomes.  

The important thing is to acknowledge and understand the nature of the decision and why it 
may be different from that which ICC would ordinarily consider. For example ICC notes that 
the investment requested of it is one that is outside of its core business and is undertaken with 
a level of uncertainty/risk that is greater than it may otherwise invest in.  Having acknowledged 
that ICC may say that it is otherwise comfortable in taking on those higher risks because of 
the potential for a greater return to the community from that risk, acknowledging that it will take 
all steps to manage those greater risks.

Reward

Earlier it was noted that one of the potential benefits of the decision by ICC to invest is that 
the project will go ahead.  That was not a passing statement.  While noting that ICC has not 
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been as active as it could have been in the development of this project, there has been 
considerable work undertaken by private parties to get the project to the current state.

ICC is presented with the opportunity to ensure that a project with:
∑ Up to $50M of private funds;
∑ possible $40M of other public funds; and
∑ significant associated private sector investment supporting the core development of 

stages 1, 2 & 3 proceeds.

ICC could not on its own achieve those outcomes.  While the size and scale of the 
development creates its own risks, it also creates the potential that it will be truly 
transformational.  To quote from the Resource Consent:

1.1.35 The scale of the redevelopment in the Applicant’s proposal is huge.  The breath and 
extent of change it will cause, if approved, will be outlined in more detail in this decision but 
the following summary is a vignette of what is involved:
(a) The loss of all of the internal elements of the 19 existing heritage buildings identified in 

the District Plan, including the iconic Southland Times Building and the delightful but 
moribund Cambridge Arcade.

(b) A completely new streetscape on the southern side of Esk Street, except for the retention 
of the façade elements of the Coxhead’s Building, Cambridge Arcade and the Southland 
Times Building.

(c) A new bespoke office building for the HW Richardson Group (that we call the HW 
Richardson Tower) on the corner of Esk and Dee Streets, replacing the ornate Lewis & 
Co and Newburgh Buildings at 29 Esk Street and 33 Dee Street respectively.

(d) Complete redevelopment of the block, except for the Reading Cinema and the Kelvin 
Hotel, with the result that there is over half a kilometre (518.189 metres to be precise) 
of new of redesigned frontage as part of the development across its four main axes.

(e) A new hotel adjacent to and of similar dimensions to the Kelvin Hotel4.
(f) A five-level car park comprising 29.839 m2 GFA5 and a new multi-levelled 

interconnected structure, anchored by a major comparative retail tenant, with a floor 

4 Note this building is no longer likely to be a hotel but will be of similar dimensions.
5 Gross floor area
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plate of 6,086m2 GFA accessed internally and additionally by a reconfiguration of the 
Southland Times façade to create a central grand entrance.

1.1.36 Every proposal of this scale is an admixture of key themes translated into an integrated 
design.  As we understand it the overarching principles informing the proposal’s design were 
as follows:
(a) The HW Richardson Tower will be a signature contemporary building providing modern 

office space to meet that businesses’ growing needs, with the ground floor well 
connected to the retail core; and

(b) To achieve a vibrant retail location the development needs the following elements:
(i) Adequate and convenient parking to compete with LFR6 in other places and 

provide destination shopping; and
(ii) A diverse menu of food retailing to provide experiential and interactive 

opportunities as an adjunct to the retail offering not found in LFR creating market 
differentiation; and

(c) There must be an anchored tenant appropriately catered for, having sufficient depth and 
appeal to operate as a locus for retail with enough gravitational pull to encourage smaller 
comparative retailers to orbit its sphere; and

(d) Good linkages internally and externally; and
(e) Differentiated and well-articulated architectural form, especially along Esk Street, that 

reflects the finer-grained elements of the existing streetscape, albeit with the introduction 
of considerably new architectural style, and leveraging off that, opportunities for external 
spaces, including overhangs across pedestrian ways, to enliven the location.

Having a development of this nature occur further aids ICC in consideration of the balance of 
the city.  It provides an opportunity for master planning and decision making which is otherwise 
lacking and the ability to further support the potential of the development.  This opportunity 
would not arise if the development was of a smaller scale and/or driven by individual ICC 
projects such as the Arts Centre or Museum.

If ICC and the private parties are successful in achieving the desired outcomes through the 
PPP model it creates confidence that ICC could consider further opportunities to undertake 
similar projects.

