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About Marlborough District Council 

Marlborough District Council is one of only five Unitary Councils in New Zealand. Unitary Councils 
combine the functions of: 

- Territorial Councils; 

- Regional Councils. 

Therefore, Council has a wide range of activities that it undertakes – many of which it must carry out 
by law, including: 

- Key infrastructure: roads, footpaths, water, sewerage, stormwater, rivers and drainage, waste; 

- Regulatory responsibilities: Resource Management Act policies, monitoring and consents, 
building consents, maritime navigation and safety, biosecurity, food and liquor; 

- Community facilities and support: parks and reserves, libraries, community grants, emergency 
management, community housing; 

- Regional development: economic development, tourism and events, irrigation, car parking. 

About the Long Term Plan  
Every three years, Council must produce its Long Term Plan (LTP) which explains how these 
activities will be carried out and funded over the coming 10 years.  The LTP describes: 

 How Council intends advancing the achievement of its Community Outcomes. Council’s six 
Community Outcomes are Governance, Environment, Economy, People, Mobility and Living.  
Focusing on these Outcomes enables Council to ensure it accounts for issues such as 
environmental sustainability, the changing demographics of our people, economic drivers such as 
industrial and land use change, environmental risks such as climate change and enabling 
participation in decision making and service delivery;  

 Council’s Plans, major projects, performance targets and budgets for each of our activities; 

 Council’s financial policies and how it will finance its activities. 

About this Consultation Document 
The Local Government Act 2002 was amended in 2014 and now requires Council to produce a 
Consultation Document as the basis for public participation in decision making on its 2015-25 LTP. In 
previous years, a Summary of the draft LTP has been widely distributed, with the draft LTP also 
available, as the basis of public consultation. 

The Consultation Document sets out the major issues and projects over the next 10 years, the impact 
on rates, debt and levels of service of those projects. It also summarises Council’s Infrastructure and 
Financial Strategies. 

Within this document Council outlines the key issues it’s facing, options and seeks community 
feedback on them. 

A short flyer has been produced and widely distributed to publicise the availability of this document 
and where to obtain further information from, including from Councillors, Council’s website and 
Council Offices.  Council’s website contains a significant amount of underlying supporting information 
including for example Council Strategies, Policies, Activity financial forecasts and performance 
measurement frameworks.  

The public are encouraged to read this document, and to have their say. The consultation period 
opens on 2 April 2015 and closes on 7 May 2015.   
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Alistair Sowman 
Mayor 

Mayor’s Introduction 

Marlborough people genuinely value and appreciate the quality of life we have 
here; the wonderful natural environment and the opportunity that exists to live 
a healthy lifestyle. We know this is a special region, blessed by natural 
attributes and a strong community. 

Marlborough District Council plays an important part in protecting that quality 
of life and providing the services and facilities that support our everyday lives. 

Councillors do not want to see any drop in the quality of services that Council 
delivers. They want to ensure the assets managed for the people of 
Marlborough are well maintained. They also appreciate that they have a 
responsibility to plan for the future growth of the region. 

The Consultation Document aims to clearly and succinctly describe the key 
issues from the Long Term Plan (LTP) and highlight the key choices and 
implications (for example, the impact on rates), and summarises Council’s 
financial and infrastructure strategies.  

Local Government everywhere is under pressure to hold down spending. But Central Government is also 
reminding councils they must plan for future growth. We have tried hard to find an appropriate balance for 
the community of Marlborough. Therefore our LTP concentrates heavily on Council’s primary responsibility; 
core infrastructure with a big emphasis on our most important resource, water. 

Underpinning our LTP is our Infrastructure Strategy, looking out 30 years. It takes into account the prospect 
of an ageing or decreasing population as well as a future which may bring climate change and require higher 
environmental standards. We think it’s important to anticipate these challenges in our infrastructure planning. 

So we have budgeted for sewerage and stormwater upgrades, some of which are already underway, with 
other work necessary to replace aging assets and to provide future capacity for urban areas. For Seddon, a 
solution to the long-running drinking water issue is proposed while the long-term domestic water supply 
challenges for Renwick and Havelock are addressed.   

At the same time, this Plan allows Council to take another important step in delivering on community 
infrastructure as set out in Marlborough’s Growth Strategy; allocating funds to help make modest 
improvements to our smaller towns and to move ahead with library and community facilities for Blenheim and 
Picton. In Blenheim, this proposal is part of a larger aim – to reinvigorate an older part of the town centre and 
create a dynamic precinct anchored by library and cultural facilities, surrounded by an attractive, 
people-friendly area which includes greenspace.  

Public feedback will play an important part in finalising this Plan. We all want to ensure that every dollar 
spent is delivering the best possible value for our ratepayers and the best possible future for Marlborough. 



Infrastructure Strategy 

 
2015-2025 Long Term Plan Consultation Document Page 5 

Infrastructure Strategy 
Marlborough celebrates 156 years as a Region this year, and during that time it has grown from small 
settlements of farmers, whalers, gold-miners and forestry to a thriving rural services District and world-class 
winegrowing Region.  

The Marlborough District Council covers an area of 17,517 square kilometres at the top of the South Island.  
Across the Region there is a considerable variety of topography, climate, geology and human geographic 
features which provides consequences for planning and provision of services and infrastructure. 

Key among that infrastructure are the flood protection works on the Wairau River, which has become the 
most heavily engineered river in New Zealand. There are 1,526 km (886 km sealed) of roads, over 
300 kilometres of water and sewer mains and around 200 kilometres of urban stormwater pipes and 
channels.  

Infrastructure assets, the capital assets that the Council builds, operates and maintains on behalf of the 
community, are a vital part of society as they provide clean drinking water, reticulated wastewater and 
treatment, limit damage and loss due to flooding, enable people and goods to move around safely and 
efficiently and provide recreation and open spaces that enable an active lifestyle.  

Infrastructure assets also prevent or mitigate adverse effects on the environment and allow economic 
growth, which leads to a prosperous community. The challenge is always to put the right asset, in the right 
place, at the right time, at the right cost.  

The Council has prepared an Infrastructure Strategy, with a 30 year view of significant infrastructure issues, 
which is produced alongside the LTP and Asset Management Plans. 

The Strategy sets out principal long-term (30 years) infrastructure requirements of the District, to help ensure 
there are ‘no surprises’ in the future with regard to infrastructure asset planning, capital investment and/or 
delivery.  

As part of that, there are 10 major infrastructure projects the Marlborough District Council has planned within 
the next 10 years to maintain, replace, and in some cases extend the infrastructure owned by the District. 
These are: 

 Drinking water treatment projects in Seddon, rural Awatere, Renwick, and Havelock; 

 Management of drinking water capacity limitations in Renwick, Havelock and Picton; 

 Sewerage overflow projects in Picton and Blenheim; and 

 Stormwater overflow in Blenheim. 

