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ITEM NO: 1

APOLOGIES

ITEM NO: 2

REPORT A Rodney

v DISTRICT COUNCIL

TO Strategy and Community Committee

ON 5 August 2010

FROM Warren Maclennan — Assistant Chief Executive

APPROVED BY Warren Maclennan — Assistant Chief Executive

SIGNATURE

MM% n(é‘\mﬂh\ .

SUBJECT PRESENTATION OF THE QUARTERLY REPORT OF ACTIVITIES BY
THE RODNEY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TRUST (REDT) FROM
APRIL TO JUNE 2010

FILE REF DG/2/1

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

M Information only [] Strategic decision [ Policy decision [0 Statutory process

[0 Community issue [0 Contract decision 0 Delegation O Appointment

0 Administrative matter

IMPLICATIONS:

(i)

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

No

(ii)

Implications in terms of Vision Rodney?

Yes, the activities of the REDT contribute directly to achieving the Outcomes of Vision
Rodney, e.g. We will have a growing and resilient economy based on a wide variety of
businesses that fit our character.

(iii)

Implications in terms of Long Term Council Community Plan/Annual Plan?

Yes, the Council’s contract with the REDT is intended to achieve the goals and projects
identified under the activity area Economic Advocacy.

(iv)

Implications in terms of other Council Strategic documents or Council Policy?

Yes, services provided by the REDT to the Council are intended to achieve the
objectives and ‘lead projects’ in The Living Vision for Rodney’s Economy (economic
development strategy adopted by the Council in July 2002). The REDT, through
funding from the Ministry of Social Development (MSD), is responsible for
implementation of the Rodney Employment and Employability Strategy.




v)

Is a budget amendment required?

No, the REDT’s activities are identified in both the Long Term Council Community Plan
(LTCCP) and the Annual Plan.

(vi) Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further
public consultation required?
No further public consultation needed.

(vii) Does a decision on this matter require Auckland Transition Agency approval?

(yes / no / advice being sought?)

No

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Capital cost implications Nil

Is it currently budgeted for? Yes

Funding source of capital costs Not applicable
Ongoing operational cost implications Nil

Funding & rating impact (whether resulting from | Nil

capital expenditure or arising directly)

SUMMARY:

The REDT is a partner with the Council and has a contract for service to deliver economic
development services focused on achieving economic development goals and projects identified in:

Vision Rodney

Three year Economic Development and Implementation Plan (July 2009 to June 2012)
Long Term Community Council Plan (LTCCP)

Rodney Employment and Employability Strategy.

The attached quarterly report from the REDT (refer Appendix 1) summarises the activities of the
Trust from April to June 2010. The Trust’'s Chief Executive and Chairman will speak to the quarterly
report.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the quarterly report and supporting presentation by the Rodney Economic
Development Trust, covering the period April to June 2010, be received.




APPENDIX 1




ITEM NO: 3
REPORT A Rodney
v DISTRICT COUNCIL

TO Strategy and Community Committee

ON 5 August 2010

FROM Lloyd Barton — Director: Customer Service

APPROVED BY Lloyd Barton — Director: Customer Service

SIGNATURE ‘

SUBJECT FUTURE OF AUCKLAND REGIONAL SERVICES TRUST (ARST) FUND
— OUTCOME OF WORKSHOP WITH COUNCILLORS AND COMMUNITY
ARTS COUNCILS ON 22 JULY 2010

FILE REF AR/1/4

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

I Information only [1 Strategic decision M Policy decision [0 Statutory process

[0 Community issue [0 Contract decision 0 Delegation O Appointment

0 Administrative matter

IMPLICATIONS:

(i)

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

No

(ii)

Implications in terms of Vision Rodney?

No

(iil)

Implications in terms of Long Term Council Community Plan / Annual Plan?

No

(iv) Implications in terms of other Council Strategic documents or Council Policy?
No
(v) Is a budget amendment required?
No
(vi) Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further
public consultation required?
Community arts councils have been consulted. No further consultation is required.
(vii) Does a decision on this matter require Auckland Transition Agency approval?

(yes / no / advice being sought?)

Yes, advice being sought.




FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Capital cost implications Nil

Is it currently budgeted for? Nil

Funding source of capital costs Nil

Ongoing operational cost implications Nil

Is it currently budgeted for? (Currently budgeted)
Funding and rating impact (whether resulting Nil

from capital expenditure or arising directly)

SUMMARY:

A workshop was held on 22 July 2010 with arts council representatives. A report will be tabled
outlining the results of the workshop and the approach being made to the Auckland Transition
Agency.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the report be received.




ITEM NO: 4

REPORT A Rodney
v DISTRICT COUNCIL

TO Strategy and Community Committee

ON 5 August 2010

FROM Ryan Bradley — Senior Policy Planner

APPROVED BY Warren Maclennan — Assistant Chief Executive

SIGNATURE

SUBJECT HERITAGE ITEM ASSISTANCE FUND 2010 — 2011 — ALLOCATION OF

FUNDS
FILE REF TP/14/2/7/1

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

[0 Information only [0 Strategic decision M Policy decision [0 Statutory process

[0 Community issue [0 Contract decision O Delegation O Appointment

0 Administrative matter

IMPLICATIONS:

(i)

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

No

(i) Implications in terms of Vision Rodney?
Assists in the protection and enhancement of heritage resources in the district.

(iii) Implications in terms of Long Term Council Community Plan/Annual Plan?
$50,000 already set aside in the 2010 — 2011 budget.

(iv) Implications in terms of other Council Strategic documents or Council Policy?
No

(V) Is a budget amendment required?
$50,000 already provided in 2010 — 2011 budget.

(vi) Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any
further public consultation required?
Public have had the chance to apply to the fund in March — June 2010.

(vii) Does a decision on this matter require Auckland Transition Agency approval?

(yes / no / advice being sought?)

No. Note that the Auckland Transition Agency (ATA) has requested that the Council
allocate funds such as this before 1 November 2010.




FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Capital cost implications Not applicable

Is it currently budgeted for? Not applicable

Funding source of capital costs Not applicable

Ongoing operational cost implications Nil (already budgeted for).
Is it currently budgeted for? Yes

Funding & rating impact (whether resulting from Not applicable

capital expenditure or arising directly)

SUMMARY:

The Council has set aside $50,000 in the 2010 — 2011 budget to assist owners of heritage items
(primarily those listed in the District Plan) to conserve, restore and protect valued heritage items within
the Rodney District for the enjoyment and benefit of current and future generations. The fund is an
incentive for owners of heritage items protected under the District Plan to balance against the
restrictions and requirements for these heritage items under the District Plan - a ‘carrot and stick’
approach to heritage protection.

Since advertising the availability of the fund from March to June 2010, the Council has received
applications to the Heritage Item Assistance Fund for 21 different projects, with the total value of
funds sought from Council being approximately $71,485.50 (meaning the fund is over subscribed).

To assess the applications, any application that has received a grant from the fund in the past two
rounds has not been considered for funding in this round (as stated on the application form). The total
funds requested from the applications that will not be considered for funding this round is $21,965.00.

The removal of these applications brings the total requested funds to $49,520.50 which is just within
the fund’s limit. This means that all remaining applications can receive funding to the full amount
requested (subject to conditions).

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Council allocate its 2010 — 11 heritage assistance fund budget to the following
projects, and appropriate agreements be entered into with the applicants for the
amounts specified (with reference to the conditions):

_H# Name __Area Work Amount Amount ~______ Conditions
sought Rec-md

HO066 | Former Port | Wellsford Repair rotten | $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | Detailed specification of

Albert boards and the works (including paint
School paint to colours) to be supplied to
preserve rest the Council and approved
of building. in writing by the Council
prior to the
commencement of any
works.

In particular, any
replacement of Kauri for
Pine must only be for
those areas that had (and
will continue to have) a
painted finish.