The project should ultimately be cash flow positive for ICC, noting that it may take some time 
for this to occur.

THE RIGHT THING TO DO?

Ultimately having considered the above issues ICC could be satisfied that it is the right thing 
to do.  In particular given the long term nature of the investment, and the concerns raised by 

6 Large format retail
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certain members of the community as to the impact on rates, ICC must consider 
intergenerational equity in this decision.

Having taken into consideration the:

1. risks;
2. costs;
3. unique nature of the proposed development; and
4. advantages of the PPP

ICC could consider the decision to invest $25m + redesign costs and ongoing management 
and monitoring costs as the right thing to do.

There will always be uncertainties.  There will always be those who do not support any project 
Council proposes to be involved in.  This report endeavours to demonstrate that Council has 
completed all appropriate due diligence.  

This project also relies upon other public sector funders.  Without their commitment it would 
not proceed.  The final confirmation will not be able to be made by all parties until indicative 
commitment is given by each.  

Council has also received a report City Block Development Investment Proposal and the due 
diligence should allow Council to be assured in its debate on that report.  
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Appendix 1
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Appendix 2
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Appendix 3
BANCORP TREASURY

BACKGROUND – GLOBAL

Prominent non-government organisations, such as the World Bank, International Monetary 
Fund and World Trade Organisation, continue to lower their growth forecasts and, along with 
most central banks, to warn that growth and financial risks are skewed firmly to the downside 
due to ongoing trade tensions between major economies (notably the US and China) and 
worrying Brexit developments. 

Latest data releases show trade activity, economic growth and manufacturing activity in the 
world’s largest economies slowing to levels not seen since the start of Global Financial Crisis 
more than a decade ago. This is despite low unemployment rates and very low (or even 
negative) interest rates.

At the end of July, the Federal Reserve (“Fed“) cut the target range for its benchmark Fed 
Funds rate by 25 basis points, to 2.00%-2.25%. Its forward guidance was not as dovish as 
expected, with Fed Chair, Jerome Powell, saying that the Fed considers the outlook for the 
US economy as still favourable. He stated that there is nothing that poses a prominent near 
term threat and this rate cut was a pre-emptive measure intended to protect the US economy 
from downside risks, specifically from ongoing trade uncertainty, muted inflation and weak 
global growth. 

The European Central Bank (“ECB”) signalled in July that it is close to another round of policy 
easing through cutting interest rates or expanding its bond buying programme, or a 
combination of both because of “lingering softness” in recent forward-looking Eurozone data. 
It warned that “in the absence of improvement … additional stimulus will be required.” Market 
pricing has the ECB taking its benchmark interest rates further into negative territory over the
next year.

Boris Johnson was elected UK Prime Minister in July. He has consistently stated that Brexit 
will happen on 31 October 2019 with or without a ratified formal agreement with the European 
Union (“EU”). In its latest economic review, the Bank of England saw the prospect of ‘No Deal’ 
Brexit as bad for UK growth. 

The escalation of the US-China trade dispute and an increase in trade tensions between 
Japan and South Korea since the start of August have put ongoing trade uncertainty in the 
spotlight and caused a substantial rush into safe haven assets, specifically the Swiss franc, 
yen, gold and government bonds.

Despite the less dovish than expected Fed, the benchmark US 10 year Treasury yield, which 
ended July at 2.02%, fell sharply in early August as the US-China trade dispute escalated and 
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traded below 1.70% for the first time in since October 2016. The German 10 year bund yield 
ended July at -0.44%, below the ECB’s benchmark deposit rate (-0.40%), and is currently 
below -0.50%, which signals more ECB rate cuts.

The Reserve Bank of Australia (“RBA”) cut its cash rate by 25 basis points in June and July, 
taking it down to a record low of 1.00%. In subsequent speeches, the RBA Governor, Philip 
Lowe, has made it very clear that Australian interest rates will remain low for a prolonged 
period and that the RBA’s stance on inflation targeting (between 2.0% and 3.0%) will remain. 

At its Board meeting on 6 August, the RBA held its cash rate at 1.00% mainly because “the 
Australian economy can sustain lower rates of unemployment and underemployment,” 
“inflation pressures remain subdued across much of the economy” and the AUD “is at its 
lowest level of recent times.” It repeated that “an extended period of low interest rates will be 
required in Australia.” Although the RBA expressed a neutral bias, market pricing implies RBA 
cash rate cuts in November and April that will take it to 0.50%.