As well as the accepted maintenance and replacement schedule, the Infrastructure Strategy has identified 
three issues that could impact on the Council’s work in the next 30 years: negative population growth and 
demographic change, environmental standards and climate change. 

Within a generation, most developed (including New Zealand) and many developing countries in the world 
will be experiencing negative population growth.  

The composition of the population of Marlborough will be predominantly older people. There are two 
consequences for Council infrastructure that need to be highlighted:  

1. Councils can no longer simply design infrastructure for significant growth secure in the knowledge that 
at some time in the future the capacity will be required.  

2. A greater portion of the population will be on fixed incomes so people will have a limited capacity to 
handle increased costs.  

As well, the changes in population are not occurring uniformly through the Region or uniformly through 
settlements. Generally the rural population is experiencing a more rapid slow-down in growth than the urban 
populations, but there is also a shift in the “centre of gravity” of the Blenheim/Renwick and the 
Picton/Waikawa urban areas.  

Growth is proposed for greenfield sites on the periphery of existing urban areas. This has a significant impact 
on service design as relatively greater capacity will be required on the ends of the existing networks.  

The number of inhabitants per dwelling is also falling. This means the demand for housing will decline at a 
slower rate than the fall in population. However, it may also mean that the wealth per household declines at 
a higher rate.  
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Population growth alone is a poor indicator of demand for infrastructural services. Other underlying factors 
such as climate change, environmental standards, national legislation, major hazard resilience, levels of 
service and other social aspects often have a far greater impact either alone or in combination. There is less 
factual data to support assumptions relating to these factors. However, it is important these are also placed 
on a common footing and a consistent approach underlies medium term strategy development. 

Council will manage its response to growth by monitoring these demographic changes carefully, working 
closely with developers, and responding to estimated market demand by building infrastructure “just in time”. 
Development contributions will continue to be used to fund growth. 

There is a general trend towards stronger environmental controls as the human impact on natural 
eco-systems are better understood. Generally thinking on ‘sustainability’ recognises the reliance of human 
activity on fragile eco-systems.   

It is likely that compliance with environmental standards will become increasingly demanding over the next 
30 years and infrastructure planning should anticipate the improvements. 

Capital Expenditure 

The following table shows where Council is planning to undertake Capital Expenditure in response to its 
Infrastructure Strategy over the next 10 years. The vast majority falls within under the heading of 
infrastructure, i.e. Roads and Footpaths, Sewerage, Water, Stormwater and Flood Protection and Control 
Works.  The largest individual projects outside this group are the Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme shown under 
the “Regional Development” heading and Library developments in Blenheim and Picton shown under the 
“People” heading.  These two items are covered in more detail later in this Consultation Document. 

 

The largest two expenditure areas are Roads and footpaths, and Sewerage.  Roading is predominantly 
Renewal expenditure and Council has little option but to undertake this work to avoid a significant 
deterioration of the District’s road network.  

Sewerage is another area where Council has little option but to undertake the work planned in Blenheim and 
Picton. If these works are not undertaken within the next 10 years this could result in: 

 Disruption in service caused by network failure in some places; 

 Continuing overflows and human exposure to sewage with consequent human health and environmental 
impacts; 

 Restricting future growth by not allowing new connections to the system; 

 Treatment plant overload; 

 Poor effluent quality; 

 Odour issues; 

 Significant non-compliance with resource consents; and 

 Increased exposure to damage from earthquakes 

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25
$(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000) $(000)

People 2,403    4,163    12,480   6,828    620       611       824       898       738       739       30,302   
Community Facilities 4,567    2,725    2,798    3,070    5,117    3,423    6,029    6,022    8,085    5,019    46,856   
Roads and footpaths 9,828    8,350    10,595   9,473    10,572   10,603   11,078   11,615   11,965   12,366   106,446 
Flood protection and control works 1,495    1,518    1,505    1,553    1,306    939       1,178    1,409    1,055    878       12,836   
Sewerage 14,148   17,598   4,845    8,564    1,914    11,863   3,175    1,368    3,227    8,007    74,708   
Stormwater drainage 347       1,419    376       1,497    1,549    402       1,756    3,478    5,994    3,291    20,109   
Water Supply 6,394    7,441    6,239    2,008    3,693    12,223   3,473    6,528    789       1,459    50,247   
Solid Waste Management 5,295    53         11         8           388       448       4,421    19         -        287       10,930   
Environmental Management 303       157       161       165       170       175       181       186       189       196       1,883    
Regulatory 394       110       214       244       73         412       40         177       42         412       2,117    
Regional Development - including Irrigation 917       2,666    8,106    11,408   8,792    113       117       135       124       128       32,507   
Property, Information Services and Other 5,898    1,936    1,219    3,787    1,221    4,261    1,722    4,315    1,645    4,613    30,617   
Total 51,988   48,136   48,549   48,604   35,414   45,473   33,993   36,150   33,855   37,397   419,559 

Inflated Capital Expenditure $(000's)
10-year 

Total
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An upgrade of the treatment of industrial sewage is likely to be needed soon.  (Any upgrade would be 
funded by the users through tradewaste charges).  Consultation would be undertaken before any decisions 
were made. 

No decision has yet been made on the nature of the future treatment to provide a higher standard of effluent 
for these three areas. However, for budgeting purposes, the most likely upgrade option is used. 

Further capital expenditure will be required in the 20 year period following this LTP.  However, the majority of 
growth related expenditure should have taken place and Council will move more into an asset renewal phase 

Renewal Expenditure 
The Infrastructure Strategy identifies the growing issue of Renewal expenditure over the 30 year period 
covered by the Strategy.  Council has already recognised the importance of renewing its assets and plans to 
spend $183.7 million of its proposed $419.6 million capital budget on Renewals. 
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Key Issues Facing Council 

Clean and Safe Drinking Water  
The quantity of available drinking water is an issue in some areas.  Each settlement has its own set of 
challenges that impact on the quantity of water available and can lead to restrictions. 

New Zealand’s drinking water standards are designed to improve the quality of drinking water. 
Blenheim water supply meets the standards and the Picton water supply will meet them soon. The 
Seddon, Rural Awatere, Renwick, Wairau Valley and Havelock Council water supplies do not.   

Renwick, Havelock and Picton also have issues with the amount of water available.   

Issued by the Minister of Health, the standards effectively set the maximum allowable levels of 
contamination from bacteria or protozoa (such as cryptosporidium, campylobacter and giardia) and 
other contaminants by prescribing treatment standards. 

Bringing water supplies up to the standards can be costly. However, Council can take the cost of 
improving water quality and user affordability into account before deciding what to do. 