12 | HO46 | Former Silverdale Replace the $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | The colours for the
Wade exterior of all painting need to be
School buildings and approved by the Council in
the perimeter writing prior to the
picket fence commencement of
at Silverdale painting.
Playcentre
15 | HO59 | Union Bank | Helensville | Repairs to $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | The grantis not to be used
of Australia road frontage for the ceiling insulation
/ANZ Bank of building to part of the project.
improve
general The colours for future
appearance painting (outside this
and prevent grant) need to be
future approved by the Council in
weather writing prior to the
damage. payment of this grant.
5 | HO89 | Kaukapakapa | Kaukapakapa | Kaukapakapa | $675.00 $675.00 The colours for the
Church Church: painting need to be
Restoration approved by the Council in
of all doors, writing prior to the
windows and commencement of
their frames. painting.
8 | HOO4 | Te Makeri Helensville | Restoration $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | The colours for the
to working painting need to be
order and approved by the Council in
original writing prior to the
appearance commencement of
of sash painting.
windows
throughout
the house.
10 | HO69 | Former Matakana | Reroofing $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | Detailed specification of
Matakana and painting the works (including paint
Dairy of south colour) to be supplied to
Company eastern wing the Council and approved
of factory - in writing by the Council
replacing of prior to the
barge boards commencement of any
where works.
necessary.
Particular attention needs
to be paid to ensure that
all detailing matches the
existing detailing.
6 | H142 | Kaukapakapa | Kaukapakapa | Church hall: $325.00 $325.00 The colours for the
Methodist Restoration painting need to be
Church Hall of all doors, approved by the Council in
windows and writing prior to the
their frames. commencement of
painting.
3 | H102 | Presbyterian | Parakai Roof and $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | Detailed specification of
Church gutter the works (including roof
replacement colour) to be supplied to
including the Council and approved
entry door. in writing by the Council

prior to the
commencement of any
works. In particular,
gutters to match the
existing gutters.




11 | H162 | Appletree Warkworth | Replace $5,000.00 | $5,000.00 | Not applicable
Cottage rotten wood
and Former and flashings
UsS Army to prevent
Base water ingress
to key
structural
components.
7 | H164 | St Michael | Leigh Electrical $2,650.00 | $2,650.00 | The grantis conditional on
and All cabling, door the protective grills being
Angels replacement, removed and alternative
Church subfloor means used (if anything)
access panel, for protecting the windows.
replacement
of grill, work The grant for the new
on bell, new cross is conditional on
Cross. evidence to show that a
cross in this location is part
of the history of the
building. Further details
on the new cross are also
required.
Further evidence required
on a possible repair of the
door rather than full
replacement. If
replacement is agreed
then it is to be matching in
all respects.
21 | HO16 | Warkworth | Warkworth | Replace $2,695.00 | $2,695.00 | Work to match existing
Post Office rotting facade detailing in all respects.
on Neville
Street
frontage
Repair
wooden
joinery
13 | H114 | House Helensville | Replace $1,998.00 | $1,998.00 | Detailed specification of
rotten the works to be supplied to
decking at the Council and approved
front of the in writing by the Council
house and prior to the
ensure front commencement of any
piles are in works.
good
condition.
14 | n/a Headstones | Kaukapakapa | Restoration $2,027.50 | $2,027.50 | Further details on cleaning
of Captain of historic methods required.
Dawson headstones
and son-in- Clarification needed
law Hugh whether the iron railings
Fulton are proposed to be
removed or restored.
19 | n/a Makarau Makarau Replacement | $2,900.00 | $2,900.00 | Detailed specification of
Hall of rotten the works to be supplied to
windows on the Council and approved
north and in writing by the Council
east side of prior to the
building commencement of any

works. In particular, the
option of repair of the
windows rather than
replacement needs to be
evaluated.