BACKGROUND - NEW ZEALAND 

Change OCR 90 days 2 year swap 3 year swap
5 year 
swap

10 year 
swap

9 July 1.50% 1.67% 1.34% 1.34% 1.41% 1.76%

7 August 1.50% 1.48% 1.21% 1.18% 1.21% 1.50%

Change Nil -0.19% -0.13% -0.16% -0.20% -0.26%

CPI rose 0.6% in the June quarter, up from 0.1% in March, lifting the annual rate from 1.5% 
in March to 1.7%. This was exactly in line with market consensus and the Reserve Bank of 
New Zealand's (“RBNZ”) latest forecast. The June quarter’s CPI rise came from higher petrol 
prices that drove tradable inflation up 0.9% for the June quarter and 0.1% for the year. The 
non-tradable CPI rose 0.3% over the June quarter, pushed up by rising rents and insurance, 
which kept the annual non-tradable CPI rate at its five year high of 2.8%. The RBNZ’s 
underlying annual inflation measure (the sectoral factor model) was steady at 1.7%.

New Zealand continues to display a solid labour market. The unemployment rate dropped 
from 4.2% in the March quarter to 3.9% in June, the participation rate was unchanged at 
70.4%, the numbers employed rose 0.8% over the June quarter (and 1.7% over the June year) 
and private sector wages rose 0.8% over the June quarter (and 2.2% over the year).

Market pricing implies two more 25 basis points Official Cash Rate (“OCR“) cuts at the RBNZ’s 
7 August and 5 February Monetary Policy Statements – taking the OCR down to just 1.00%. 
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In line with global interest rate trends (lower bond yields and central bank rate cuts), the recent 
OCR cut and expectations of more OCR cuts, domestic swap rates fell to record lows across 
the yield curve again in July. The following graph shows just how far local swap rates have 
fallen over the last 12 months.
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Appendix 4

MATERIAL REFERENCED IN THE PREPARATION OF THIS REPORT

∑ Invercargill City Council District Plan – January 2017
∑ Discussion paper – Managing the implications of public private partnerships, Controller 

and Auditor General, November 2011 ISBN 978-0-478-38328-7
∑ Minutes and Agenda Invercargill City Council Regulatory Services Committee Meeting 

27 February 2018
∑ Business Case (Feasibility study) – Our City for Tomorrow April 2019, HWCP 

Management Limited
∑ NZIER report to HWCP Management March 2019 - Invercargill city centre 

redevelopment – Implications for Invercargill and Southland, New Zealand Institute of 
Economic Research

∑ Southland Regional Development Strategy, Southland Mayoral Forum October 2015
∑ Southland Regional Development Strategy – Action Plan 2015 – 2025, Southland 

Mayoral Forum November 2016
∑ Invercargill Central – Demographic and Retail Consultancy, prepared for HWCP 

Management Limited, Colliers International Real Estate Management Limited April 
2019
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TO: COUNCIL

FROM: MELISSA BROOK – MANAGER, STRATEGY AND POLICY

MEETING DATE: 13 AUGUST 2019

CITY BLOCK DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT PROPOSAL

SUMMARY

This report contains background information on the process that has been undertaken to 
determine the community’s views on the Council’s proposal to invest in the City Block 
Development.  It considers the feedback received during the public consultation process and 
provides analysis of common themes provided within submissions.  As this report responds 
to submissions received, it should be read in conjunction with the other reports presented to 
Council to assist in its deliberations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the report ‘City Block Development Investment Proposal’ be received;

AND THAT

Council determine that the community wellbeing outcomes outweigh any inherent risk 
in investing in the proposal;

AND THAT

Council invest $25 million in Invercargill Central Limited, relating to stages 1, 2 and 3 
of the City Block Development, subject to full and final satisfaction of the design 
response and all conditions determined by the Chief Executive and the Chair of 
Invercargill City Holdings Ltd;

AND THAT

The Chief Executive and Chair of Invercargill City Holdings Ltd be delegated authority 
to invest up to a further $5 million in consideration of design changes negotiated to 
enhance community wellbeing outcomes; 

AND THAT

This approval gives authority for the Chief Executive and Chair of Invercargill City 
Holdings Ltd to enter into binding agreements on behalf of Council;

AND THAT

All matters to be reported to Council once completed;

AND THAT

Council notes that allowance for ongoing professional advice, above that sum which 
is being invested, will be necessary and ongoing, and the Chief Executive is delegated 
authority to procure such advice utilising existing budgets in the current financial 
year.
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IMPLICATIONS

1. Has this been provided for in the Long Term Plan/Annual Plan?

No

2. Is a budget amendment required?

Yes

3. Is this matter significant in terms of Council’s Policy on Significance?

Yes

4. Implications in terms of other Council Strategic Documents or Council Policy?

The matter aligns with SoRDS and a number of Council’s Community Outcomes.

5. Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further 
public consultation required?

Yes, the public have been consulted and submissions received.

6. Has the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy been considered?

Council will need to consider the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy and all 
other Council policies when making its decision.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The financial implications of this decision have been included within earlier reports.

For every $10 million of loan, Council would have to pay approximately $300,000 in servicing 
costs each year.  For an investment of $20 million in the City Block development, $600,000 
would be required each year. Under Council’s current policies this investment would result in 
a 1.2% rates increase for the average ratepayer.

A further $10 million would remain with Council.  This is effectively a $5 million contingency 
for budget over-run and a $5 million contingency for any enhancements that Council may 
seek as a result of advice and / or submissions received.  

LEGISLATIVE CONSIDERATIONS

The Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) provides that the purpose of local government is to 
enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of, communities and to 
promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural wellbeing of communities in the 
present and for the future.

When making decisions, Council must have regard to the principles relating to local 
authorities established in section 14 of the Act.  The entire section is included as Appendix 
1, but Council should be particularly aware of subsections (f) and (fa) which provide:

- A local authority should undertake any commercial transactions in accordance with 
sound business practices; and

- A local authority should periodically –
o Assess the expected returns to the authority from investing in, or undertaking, 

a commercial activity; and
o Satisfy itself that the expected returns are likely to outweigh the risks inherent 

in the investment or activity. 

Council officers consider that the views of the community will help Council to determine 
whether the expected returns to the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of the community 
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from the proposed investment, outweigh the risks of being involved in a commercial venture 
of this nature. 

BACKGROUND

The Southland Regional Development Strategy highlighted that creating great places in 
urban Southland was key to achieving the Region’s goal of attracting 10,000 more people to 
live in Southland by 2025.  The Strategy notes that it is especially important to create the 
Invercargill CBD as a great place to be, at least on a par with other regional centres.  It 
further notes that creation of a regional social focal point in Invercargill, which could comprise 
a mall, will help build stronger lifestyle values that makes an area more attractive to residents 
and visitors, and creates a human ‘buzz’ that keeps people in the area.

In 2017 Council, through Invercargill City Property Limited and Invercargill City Holdings 
Limited, became an investor/shareholder in HWCP Ltd.  Originally the intention was for the 
company to acquire all land necessary for a development in the Tay/Dee/Esk/Kelvin Streets 
block.  

In September 2018, Council acknowledged that HWCP Ltd had shifted from a land bank to a 
developer of the inner city block.  Invercargill City Properties Ltd has made it clear that it 
invested in HWCP Ltd as a land bank and Council said it would not invest further funds in 
HWCP Ltd, as a developer, without undertaking consultation with the community.

Until this time Council had been passive. It was accepted this was a significant change, by 
this time a sense of momentum had built.  Throughout the project Council has found itself in 
‘catch up’ mode, rather than an active participant.  The scale of this project is more extensive 
than anything Council has been involved in previously. 

Council determined to engage with the Community on a proposal to invest up to $30 million 
in the City Block development.  The proposal identified $20 million as a direct investment and 
a further $10 million contingency.  The contingency is effectively a $5 million contingency for 
budget over-run and a $5 million contingency for any enhancements that Council may seek 
as a result of advice and/or submissions received. 

The consultation period for the proposal to invest up to $30 million in the City Block 
development was opened on 18 May 2019, with submissions closing on 28 June 2019. The 
availability of the Consultation Document was advertised in The Southland Times, the 
Southland Express and a postcard delivered to all Invercargill households.  Full consultation 
documents and supporting information were available on Council’s website.  Copies of the 
consultation document and submission forms were made available at various supermarkets 
around Invercargill.  