In 2014, submissions were made to Council from across Marlborough calling for Seddon’s water 
supply to be upgraded and expressing willingness to help pay for it. 

Council has consulted on this issue in the past. In 2012, the feedback from these smaller communities 
was that people did not want the treatment upgrades if they had to pay for it. 

Council funds water supply upgrades by sharing the costs across all those who use that supply.  
Blenheim and Picton water users could afford the upgrades as they have sufficient ratepayers to 
absorb the costs.  Smaller places struggle with affordability as they have fewer ratepayers to share 
this cost amongst.  Council has no proposal to upgrade the Wairau Valley Township water supply due 
to its expense and unaffordability.  

This section sets out what Council proposes to do over the next 10 years for Renwick, Seddon, Rural 
Awatere, and Havelock. 

Seddon 

Council wants to start building a new water treatment plant for Seddon 
in 2016-18 
At present, Seddon water should be boiled before use.  The existing MIOX treatment works well at 
treating bacteria - except during flooding which regularly occurs.  MIOX does not treat protozoa, 
however which requires filtration. 

There are few ratepayers in Seddon, so the costs of upgrading the water supply would be an 
expensive option shared amongst these ratepayers alone. Council has applied for a subsidy from 
Government to help meet the costs of treatment providing $2.2 million (50%) from District wide 
reserves and spreading the operating costs for treatment across the whole District. 

Council favours using a membrane filtration system which would meet the Drinking water Standards 
and remove the need to boil water before use with a high reliability. Council is also considering other 
less costly options but needs to confirm their reliability before recommending them. 

How much would it cost? How would it be funded? 
Capital Expenditure in financial years 2016-18: 

 Debt Reserves Government drinking 
water Subsidy 

Total 

Capital Expenditure $1.2 million $2.2 million $1.0 million $4.4 million 

Note 1: Figures are normally adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended.  LGCI is the Local Government Costs Index. However, in Seddon’s case cost estimates 
are current, because they are the figures given to the Community as part of the consultation process. 

Note 2: Capital and operating expenditure estimates are based on using the proposed highest cost membrane filtration treatment. 
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Debt funding of $1.2 million is required for this project. Actual debt will be a mix of internal and 
external debt. For the total impact on external debt for all capital projects please see the chart on 
page 32. 

Council would consider deferring Seddon water treatment if the actual costs would increase the 
amount Seddon users have to pay above the amount in the table below. 

Would my rates go up? 
Seddon water rates would increase from 2016-17, with the full impact from 2017-18.  

The Scheme’s total annual cost of operation is estimated at $221,100. Of this amount $115,700 will 
be funded by Seddon water users  from 2016.   
Note 1: Operating expenditure includes debt servicing, a share of Seddon water treatment plant operating costs and depreciation. 

Note 2: Figures are not adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended. 

Other Marlborough ratepayers paying a water rate would contribute to the increased Seddon water 
treatment operating costs (details in table below). This spreads the yearly $105,400 increase in 
operating costs across the 16,309 Council water ratepayers rather than just Seddon’s 245 water 
users, providing significant relief to Seddon water users.  Should other water users not agree to assist 
Seddon, the cost to those users would increase to $902 per annum, 

Ratepayer category Rate type Amount of increase 

All Seddon ratepayers paying a Council water rate. Water rates $543 

Other Marlborough ratepayers paying a Council water 
rate. 

Water rates $8 

Note 1:  Figures are not adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended. 

Note 2:  Should an effective less costly option be identified, the amounts contained in the above table will be reduced. 

Council considered not undertaking these works in the next 10 years, 
and other cheaper treatment options, but they would or may not 

 Meet the Drinking Water Standards; 

 Be eligible for the drinking water subsidy from Government; 

 Deal with flood events; 

 Remove the need for water to be boiled before use; 

 Reduce the risk of illness. 

Council is still investigating some lower cost options. 

Send us your views on this project: 

 Should Council build a new treatment plant in 2016-18 as proposed above? 

 Should the proposed treatment plant be deferred if the estimated costs are exceeded? 

 Should Council water users outside of Seddon help pay for the additional yearly operating 
costs? 

Rural Awatere 
Previous proposals to treat all of the Awatere water supply (Seddon and Rural Awatere) were 
considered to be unaffordable even though a subsidy was granted.  Council will consult these rural 
areas about using point-of-entry (filter type) systems at individual households.  

How much would it cost? How would it be funded? 
Capital Expenditure in financial years 2016-18 - $1.4 million.   
Note 1: Figures are not adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended. 
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Debt funding of $0.7 million is required for this project. Actual debt will be a mix of internal and 
external debt. For the total impact on external debt for all capital projects please see the chart on 
page 32.  The balance of the $1.4 million will be funded from Reserves. 

Operating expenditure to be funded by Rural Awatere point of entry water users increase from 2017 
to $275,422, based on all users choosing to join the scheme. 
Note 1: Figures are not adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended. 

Note 2; Opex includes debt servicing and depreciation and operating expenditure. 

 

Would my rates go up? 
Rural Awatere rates would increase for those choosing to join the point of entry system (see table 
below). 

Ratepayer category Rate type Amount of increase 
(annual) 

Rural Awatere ratepayers choosing the point of entry 
system – assumes 100% uptake 

Water rates $1,006 

Note 1:  Figures are not adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended. 

Note 2:  Should the level of uptake for this scheme be less than 100%, the cost per user will increase. 

Renwick 

Council wants to: 

 Build a new water reservoir in Renwick in 2016-18 – $2.5M. 

 Introduce water meters to each household in Renwick in 2016-19 – $0.7M. 

 Find a new water source for Renwick by 2021-22 – $1.8M. 

 Build a new water treatment plant for Renwick by 2019-21 – $10.2M. 

The latter two objectives could be met by supplying water from Blenheim.  However, the LTP budget 
assumes the new supply would be from wells at Conders Bend with treatment at the current Renwick 
site. 

Further work on these options is being undertaken. 

The reservoir would be concrete, hold 1,700 cubic metres of water and be sealed to prevent 
contamination. It would replace the nine tanks that are old, insecure and require seismic upgrading. 

Renwick experiences regular water restrictions in extended dry weather.  Metering and charging for 
water used is a proven way of reducing water demand.  It would reduce the frequency of water 
restrictions and could postpone the need for the Council to find a new water source depending on the 
frequency of restrictions the community is prepared to accept.  The alternative is to move straight to 
the higher cost new water source option. 

The treatment plant would add filtering to the existing chlorine treatment and meet the Drinking Water 
Standards. It is currently proposed to use membrane filtration treatment but the specific treatment 
system would be decided nearer to the time of construction as technologies and standards may 
change.  

There will be significant community consultation on these proposals and options before projects are 
finalised. 