1 | n/a The Helensville | Repair $925.00 $925.00 Not applicable
Schoolhouse schoolhouse
at the roof
Helensville
Pioneer
Museum
20 | n/a House Helensville | Repairing $325.00 $325.00 Not applicable
(single bay fabric of villa
villa) (100 years
old)
TOTAL $49,520.50 | $49,520.50
1.0 Background
1.1 Origin of the fund
The Rodney District Council initiated the Heritage Item Assistance Fund in the 2004/05
financial year to bring the Council in line with the Rodney District Heritage Study (1999) and
section 17.6.3 of the Proposed District Plan which states that the Council may make available
Financial incentives for retaining or maintaining Cultural Heritage Resources. An amount of
$50,000 has been set aside in the budget for the fund this financial year.
The purpose of the Heritage Item Assistance Fund is to conserve, restore, and protect valued
heritage items within the Rodney District for the enjoyment and benefit of current and future
generations. The intention of the fund is to be an incentive for owners of heritage items
protected under the District Plan to conserve, restore, and protect these items. It is to balance
against the restrictions and requirements that the District Plan places on these landowners
with regards to the heritage items. Itis a ‘carrot and stick’ approach to heritage protection.
The Auckland Transition Agency has asked councils to allocate their contestable funds for the
2010 - 11 financial year by 1 November 2010. In line with this request, the Heritage Item
Assistance Fund is to be allocated at the 5 August Strategy and Community meeting.
1.2 Publicity
The Heritage Item Assistance Fund for 2010 — 11 was open to the public for applications
between 30 March and 11 June 2010. Advertising for the fund was through:
e public notices in the Rodney Times on 30 March, 22 April and 11 May
e media release, 9 April, 2010
e alink to the application brochure was added to the Council website for the duration of
the application period
e application brochures were displayed in Council service centres
e a letter about the fund was sent to the owners of heritage items listed in Appendix
17B of the Proposed Plan.
1.3 Applications received

The Rodney District Council has received applications to the Heritage Item Assistance Fund
for 21 different items, with the total value of works being approximately $71,485.50. A copy of
the applications will be tabled at the meeting.



The applications received are summarised in the table below.

# | H# Name Address | Area Work Amount
sought
9 | HO66 | Former Port Port Albert Wellsford Repair rotten boards and $5,000.00
Albert School | Road paint to preserve rest of
RD3 building.
12 | HO46 | Former Wade | cnr Silverdale | Silverdale Replace the exterior of all $5,000.00
School Street and buildings and the perimeter
Wainui Road picket fence at Silverdale
Playcentre
15 | HO59 | Union Bank 130 Helensville Repairs to road frontage of $5,000.00
of Australia Commercial building to improve general
/ANZ Bank Road appearance and prevent
future weather damage.
5 | HO89 | Kaukapakapa | 4 Peak Road | Kaukapakapa Kaukapakapa Church: $675.00
Church Restoration of all doors,
windows and their frames.
1 |n/a The 98 Mill Road Helensville Repair schoolhouse roof $925.00
Schoolhouse
at the
Helensville
Pioneer
Museum
8 | HOO4 | Te Makeri 44 Rogan Helensville Restoration to working order | $5,000.00
Avenue and original appearance of
sash windows throughout
the house.
10 | HO69 | Former 30 Matakana | Matakana Reroofing and painting of $5,000.00
Matakana Valley Road south eastern wing of factory
Dairy -
Company replacing of barge boards
where necessary.
6 | H142 | Kaukapakapa | Peak Road Kaukapakapa Church hall: Restoration of $325.00
Methodist all doors, windows and their
Church Hall frames.
3 | H102 | Presbyterian | 165 Parkhurst | Parakai Roof and gutter replacement | $5,000.00
Church Road including entry door.
11 | H162 | Appletree 4 Anderson Warkworth Replace rotten wood and $5,000.00
Cottage & Road flashings to prevent water
Former US RD5 ingress to key structural
Army Base components.
7 | H164 | St Michael 12 Hauraki Leigh Electrical cabling, door $2,650.00
and All Road replacement, subfloor
Angels access panel, replacement
Church of grill, work on bell, new
Cross.
21 | HO16 | Warkworth 17 Neville Warkworth Replace rotting facade on $2,695.00
Post Office Street Neville Street frontage
Repair wooden joinery
13 | H114 | House 33 Garfield Helensville Replace rotten decking at $1,998.00
Road front of the house and
ensure front piles are in
good condition.
14 | n/a Headstones 4 Peak Road | Kaukapakapa Restoration of historic $2,027.50
of Captain headstones
Dawson and
son-in-law
Hugh Fulton
19 | n/a Makarau Hall | Makarau Makarau Replacement of rotten $2,900.00
Valley Road windows on north & east
side of building
20 | n/a House (single | 54 Garfield Helensville Repairing fabric of villa (100 | $325.00
bay villa) Road years old)
TOTAL FUNDING REQUESTED $71,485.50