Council officers and Elected Members attended a Hui at the Murihiku Marae and were also 
available to discuss the proposal at a number of community events in locations around 
Invercargill and Bluff during the consultation period.

673 submissions were received, with over 40 submitters choosing to speak to their 
submission at an extraordinary meeting of Council held on 16 and 17 July 2019.  Some 
speakers provided further written material with their submission (Appendix 2).

Council also received a great deal of feedback through Social Media. Council’s dedicated 
“Your Money for City Block?” Facebook page reached a large number of people.  Feedback 
from this page is included as Appendix 3. Officers recommend that while Council considers 
this resource as good source of public opinion, each member should consider what weight 
they will put on feedback received from this media as officers are unable to verify the 
authenticity of those posting or their views. 
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It should be acknowledged that Council would not have this opportunity before it had it not 
been for the drive and commitment of Mr O’Donnell and Mr Thompson. 

CONSIDERATION OF SUBMISSIONS

Officers have considered the submissions received and provide the following analysis to 
assist the Council’s debate.

Three groups have emerged from the submission process:
∑ Those who support Council’s proposed investment;
∑ Those who oppose Council’s proposed investment;
∑ Those who have neither supported nor opposed the proposal, but have raised points 

that they wish to have considered by Council when making its decision.

Common amongst all submitters, whether they were opposed or supportive of the proposed 
investment, was the importance of a focus on community and what that could deliver to the 
City. 

Submissions in support

There were a number themes within those submissions in support of the proposed 
investment.  The top three recurring themes were:

- The City needs to move forward
- This is an investment for future generations
- The current state of the city centre is neglected, run down and in some cases derelict.

These themes reflect wide held concerns with the state of the inner-City as it currently is.  
Submitters considered that importantly, a revitalised city centre is essential not only for 
Invercargill, but also for the greater Southland region and the image that we portray to 
visiting tourists.

The submissions put a focus on past decisions relating to the location of retail as the reason 
why Invercargill’s city centre is in its current situation.  This situation is not uncommon, large 
retailers tend to cluster on the edge of a city.  Primarily they need a lot of space for parking
and future growth.  This has been the experience in Invercargill. Common amongst 
submitters who were in favour of the investment was the belief that if previous decisions had 
led to a decline in the attractiveness of the city centre, good future decisions could reverse 
this trend. 

Themes from other submitters were in a similar vein to the three most common identified 
above.  Submitters in support considered that the development will modernise the City, but 
also that the development had gotten to a stage where it is no longer a viable option for 
Council not to be involved.   

Those who most strongly supported the proposed investment by Council identified that there 
would be an increase in what they were required to pay in rates and made clear that they 
were still in support even with the associated increase in cost of rates.

The final theme amongst those in support was recommendations for ways to better ensure 
that the development met the social needs of the community.  Recommendations included 
an outward facing build using sustainable building practices, creating a mixed use (including 
accommodation) development, and ensuring that the development included social space, a 
space where the community could gather and just ‘be’. 

Submissions in opposition

Council Agenda - CITY BLOCK DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT PROPOSAL

107



By far the most common theme in opposition to Council’s proposed investment was the 
objection to the use of rates and the associated rates increase.  A number of submitters 
raised concern as to the impact of this proposal on them personally when they were on a 
fixed or low income.   Some submitters expressed that they could not afford any further 
increase in rates for a project that was not a core responsibility of Council.   This viewpoint 
was shared by a number of submitters who opposed the use of public money to partially pay 
for a private investment.

The concern inherent in these submissions over the proper use of public money flows 
through into the second theme; other projects are more important.  Redevelopment and re-
opening of the Museum was considered by many submitters to be more important than 
investing in a commercial development.  Other projects such as the new Arts and Creativity 
Invercargill development, the earthquake strengthening of the Water Tower and developing 
an alternative water source were all considered projects of a higher priority to some 
submitters. 

These two themes; the inappropriate use of rates money resulting in a rates increase and the 
potential deferral or loss of more important Council infrastructure or community assets, were 
supported by the third most common theme in the submissions, the development is not a 
good investment.  

Council has been questioned many times, both in the written and in verbal submissions, over 
the expected return on investment of this proposal.  Submitters considered that there was 
little information to show that this investment was going to be financially viable and that, while 
understanding the commercial sensitivity of the development, the information provided did 
not answer the questions the community would like to know in order to support the proposal. 