How much would it cost? How would it be funded? 
Capital Expenditure in financial years 2016-22: 

Debt Reserves Total 

$10.7 million $4.5 million $15.2 million 

Note 1: Figures are adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended.  LGCI is the Local Government Costs Index. 
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Debt funding of $10.7 million is required for this project. Actual debt will be a mix of internal and 
external debt. For the total impact on external debt for all capital projects please see the chart on 
page 32. 

Operating expenditure will increase by $1.4 million following completion of all capital expenditure. 
Note 2: Operating expenditure includes debt servicing & depreciation. 

Would my rates go up? 
Renwick water users would pay for the water they use.  

Renwick water rates would increase from 2017-18, with the full impact from 2022-23 (see table 
below).  

  Project Additional Costs Year Indicative 
Average Cost  
Per Property 

New water reservoir  $177,218 2017-18 $221 

Introduce water meters $91,461 2017-18 $114 

New water source  $135,347 2022-23 $169 

New water treatment plant   $995,364 2021-22 $1,243 

Total $1,399,390   

Note 1:  Figures are adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended. 

Council considered not undertaking these works in the next 10 years but  

 The drinking water standards wouldn’t be met; 

 Future growth in Renwick wouldn’t be provided for; 

 Water restrictions would happen more often; 

 The risk of illness would remain; 

 A new water source would have to be found sooner. 

Council considered finding a better quality water source for Renwick 
now but 

 The Conders Bend source would need the same treatment as the current source of water for 
Renwick;  

 The cost of piping water from the Blenheim supply has not been accurately assessed and 
supplying Renwick from Blenheim would limit growth opportunities for Blenheim. 

Council would review the need for another water source on an ongoing basis (including assessment 
of the impact that water metering has had on demand). 

Send us your views on this project: 

 Should Council build a new reservoir? 

 Should Council introduce water meters to delay the need for a new water source? OR 

 Should a new water source be established as a priority before 2021-22? 

 Should Council build a new treatment plant? 

Havelock 

Council wants to: 

 Introduce water meters to each household in Havelock by 2017-19 – $0.3M. 

 Build a new steel water reservoir in Havelock by 2017-19. – $0.5M 
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 Build a new water treatment plant in Havelock by 2023– $3.6M 

The Havelock water supply was affected by salinity in late summer and autumn in 2010, 2013, 2014 
and this year.  The salinity is caused when high demand draws salt water into the aquifer.  It can rust 
pipes and affect the taste of the water.  

Water meters are expected to reduce demand for water in Havelock.  That would enable Council to 
delay what could be a very expensive, $3 million+, new water source for Havelock with an impact on 
rates not dissimilar to the new treatment plant. 

The existing reservoir is at risk of failure in an earthquake.  An additional reservoir would provide 
security of supply and extra storage leading to fewer water restrictions in dry periods.   

Havelock’s water is treated only with chlorine. It does not comply with the Drinking Water Standards.  
The water needs to be UV-disinfected or filtered to comply.  The site of the existing treatment plant is 
subject to flooding which increases the cost and complexity of treatment. 

How much would it cost? How would it be funded? 
Capital Expenditure in financial years 2017-23: 

Debt Reserves Total 

$3.8 million $0.6 million  $4.4 million 

Note 1: Expenditure in financial years 2016-18. 

Note 2: Figures are adjusted by LGCI to year expected to be expended.  LGCI is the Local Government Costs Index. 

Debt funding of $3.8 million is required for this project. Actual debt will be a mix of internal and 
external debt. For the total impact on external debt for all capital projects please see the chart on 
page 32. 

Operating expenditure will increase by $0.5 million following completion of all capital expenditure. 
Note 3: Operating expenditure includes debt servicing & depreciation. 

Would my rates go up? 
Havelock water rates would increase from 2017-18 to 2024-25 (see details in table below).  The 
amounts in the table include the effects of inflation.  

Each household would be also charged for the amount of water they actually use. 

  Project Additional Costs Year Indicative 
Average Cost  
Per Property 

New water reservoir  $39,447 2018-19 $145 

Introduce water meters $49,903 2018-19 $183 

New water treatment plant   $401,796 2022-23 $1,476 

Total $491,146   

Note 1:  Figures are adjusted by LGCI to the year expected to be expended. 

Council also considered not undertaking these works in the next 
10 years but  

 The water would not comply with the Drinking Water Standards; 

 The old reservoir could fail in an earthquake; 

 The risk of illness would remain; 

 Ongoing salinity issues. 

In 2024 Council plans to consider upgrading the water pipes in Havelock.  Council would consult with 
the Havelock community then.  
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Send us your views on this project: 

 Should Council introduce water meters to delay the need for a new water source? 

 Should Council build a second reservoir? 

 Should Council build a new treatment plant? 
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Growing Marlborough – Libraries/Small Towns 
A Strategy for the Future 
In March 2013 Council adopted the “Growing Marlborough – a Strategy for the Future”. 

The Strategy considered future growth and the development of stronger communities. It focused on 
the major settlements of Blenheim and Picton, the secondary service roles of Renwick, Havelock and 
Seddon and on the smaller townships in Marlborough.   

Council proposes to implement parts of the Strategy within the next 10 years: 

 Creating a new Riverside precinct with a new library at its heart and with links to the Taylor River 
in Blenheim; 

 Picton revitalisation and new Library and service centre; 

 Upgrading amenities in Marlborough’s smaller towns. 

Libraries are a place of inspiration, debate and social interaction.  Future libraries will provide facilities 
that are multi-use for: 

 Creating and innovating;  

 Giving things a go; 

 Relaxing and socialising; or  

 Simply providing a modern, comfortable and well-equipped place where people can visit and 
enjoy being part of the community.   

Free access to technology is increasingly important to meet the expanding technology needs of the 
community.   

The current library facilities in Blenheim and Picton are no longer adequate to serve the public’s 
changing expectations.  The facilities cannot be further enlarged or renovated to the degree needed 
to meet current needs and certainly not future requirements.  

Blenheim Riverside Precinct 
Council has plans for the urban renewal of one of the oldest parts of town - at the riverside where 
Blenheim began as a river port settlement.  The Blenheim revitalisation project includes development 
of a Riverside Park, greening of Council owned carparks, new streetscape and construction of a new 
library and art gallery. Consultation is underway for options on the site. 
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Picton 
The Picton revitalisation project includes upgrading existing streetscape and construction of a Council 
service centre and a library which will include a community use area. The existing Picton library is 
dual purpose Council service centre and library.  The area dedicated to the current library activity is 
undersized based on library standards and the population of Picton.  A new library would need to be 
considerably larger with a revised layout.  There is space at the current site for expansion. 

The Picton community is presently providing their views on the pros and cons of a number of different 
sites.  