1.4 Method of evaluation
The fund application brochure sets out the criteria under which each application would be
assessed. These are:
e whether the item is included in Chapter 17 - Cultural Heritage of the Proposed District
Plan (40%)
e how much the proposed works will enhance the qualities for which the heritage item
is valued (20%)
e the urgency of the work to avert severe deterioration of a heritage item (20%)
e the level of public access and/or visibility (20%)
The application form also states that any item that has received a grant in the past must serve
a two round stand down before being eligible again. That means that for this funding round,
items that received grants in December 2009 or June 2009 are not eligible for this round of
funding.
2.0 Issues
2.1 Allocating the fund
As this year’s fund is over subscribed, the criteria listed in section 1.4 have been used.
As the first step, any application that has received a grant from the fund in the past two
rounds will not be considered for funding in this round (as stated on the application form).
The applications that will not be considered for funding this round are shown in the table
below:
# H# Name | Address Area Work Amount Last
sought Funded
2 HO77 | Historic villa 7 Saleyards Puhoi Replace main roof of house $3,465.00 | Dec 2009
Road (modern profile) with
traditional profile corrugated
iron to match lean-to roof
profile and colour.
4 HO37 | Puhoi 88 Puhoi Puhoi Repaint interior of hall and $3,500.00 | Dec 2009
Centennial Road ancillary rooms.
Hall
16 | H212 | St Stephens | 5 Stanmore Whangap | Re-pile church and replace $5,000.00 | Dec 2009
Church Bay Road araoa rotten timbers.
17 | HO38 | Puhoi Pub 5 Saleyards Puhoi Replace rotten weatherboards | $5,000.00 | Jun 2009
and Hotel Road on southern side and repaint.
18 | H205 | Puhoi Hotel 2 Saleyards Puhoi Replace rotten weatherboards | $5,000.00 | Jun 2009
stables Road on western side
Roof and building paint
TOTAL FUNDING REQUESTED $21,965.00

The removal of these applications brings the total requested funds to $49,520.50 which is just
within the fund’s limit. This means that all remaining applications can receive funding to the
full amount requested (subject to conditions).

The recommended grants are set out in the table in the recommendation section with the
relevant conditions.




2.2 Method of allocation

The chosen applicants will enter into an agreement with the Council stating that the Council
will reimburse the cost of the works (up to the amount specified in the grant) once the works
have been carried out to the satisfaction of the Council. Applicants will have one year in which
to complete the work and claim the grant.

Where appropriate, the recommended grants have conditions attached to them to ensure that
the work is carried out to a high standard and good heritage outcomes are achieved for the
items.

3.0 Options

The Council may choose to either:

1. Allocate funds as per the recommendations of this report.

2. Allocate the fund differently as may be decided by councillors at the Strategy and Community
Committee meeting.

4.0 Conclusion

Option one is recommended as this option is considered to fairly eliminate those applications for items
that have received grants from this fund in the past two rounds and allocate the fund to the rest of the
items.



ITEM NO: 5

REPORT A Rodney
v DISTRICT COUNCIL

TO Community and Strategy Committee

ON 5 August 2010

FROM Leo Jew — Open Space Planner

APPROVED BY Warren Maclennan — Assistant Chief Executive

SIGNATURE

SUBJECT DRAFT HIBISCUS COAST ACTIVE RECREATION PLAN

FILE REF TP/9/75/1

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

[0 Information only M Strategic decision | [ Policy decision [0 Statutory process

[0 Community issue [0 Contract decision | [0 Delegation 0 Appointment

0 Administrative matter

IMPLICATIONS:

(i)

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

No

(ii)

Implications in terms of Vision Rodney?

Yes. The draft Recreation Plan builds upon the principles of Vision Rodney and in
particular the creation of a safe and healthy community through the encouragement of
active recreation.