Many submitters who considered the development was not a good investment made 
reference to Council’s prior investments.  This indicates a level of mistrust in Council being 
involved in investments and will need to be carefully managed should Council determine to 
invest in the development. 

A number of submitters opposed to the proposal were concerned about the loss of heritage 
from the City Centre.  This matter would have been considered as part of the Resource 
Consent process that has already been completed.

Neutral submissions

Those who neither opposed nor supported the proposal predominantly raised suggestions 
regarding the impact on community wellbeing of the proposed development.  Neutral 
submitters wished to see the community wellbeing aspects of the proposed development 
strengthened if Council were to invest.  Submitters raised concerns with the growth of 
available retail space and security of current business, and ask that Council ensure it is 
satisfied that the development will work for surrounding business also.  Submitters also 
questioned if there was an opportunity to include affordable housing in the mix of the 
development or its surrounds. 

DUE DILIGENCE

This report should be read alongside the report City Block Development Due Diligence.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS

Council has been clear in its consultation materials that it proposes to invest in the City Block 
development for strategic reasons, rather than solely commercial reasons. The following 
assessment of options was included in the consultation materials and is included again to 
assist Council in its deliberations.
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Proposed Option Advantages Disadvantages
Invest up to $30 million in the 
City Block development.  $20 
million investment in the new 
entity. $10 million to remain 
with Council as a 
contingency.  The proposed 
$10 million to remain with 
Council is effectively a $5 
million contingency for 
budget over-run and a $5 
million contingency for any 
enhancements that Council 
may seek as a result of 
advice and / or submissions 
received.

Provide a level of confidence 
to other investors in the 
project and to investors in the 
City.

Council does not expect that 
the investment will make a 
commercial return in the 
short to medium term.

Investment will result in 
Council having 
representation on the entity 
tasked with undertaking the 
development. 

Other Council projects would 
need to be deferred.

Annual servicing costs of 
approximately $600,000 
each year for the loan period 
based on a $20 million 
investment, and up to 
$900,000 each year based 
on the proposed up to $30 
million investment.

Alternative Option Advantages Disadvantages
Do not invest in the City 
Block development.

No further ratepayer funding 
is committed to the City 
Block.

Project would likely not 
progress.  Council left 
owning 50% of the site and 
buildings that will return little 
or no income. 

No change to Council’s 
planned capital works or 
projects detailed in the 2018 
– 2028 Long-term Plan.  

Risk that the decline of the 
Invercargill City Centre would 
accelerate.
Unlikely that any other 
development would happen 
on this site in the near term. 
Alternative uses of the site 
may not have the same 
transformational impact that 
is hoped to be achieved from 
this development. 

FURTHER STEPS

At its meeting on 28 May 2019, Council resolved that an unbudgeted initial amount of 
$200,000, being 1% of the proposed investment of $20 million, be set aside for the 
engagement of independent, professional advice for the City Block project.  Following the 
findings of the independent review of the Don Street investment, Council recognises the 
need for strong oversight of any future investment decisions.  Should Council determine to 
invest in the City Block development, it is important that an allowance for ongoing 
professional advice, above that sum which is being invested, is made available in Council’s 
budget.  Council officers consider that this can be accommodated within existing budgets in 
the current financial year. Ongoing review of the investment and quarterly reporting to 
Council will ensure that any further funding needed is included in budgets going forward. 
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CONCLUSION

For those submitters in support there was a fear for the future if there was no development, 
there was anxiety over how that would impact both their children and the region. Despite 
associated costs and doubt over the financials, the development is seen as a positive step 
forward and one that is long overdue.  

Submitters from all different viewpoints considered that the focus on community is important.  
The development needs to include the community, not just work for the private investors.  

Those opposed to the investment fear losing community assets, the affordability of the entire 
Council work programme and its impact on rates.  There is deep concern over the use of 
public money in a commercial investment when the museum is closed and the Arts and 
Creativity Invercargill development is not yet underway.  These submitters raise concerns 
with the financial uncertainty of the investment and the record of past Council investments.

Before making a decision on the proposed investment, Council officers consider that Council 
should determine what it considers to be the social wellbeing benefits to the community from 
this investment and, in light of the professional advice and submissions received, as well as 
the wider engagement process gone through, whether the development in its proposed form 
will deliver these benefits.  Council should then satisfy itself that these identified social 
wellbeing benefits to the community outweigh any potential risks of being involved in an 
investment of this nature.  In doing so, Council should also weigh the risk of not being 
involved in this investment, and what impact that is likely to have on the social and economic 
wellbeing of the community.