Strategically the sites should be located to support the visitor economy or the local community. 



Key Issues Facing Council 

 
2015-2025 Long Term Plan Consultation Document Page 16 

 

The general consensus obtained from both community meetings is that the preferred site is located in 
Picton’s upper High Street. Council is currently carrying out some additional technical review and 
verification on these sites that will be presented back to the community in late March via a public 
meeting. 

How much will it cost? 
$23.5 million Blenheim, $6 million Picton Total: $29.5 million. 

Cost 2014-15 
$million 

2015-16 
$ million 

2016-17 
$million 

2017-18 
$ million 

2018-19 
$million 

Total 

Site purchase 3.5     3.5 

Technical 
investigations of site 

0.5     0.5 

Preparing old Civic 
Theatre for sale 

 1.5    1.5 

Library  1.0 3.0 6.0 4.0 14 

Develop 2 High Street 
into green space 

 1.0    1.0 

Urban landscaping 
Wynen and High 
Streets 

   1.0  1.0 

Contribution to new 
Art Gallery 

   2.0  2.0 

Blenheim Total      23.5 

Picton Library   0.5 3.5 2.0 6.0 

Note 1: Figures have not been adjusted by the LGCI. 
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How will Council pay for it? 
Sale of Council-owned assets: $5.5 million, Council reserves: $14.5 million, Rate funded debt: 
$9.5 million. 

Funding 2014-15 
$million 

2015-16 
$million

2016-17 
$million

2017-18 
$million

2018-19 
$million 

2019-20 
$million 

Total 

Reserves 4.0 2.5 3.0 1.5 3.5  14.5 

Rates-Funded 
Debt 

 1.0 0.5 8.5 2.5 -3.0 9.5 

Sale of Civic 
Theatre and  
Library 

   2.5  3.0 5.5 

Total       29.5 

Note 1: Figures have not been adjusted by the LGCI. 

The ongoing operating costs of the libraries will be able to be assessed once the decisions and 
designs are finalised. 

Will my rates go up? 
The cost of libraries is funded across Marlborough by a General Uniform Charge (UAC) - not just by 
Blenheim and Picton ratepayers.  The UAC will be the same for Blenheim, Blenheim Vicinity, Picton 
and Picton Vicinity ratepayers paying the same amount.  General Rural and Sounds Admin rating 
areas will pay 50% and 25% respectively of the amounts paid by the other areas. 

Funding for the $2 million Art Gallery, while different to that of libraries, is also funded across 
Marlborough. 

The impact on rates resulting from the capital expenditure upon completion these projects is shown in 
the table below.  Should the project be delayed the increases in UAC would also be delayed.  

Residential Ratepayer 
category 

Increase in UAC - 2020-21 

Blenheim  $25 

Blenheim Vicinity $25 

Picton  $25 

Picton Vicinity $25 

General Rural $12.50 

Sounds Admin $6.25 
Note 1:  Figures are adjusted by LGCI to the year expected to be expended. 
Note 2: These increases may further increase when likely operating costs are known. 

Also if Picton chose the lower cost option of expanding at the current site,  the amounts would reduce 
in approximate proportion to the capital expenditure saved, i.e. if costs reduced by $2 million (an 
approximate 8% reduction in total cost), then the UAC will also reduce by approximately 8%. 

Council considered not undertaking these developments in the next 
10 years but 

 The current libraries will not be able to cater properly for future growth of the District or the 
changes in ways people use libraries; 

 Council would still need to upgrade the buildings to meet earthquake strengthening requirements. 

Send us your views on these important urban renewal projects: 

 Do you support the proposal to redevelop Blenheim’s Central Business District and 
library? Do you think the redevelopment should be done now or delayed? 
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 Do you support the proposal to redevelop Picton’s library? Do you think it should be done 
now or delayed? 

 Should the lower cost refurbishment option be chosen for Picton or should a new building 
on a new site be developed? 

Upgrading Amenities in Marlborough’s Smaller Towns 
Marlborough has a number of smaller towns as shown on the map below.  The Growing Marlborough 
Strategy identifies a number of options for upgrading the amenities in these towns. 

 Wairau Valley Township 

 Renwick 

 Grovetown 

 Spring Creek 

 Tuamarina 

 Rarangi 

 Seddon 

 Ward 

 Havelock 

 Ngakuta Bay 

 Momorangi Bay 

 Whatamango Bay 

 Rai Valley Township 

 Okiwi Bay 

 Canvastown and Wakamarina Valley 

 Anakiwa and Tirimoana 

 Linkwater and The Grove 

 Ohingaroa Bay 

The Growing Marlborough project identified that these areas needed future investment to remain 
attractive and liveable. In particular, quality streetscapes and transport accessibility with safe walking 
and cycling opportunities were considered. A strongly consultative approach was taken and 
schedules of future urban amenity improvements developed from this. 

The types of projects imagined include: 

 Providing public toilets; 

 Improving signage; 

 Installing footpaths, walkways and cycleways; 

 Investigating parking restrictions, traffic calming devices and pedestrian refuges; 

 Planting of new street trees and reserve plantings. 

Council wants to implement the Strategy for the smaller Marlborough townships over the next 
10 years. 

How much would it cost? How would it be funded? 
Capital Expenditure in financial years from 2015-24 will be $5 million* funded from debt. 
*This figure has not been adjusted by LGCI to the year(s) expected to be expended.  LGCI is the Local Government Costs Index. 
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Debt funding of $5 million is required for this project. Actual debt will be a mix of internal and external 
debt. For the total impact on external debt for all capital projects please see the chart on page 32. 

Will my rates go up? 
The exact impact on rates will depend on where projects are undertaken, although it is likely that as 
the majority of projects will be in the Blenheim Vicinity and General Rural rating areas, that these 
areas will meet the majority of cost. Across the District rates will increase by approximately $50,000 in 
2015-16 and similar amounts in subsequent years (plus inflation adjustments). 

Council considered not undertaking these projects in the next 10 years 
but the smaller townships need investment to remain attractive and liveable. 
Each year the particular projects to be carried out that year will be determined.  Design options and 
costs will need to be determined by Council in consultation with the relevant communities.  This would 
generally occur annually. 

Send us your views on this important project. 

 What projects should Council do first? 

Supporting Documents:  Growing Marlborough District Wide Strategy 

Blenheim Town Centre Report 2009 

Blenheim Town Centre Health Check 2014 

Blenheim Town Centre CBD Streetscape Design Brief 

Infrastructure Upgrade Reserve Agenda Item for Council Meeting held on 
19/02/2015 

Reserve Balances Agenda Item for Council Meeting held on 19/02/2015
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Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme 
Background Information  
Council has been working with the Flaxbourne community for a number of years.  Together, we have 
been looking at how Flaxbourne can access enough water to improve the productivity of its land.  
With irrigation available, landowners would have more flexibility in deciding how to get the best out of 
their land. 