(iii)

Implications in terms of Long Term Council Community Plan/Annual Plan?

No

(iv) Implications in terms of other Council Strategic documents or Council Policy?
A defined action under the Open Space Strategy.
(V) Is a budget amendment required?
No
(vi) Have the views of affected or interested persons been obtained and is any further public

consultation required?

A telephone survey, e-panel survey and a sports clubs survey have been undertaken. It
is proposed that the draft Hibiscus Coast Active Recreation Plan be approved for
general public and stakeholder consultation.




(vii) Does a decision on this matter require Auckland Transition Agency approval?
(yes / no / advice being sought?)

No

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Capital cost implications Not applicable
Is it currently budgeted for? Not applicable
Funding source of capital costs Not applicable
Ongoing operational cost implications Not applicable
Is it currently budgeted for? Not applicable
Funding & rating impact (whether resulting Not applicable
from capital expenditure or arising directly)

SUMMARY:

The preparation of this study is a defined outcome of the Open Space Strategy that was adopted by
the Council in December 2009. It seeks to:

e provide a clear analysis of the active recreation demands and activities within the
Hibiscus Coast area;

e identify future land requirement for active recreation; and

e establish a series of action plans that will lead to the achievement of key open space
objectives.

The study area coincides with the existing Hibiscus Coast Ward and the proposed Hibiscus Coast
Subdivision of the Hibiscus and Bays Local Board of the Auckland Council.

RECOMMENDATION:

(a) That the Draft Hibiscus Coast Active Recreation Plan, attached as Appendix 1 to
the agenda report, be approved for the purposes of public consultation.

(b) That the Draft Hibiscus Coast Active Recreation Plan be notified for public input,
with a submission period of one month.

1.0 Background

The Hibiscus Coast Active Recreation Plan has been prepared to assist the Council to maximise the
use of existing recreation facilities within the area and to identify future development that will improve
the ability of the community to participate in active recreation activities.

The plan is an important legacy document. It identifies existing facilities, current use and anticipated
future requirements based on population growth, recreation trends and opportunities available in
proximity to the Hibiscus Coast. It also recognises the contribution that the coastal environment
makes to active recreation opportunities within the district and its enhancement to the quality of life.

Funding for any new activities will be subject to future Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP)
processes by the new Auckland Council.




2.0

Guiding Vision

The Rodney District Council adopted an Open Space Strategy in December 2009 that established a
vision for the open space of the district that was derived from the defined community outcomes.
These objectives seek to address the delivery of:

3.0

a vibrant community environment through the provision of diverse recreation opportunities
suitable for a range of ages, interests and events;

a connected network of open space providing enhanced connectivity through walkways,
cycleways and ecological corridors;

a distinctive environment that is capable of reinforcing the sense of place in a manner that
enhances the character of the open space and surrounding environments;

a clean and green open space network capable of protecting and enhancing the natural
environment;

a prosperous community that is supported and assisted by open space that provides a
catalyst for economic benefits;

a safe and healthy environment that contributes to a sense of physical and community health.

Trends and actions

Research carried out to inform this recreation study has indicated that there are a number of
significant changes occurring within the active recreation environment of the Hibiscus Coast. These

are:

Population
The population of the Hibiscus Coast is expected to grow to 89,127 people by 2051. This

growth will see a change in the age demographics with an increasing number of older people
and the likelihood that the present under-representation in the numbers of people between
the ages of 15 and 34 will continue.

Lifestyle
With time pressures and unpredictable patterns of work there is a decrease in the popularity

of most organised sports with a growing preference for informal and extreme sports.

Economy
The current economic climate is challenging to the community and, in particular, sports clubs,

who are facing a difficult sponsorship environment, reduced revenue from gaming trusts and
a reluctance to increase membership fees.

Environment

The development of a more intense urban form within the Hibiscus Coast is placing increased
pressure on existing areas of active recreation and, in particular, the coastline of the
Whangaparaoa Peninsula.

The attached report deals with each of these issues in more detail and suggests a number of actions.
The actions are prioritised to reflect an immediate timeframe and actions requiring further resourcing
through the next LTCCP (2012).



4.0 Actions