**********
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Local Government Act 2002 

14  Principles relating to local authorities 

(1)  In performing its role, a local authority must act in accordance with the following principles: 

(a)  a local authority should— 

(i)  conduct its business in an open, transparent, and democratically accountable manner; 

and 

(ii)  give effect to its identified priorities and desired outcomes in an efficient and effective 

manner: 

(b) a local authority should make itself aware of, and should have regard to, the views of all of its 

communities; and 

(c) when making a decision, a local authority should take account of— 

(i) the diversity of the community, and the community’s interests, within its district or 

region; and 

(ii) the interests of future as well as current communities; and 

(iii) the likely impact of any decision on each aspect of well-being referred to in section 10: 

(d)  a local authority should provide opportunities for Māori to contribute to its decision-making 

processes: 

(e) a local authority should actively seek to collaborate and co-operate with other local authorities 

and bodies to improve the effectiveness and efficiency with which it achieves its identified priorities 

and desired outcomes; and 

(f) a local authority should undertake any commercial transactions in accordance with sound 

business practices; and 

(fa) a local authority should periodically— 

(i) assess the expected returns to the authority from investing in, or undertaking, a 

commercial activity; and 

(ii) satisfy itself that the expected returns are likely to outweigh the risks inherent in the 

investment or activity; and 

(g) a local authority should ensure prudent stewardship and the efficient and effective use of its 

resources in the interests of its district or region, including by planning effectively for the future 

management of its assets; and 
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(h)  in taking a sustainable development approach, a local authority should take into account— 

(i)  the social, economic, and cultural well-being of people and communities; and 

(ii)  the need to maintain and enhance the quality of the environment; and 

(iii)  the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations. 

(2)   If any of these principles, or any aspects of well-being referred to in section 10, are in conflict in 

any particular case, the local authority should resolve the conflict in accordance with the principle in 

subsection (1)(a)(i). 
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RELEVANT PUBLIC POSTS/COMMENTS FROM YOUR MONEY FOR CITY BLOCK? FACEBOOK PAGE
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POSTS MADE BY THE PUBLIC DIRECTLY TO THE YOUR MONEY FOR CITY BLOCK? FACEBOOK PAGE
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MESSAGES SENT TO THE YOUR MONEY FOR CITY BLOCK? FACEBOOK PAGE

1. Ric Piper

2. Kevin Wilson
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RELEVANT PUBLIC POSTS/COMMENTS FROM INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL FACEBOOK PAGE
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A2732212

TO: COUNCIL

FROM: RUSSELL PEARSON – ROADING MANAGER

MEETING DATE: MONDAY 12 AUGUST 2019

CITY BLOCK URBAN DESIGN REVIEW

SUMMARY

Council developed an Inner City Master Plan in 2012 however the plan did not envisage a 
development of the scale of the City Block development.  The elements of the previous Plan 
continue to have some relevance and will be of assistance for future activities.

Council has engaged independent advice to review the proposed design approach of the City 
Block development.

Further negotiations with the developers will be required to ensure the urban design 
elements are suitably detailed and appropriate.  This is important so that Council can meet 
its obligations to the wider Inner City.

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the report “City Block Urban Design Review” is received.

IMPLICATIONS

1. Has this been provided for in the Long Term Plan/Annual Plan?

No

2. Is a budget amendment required?

Allowances will be required in future budgets for specific projects

3. Is this matter significant in terms of Council’s Policy on Significance?

No.

4. Implications in terms of other Council Strategic Documents or Council Policy?

No. 

5. Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further 
public consultation required?

Not directly on this topic specifically.

6. Has the Child, Youth and Family Friendly Policy been considered?

Yes. The review looks at how this project will respond to the people spaces within 
the Inner City,
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Future budget and project considerations will be required. The impacts of any design review 
issues are being considered in the City Block Development Due Diligence and Investment 
Reports.

BACKGROUND

In considering its response to the design of the city block proposal, and separate to any 
decisions to invest, Council can draw on previous work done which recognises Council’s 
responsibilities for the pubic realm and urban landscape.