A proposal for a Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme has been developed. The scheme would provide 
irrigation to 2,250 hectares of land between Grassmere and Ward and allow the owners to develop 
vineyards and have mixed cropping. 

The proposal is for Council to own, operate and fund the Scheme.  This is similar to the Southern 
Valleys’ Irrigation Scheme.   

The Scheme would only impact on those who choose to join it.  There would be no cost on anyone 
else.  

Under the Scheme, water would be taken from the Awatere River and used for irrigation and pumped 
to storage in a dam on Flaxbourne Station on the south side of Lake Grassmere.  Pumping into the 
dam would occur when water is available and there is no irrigation demand.  During the irrigation 
season, water would be taken for irrigation directly from the Awatere River when flows are sufficient.  
This demand would be supplemented from the dam, when necessary. When water could not be taken 
from the Awatere River, due to reduced flows, water for irrigation would be taken from the dam. 

The Scheme depends on securing sufficient water for the scheme to proceed.  This may prove 
challenging. Between 200 to 250 litres B class water and 200 litres C class water is required to 
provide 97% reliability for the scheme. 

 
Layout of Scheme 

Council’s involvement would be conditional on: 

 Satisfactory final design, estimates, and funding for the Scheme; 

 Securing 100% commitment to fund the Scheme; 

 Consultation and adoption of the proposed Scheme through the LTP process; and 

 The actual costs of construction of the Scheme (determined through the tender process) being 
within the funding secured for the Scheme. 

At present, approximately the owners of 59% or 1,298 hectares of the total 2,200 hectare Scheme 
area have committed to the Scheme. 
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Rates and charges relating to the Scheme would impact only on those who choose to join it.  There 
would be no rating impact on anyone else. 

How much would it cost? 
The Scheme is estimated to cost $28.2 million ($30.2 million inflated*). 
*Amounts are inflated using the LGCI index to the year they are expected to be incurred. 

How would Council pay for it? 
Debt - The level of finance secured would be proportionate to the level of land owner commitment and 
their agreement to be rated. Under current commitment levels and cost estimates this would increase 
Council debt by approximately $17million. 

If 100% landowner commitment is not secured, an application to the Crown Irrigation Fund could be 
made.  If that is not successful, the Scheme is unlikely to proceed. 

Would my rates go up? 
Rates would not increase for anyone except those landowners within the Scheme area who choose to 
join the Scheme. 

Those landowners would pay a targeted rate to repay the principal and interest on the Council debt 
over 30 years from the 2020-21 rating year, following the completion or commencement of the 
construction of the Scheme. 

Send us your views on this project. Do you think Council should own 
and operate an irrigation scheme for the Flaxbourne area? 
Should Council raise debt of $17 million based on current commitments to up to $30.2 million 
if 100% landowner uptake be achieved? 

Supporting Documents:  URS Report--Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme Preliminary Design Report 

 iPLex Water-- Flaxbourne Community Irrigation Scheme—abbreviated conceptual design 
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Development Contributions 
Development Contributions are levied on developers to recover the cost of the growth portion of 
Council expenditure on Infrastructure assets such as Roads, Reserves, Water, Sewerage and 
Stormwater. If recovery is not made from developers, then the cost is paid by ratepayers. 

Council first introduced its Development Contributions Policy, as enabled by the Local Government 
Act 2002, as part of its 2009-19 LTP and is required to review its Policy every three years. As a basis 
for its Policy, a Financial Model was developed that assessed the growth component of projects in its 
Capital Expenditure Programme and the projected consumption of capacity in existing assets 
because of growth.  The financial model recommended Development Levies higher than those 
charged under the previous Resource Management Act 1991 Financial Contributions regime.  To 
ease the transition on developers, Council agreed to transition the increased levies over a three year 
period, by means of a progressively reducing remission. 

When Council reviewed its Policy in 2012, it updated the Financial Model.  The model supported an 
increase in Development Contribution Levies.  However, as the District was experiencing the effects 
of the Global Financial Crisis and low growth, Council decided to retain Levies at the level set in 2009 
to encourage growth.  In the intervening period between 2009 and 2012 Council also decided to 
extend the remission period and a 34% remission of the increased levies remained. 

Council decisions subsequent to the 2012 review have continued the 34% remission until 30 June 
2015, ie; the Levies actually paid by Developers remain below the level set in 2009. 

In 2015 the financial model was again updated and supported an increase.  A new schedule of capital 
expenditure apportioned to growth and other funding sources is attached to the Policy. 

Also in 2015, the economic environment in Marlborough is different to the one that existed in 2012.  
Marlborough had achieved a 10.3% growth in GDP, third highest of  New Zealand’s Regions, 
compared to the New Zealand average of 6.7%.  Another high growth year is forecast for the next 
year also. 

As a result of the outcome of the Financial Model update and the high level of growth being 
experienced, Council has decided that it should redress the balance of who pays for the growth 
portion of capital projects, increasing the Development Contribution Levies on developers, and as a 
result reduce the amount paid by ratepayers.  The levies are proposed to increase to a level that is 
midway between the levies supported by the Financial Model and existing levies without remission. 

On a section with a $180,000 land value, total development levies will remain below those set by 
Tasman District Council, which faces many of the same issues faced by Marlborough. 

Revised Levies 
Council has undertaken modelling to guide determining appropriate development levies.  The options 
considered by Council were: 

(a) Retain the existing charges with Remissions Policy; or 

(b) Retain the existing charges without Remissions Policy; or 

(c) Implement the modelled results; or 

(d) Introduce a midway point between the modelled result and the existing charges with no 
remissions. 

Council proposes that the levies be set at the midway point (option d).  See below for a comparison of 
the proposed levies with the current levies.   
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Existing and Proposed Development Contributions 

Catchment/ 
Activity 

Levy per Household Equivalent Unit 
(HEU) (GST excl)  

Existing without Remissions 

Levy per HEU (GST excl)  
Proposed 

Regional 

Land Transport $825 (Urban) 

$550 (Infill <1,500m2) 

$1,649 (Rural) 

$1,275 (Urban) 

$850 (Infill <1,500m2) 

$2,550 (Rural) 

Reserves  6.0% of urban land value (GST 
incl) of additional allotments 
created or $12,000 (GST incl) 
whichever is the lesser. 

3.0% of urban infill land value 
(GST incl) of additional allotments 
created or $12,000 (GST incl) 
whichever is the lesser. 

3.0% of rural land value (GST 
incl) of additional allotments 
created or $12,000 (GST incl) 
whichever is the lesser.  

6.0% of urban land value (GST incl) of 
additional allotments created or 
$12,000 (GST incl) whichever is the 
lesser. 

3.0% of urban infill land value (GST 
incl) of additional allotments created or 
$12,000 (GST incl) whichever is the 
lesser. 

6.0% of rural land value of 0.45 
hectares (GST incl) of additional 
allotments created or $12,000 (GST 
incl) whichever is the lesser. 

Community Facilities  $2,969 $2,920 

Blenheim 

Water $4,536 $5,660 

Storm water $682 $1,043 

Wastewater $7,399 $9,852 

Picton 

Water $8,406 $12,189 

Storm water N/A or assessed separately $31 

Wastewater $5,068 $10,726 

Renwick 

Water $3,502 $5,710 

Storm water $1,100 $0 

Wastewater $5,854 $9,080 

Grovetown 

Wastewater $7,399  $9,852 

Spring Creek 

Wastewater $7,399  $9,852 

Havelock 

Water $3,484 $6,472 

Wastewater $2,510 $3,502 

Seddon 

Water $5,828 (Urban) 
Rural assessed separately 

$7,062 (Urban) 
$10,368 (Rural) 

Wastewater $3,175 $4,398 
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Zone Levies for New Developments in Burleigh and North-West 
Extension 
Council proposes to require separate zone development contributions for the Burleigh and North West 
Extension areas recently rezoned for urban development.   These areas contain multiple landowners.  
To ensure efficiency of design and construction of infrastructure for the entire development area 
Council intends to coordinate the provision of infrastructure. 

The costs incurred in providing the infrastructure within a subdivision are normally paid for by the 
developer ie; water, sewerage, stormwater and roads.  In the case of multiple landowners it is 
appropriate for Council to assume the role of zone area administrator (and banker) to ensure that all 
parts of the zone are designed and serviced appropriately.  An example of this is the previous 
rezoning of the North West. 

The Development Contributions Policy has signalled the intent for Council to implement separate 
Zone Development Contributions for these areas in addition to the network Development 
Contributions.  The purpose of these Zone levies is to ensure that there is a fair and equitable cost 
applied to all landowners within the newly zoned areas. 

The Policy identifies these newly zoned catchments and signals the intent to apply Zone Development 
Contributions to meet: 

 Costs of infill infrastructure that exceeds the requirements of the development if it was 
considered in isolation of the entire catchment to enable the efficient development of the whole 
Zone.  For example in certain areas road width and standards are higher than that which would 
normally be stipulated for that individual’s development but are required in order to provide an 
appropriate standard of infrastructure for the development area as a whole and need to be 
shared across the development area as a whole. 

 Costs of shared infrastructure incurred by Council which achieves a cost effective outcome for 
the whole development area as compared to a multitude of less optimal smaller development 
solutions eg; a sewer pump station servicing a development area rather than several sewer 
pump stations servicing several smaller developments within that area. 

The infrastructure standards and requirements for the newly zoned catchments are still a work in 
progress and accordingly the Zone Development Contributions will be calculated on completion of this 
work.  The methodology for deriving these contributions will be in accordance with the methodology 
set out in the Development Contributions Policy  

Reconsiderations and Objections 
Developers will be able to ask Council to reconsider their development contributions assessment.  A 
reconsiderations process has been included in the revised policy.  A new objections process has 
been introduced by the Act.  A description of that process is included in the revised policy. 

Development Agreements 
Either a developer or Council can request that a development agreement be entered into in place of a 
development contributions assessment.   

What is the impact on Council Debt 

Council debt is estimated to reduce by up to $7.5million as a result of Council increasing the amount 
to be recovered from developers. 

Will my rates go up? 
 No – as a result of increasing the amounts charged to developers for the growth component of 
infrastructure, the contribution required from rates will decrease compared to what they would have 
been. 

Send us your Views 
Should developers pay an increased proportion of the growth component of infrastructure 
costs or should ratepayers meet those costs through increased rates? 
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Is Council Financially Prepared for a Natural Disaster? 
“Get ready get thru”, the Ministry of Civil Defence urges us all to be prepared in case of disaster.   

Council has to be prepared, too.  Earthquakes, storms, floods, tsunami, volcanoes and landslides can 
damage Council property such as roads, water supplies and sewerage services. 

Council regularly reviews its plans for dealing with potential future damage from a natural disaster, 
including: 

 Assessing the risks to people and property from natural disasters; 

 Reducing hazards by designing infrastructure to better resist damage and managing what can be 
done on hazard prone land and sound land use planning; 

 Insuring and self-insuring property for damage from natural events; 

 Being ready for disasters; 

 Reviewing how it has responded to disasters in the past; 

 Making sure Council would be eligible for Central Government funding after a disaster. 

Should a major natural disaster occur the District could be faced with significant repair and 
reconstruction costs. Council has estimated the maximum probable loss (MPL) to Council’s 
$1.1 billion of assets (excluding land) as a result of a major earthquake, flood or tsunami at 
approximately $75 million of infrastructure assets.   

The arrangements currently in place for infrastructure (underground reticulation, river protection and 
roading) and other built assets is summarised below: 

Infrastructure Other Built Assets 

MPL used - Flood $75 million Value insured $276 million 

MPL funded by:    

NZTA Roading Subsidies $19 million Premium Cost $763,000 

Local Authority Protection Plan 
(LAPP) 

$17 million Current Excess $10,000 

Central Government Contribution $27 million   

Dedicated Financial Reserves $6 million In order to address rapidly increasing insurance 
costs in 2012 Council introduced a $500,000 
threshold for other built assets insurance.  This 
is a form of voluntary excess and introduced the 
concept of self-insurance above standard policy 
excess for the first time.  The result was that 
$45 million worth of assets became self-insured, 
representing a premium saving of around 
$120,000 per annum. 

Repriortising contract works and 
maintenance (up to three years) 

$6 million

 $75 million

 

Under the above scenario, Council effectively has two areas of self-insurance: 

 $6 million of infrastructure; and 

 $45 million of other built assets, including assets such as sewerage pumping stations, some 
community halls, and sports facilities. 

There are four key elements to managing the risk associated with the current level of self-insurance: 

 Recognising that because of the size of the District, all assets are unlikely to be affected by a 
disaster at the same time; 

 Acknowledging that initially repairs following a major disaster will only focus on reinstating core 
servicing to minimal levels, eg; reinstating four wheel drive single lane road access. 
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 Should a major disaster occur, essential assets will need to be prioritised for repair and rebuild.  
It is anticipated that this will take approximately three years; 

 The work of Council and associated priorities will not be “business as usual” for a significant time, 
years, as current contracts and priorities will need to refocus on repair and rebuild activities. 

The current strategy sees the period of reprioritisation of mainly improvement projects for 
approximately three years.  