In 2011 Council received the Invercargill City Centre Outline Action Plan for the Inner City 
from Kobus Mentz from Urbanismplus Limited. This report highlighted eight priority issues 
which Council could address or lead to start a transformative process for the Inner City.

This Action Plan led to Council commissioning Pocock Design Environmental to develop a 
Master Plan for the Inner City Revitalisation which took the earlier reports’ issues and 
developed 11 key Precinct Projects which could be undertaken to encourage people to return 
to the Central Business District.

The Pocock Plan highlighted a number of significant projects which were in the development 
stage but for which no final location had been decided.

The Master Plan’s purpose was to assist, both Council and the business community to make 
better and more informed decisions. The Plan looked to ensure an integrated approach was 
being considered and gave the key elements necessary to link to the streets and the features 
which people who come to the CBD would expect to able to use, experience and enjoy. 

A development of the scale of the City Block Proposal was not envisaged at the time of the 
Master Plan. However the intent and learnings from the Masterplan development assist in 
understanding the response which Council should make to a project of this scale. Successful 
urban design should support development such as the City Block and the wider Inner City 
development.

Key issues identified in earlier reports continue to have high importance and remain much 
the same with linkages across the inner city being of high importance, connecting to the 
public spaces such as the Otepuni Gardens, Queens Park and having a CBD public space 
for places where the public can use as a true public area. Access and transport needs are 
also key and ongoing issues which need to be input in designs as any new development is 
considered and built. The inner city in a wider sense needs to be places where people want 
to come to, spend time and congregate, enjoying in a wider context.  These elements
continue to have high importance for a successful inner city. 

DESIGN REVIEW

It was recognised that Council needed to have good advice that the design of the 
development (the City Block) which was being offered to it needed to be tested. Accordingly 
Council approved the proposal from the Chief Executive to engage expertise to undertake 
this review.
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Mr Mike Cullen and Stuart Niven have been engaged with a brief to provide independent
advice on what the impact of the development is likely to have on the Inner City based on the 
current plans, the resource consent and its conditions. Two interactive workshops have been 
undertaken with the HWCP Design Team (Developers and Buchan Design Group)

Two design principles were focused on by Cullen and Niven, these being:

Principle 1
That the City Block projects act/be configured – socially and commercially – as a seamless 
extension of Invercargill Inner City’s urban environment.

Principle 2
That the street front composition and block depth qualities of the City Block be better 
composed to more effectively represent Invercargill’s block, building and street authenticity 
and related visual detail.

The key issues noted from the workshops are:

∑ The current design is well advanced with much of the design being locked in
∑ Commerciality considerations are needed for the development (which could limit some 

changes)
∑ Cross City Access ( laneways) are key urban requirements
∑ Street Shopfront Composition ( including laneways) needs to support the appearance 

of individual buildings
∑ Changes to current design ( areas or material content) can have cost impacts on the 

development
∑ Time pressures exist for delivering the project

Messrs Cullen and Niven will be providing a presentation to the meeting which will overview 
and explain in detail the key urban interaction issues they have identified and how these can 
be managed/mitigated and what they see this means to Invercargill.

The workshops reached a level of agreement where the designers have been able to review 
the impacts of the discussions and identify what likely costs could be seen to be as a result 
of any change.   This work is ongoing and it is hoped to be included in the presentations as it 
is not available at the time of writing.

It is anticipated that there will be some ongoing negotiations over the content of design 
changes and the costs and these processes.  The budgets identified in the consultation 
undertaken identified this cost was likely and give some scope of the limitations of those 
costs. 

The key issue which this work is looking to manage is that the development needs to be
good for the rest of the CBD (and the development) as well inform on the potential direction 
Council needs to take with the streetscape immediately adjacent to and equally importantly 
with the wider CBD.

The work to date would suggest some progress has been made however given the timeline 
(the lateness of this review) some elements are highly unlikely to be able to be included 
either from a cost or commerciality perspective.
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CONCLUSION

The work undertaken in 2012 still has the basic element/concepts to inform the CDB 
development with the City Block project and many others.

The review by Cullen and Niven has identified a number of elements of the design where 
changes are seen to be beneficial to the City (and how this development will operate in the 
short and longer terms).

Changes to the design (as current) will have cost implications and any argreed changes 
need to be negotiated into the final design pack for the development.

The recommended changes when incorporated are seen as approaching a better design 
solution for a “whole of Inner City” view.

**********
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