Apart from the initial emergency works to restore essential services, the strategy also considers that 
further public consultation will be required in order to decide priorities for community assets repair and 
rebuilding eg; the community generally may see a need for a community hub to be built in a central 
area for all to use rather than rebuild separate facilities which may have been under-utilised prior to 
the disaster event. 

Council’s proposal is to continue the current strategy of achieving an acceptable balance of 
risk and financial certainty which is generally rates neutral going forward. 

What are the other options? 
Council has considered: 

 Taking on more risk by self-insuring more assets; 

 Reducing the $500,000 threshold for other built assets insurance; 

 Plan for the rebuild to be completed in two or four years instead of three. 

Taking on more risk would mean cash reserves would have to be significantly increased.  There 
would be fewer funds for undertaking other activities.  If cash reserves were not significantly 
increased, Council would not have enough money to repair or replace assets following a disaster and 
risk the Government funding component which is contingent upon Council having adequate financial 
provisions in place.  

Reducing the $500,000 threshold for other built assets insurance, would increase the cost of 
insurance and have a corresponding impact on rates.  Options are: 

1. Lower current threshold to $250,000 – estimated rates impact $90,000. 

2. Remove threshold – estimated rates impact $140,000. 

Increasing the speed of rebuilding and repair would likely increase costs and require additional loan 
funding which would in turn increase rates.     

Question 
Do you think Council should take on more risk by self-insuring more assets? 

Do you think Council should reduce risk by reducing the threshold to either $250,000 or $0? 

Do you think that Council’s assumption of a three year rebuild is about right? 
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A More Active Economic Development Role for Council? 
Council’s vision for Marlborough is: 

Over the next decade, Marlborough will become a globally-connected district of 
progressive, high-value enterprise, known for our economic efficiency, quality lifestyle, 
desirable location and natural environment. Marlborough will be ‘Smart and 
Connected’.  

The purpose of the vision is to guide everyone’s actions to ensure that we are:  

 Smart: Think strategically – becoming more efficient, creating new solutions to 
our problems, leveraging those solutions to create new opportunities; 

 Connected: Don’t do it alone, get informed, get supported locally, nationally and 
internationally. 

The economy is not a natural phenomenon, it is constructed by people. The challenge for 
Marlborough is to ensure it is our people making the decisions about our economy - if we don’t, 
someone else will.  

Since 2012, Council has been implementing the Smart and Connected strategy: 

 Undertaking an Industry and Innovation Stocktake (2013) to identify growth opportunities; 

 Developing visions and priorities for Industry and Community Groups (2014); 

 Establishing the Smart Business Marlborough business unit within Council; 

 Appointing a Regional Events Co-ordinator and an Economic Development Officer; 

 Setting up a Marlborough-based start-up business advice service under Business Trust 
Marlborough; 

 Establishing industry leadership groups to develop Smart and Connected strategies; 

 Launching The Marlborough Story- including the “Only Marlborough” regional identity (2014). 

Council wants to know what role you consider Council should have in economic development in 
Marlborough.   

Current funding for economic development 2014-15 
Funding source Council 

($000) 
Marlborough 

Research Centre 
($000) 

Visitor 
Information 

($000) 

Total 
($000) 

Rates $355 $135 $970 $1,460 

Reserves $215 $ 75 $100 $390 

Total $570 $210 $1,070 $1,851 

Options for delivery of economic development 
In 2014, Destination Marlborough submitted to Council that consideration be given to combining 
economic development, regional tourism, events and conference promotion into a single entity.  
Similar arrangements have been made in other Regions such as Wellington, Manawatu and the Bay 
of Plenty. 

Council commissioned a report “Creating the Competitive Edge” which analysed the options available 
and addressed the question “What would the most effective and efficient economic development and 
structure look like for Marlborough including visitor and event marketing services?”  It identified and 
evaluated three options: 

1. Status quo. 

2. A Smart and Connected Board overseeing a co-ordinated network of collaborative programmes, 
and 
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3. A fully integrated structure (with economic development, events, visitor marketing and services).  

A fourth option of bringing all functions within Council was considered but not explored further. 

A fully integrated structure 
The report recommended that Council adopt the third option of a fully integrated economic 
development agency, the EDGE (Economic Development and (business) Growth Engine). The EDGE 
would develop and implement short, medium and long term strategies to achieve Marlborough’s 
sustainable economic development goals. The EDGE would report to a specialist board and then to 
Council.   

How much would the EDGE cost? 
The EDGE option would require a total budget of $2,044,000, an increase of $583,000 over the 
$1,461,000 funding already provided by rates for economic development, events, tourism and 
Marlborough Research Centre services.  It is proposed that $283,000 of the $583,000 2015-16 
increase is funded from rates with the balance to be funded from reserves and Government grants. 
The amount to be funded from rates in future years will depend on the value of Government grants 
approved.  

Would my rates go up? 
Yes - a targeted rate would apply across Marlborough weighted across different rating categories, 
mostly weighted towards industrial and commercial properties. By comparison, residential properties 
will each contribute a very small amount. Examples of the impact on rates are detailed below to fund 
the $283,000 required for 2015-16: 

Ratepayer category Land Value 2015-16 rates increase

Blenheim Residential $175,000 $1.03 

Blenheim Commercial $122,000 $71.92 

Blenheim Commercial $385,000 $226.96 

Picton Residential $105,000 $0.62 

Picton Commercial $280,000 $165.06 

Picton Motels $375,000 $221.06 

Status quo, reduce or cease economic development activities 
To keep the activity at the 2014-15 level, a further $390,000 per annum would need to be funded from 
rates as that amount had previously been funded from reserves which is not sustainable. To fund 
current levels of activity entirely from rates would result in higher level of rates than shown in the 
above table. 

Another option is to reduce Council’s involvement in economic development activities to the level that 
has been rates funded in previous years ($280,000).  This would mean no rates increase or decrease 
but a reduced level of service.  Events co-ordination ($100,000) has only been approved to 30 June 
2016.  After that date the budget would reduce to $180,000, with reductions in current levels of 
service. 

Council could cease its involvement with Smart and Connected and economic development activities 
altogether.  This would mean a reduction in rates of $180,000. 

Councillors do not have a preferred option although budget provision has been made for the EDGE 
option.  Councillors plan to explore the need for an agency and the future delivery of economic 
development in Marlborough before June 2015. 

Send us your views on this project. 
Should Council be involved in economic development and, if so, at what level: 

 Implement the EDGE to deliver economic development; or 
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 Continue with the Smart and Connected programme using current structures and at the 
same level of activity; or 

 Reduce funding for economic development to $280,000 for 2015-16 and $180,000 in 
subsequent years, by not funding the Events co-ordination role; or 

 Cease the economic development activity? 
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Financial Strategy  
Council must under the Local Government Act 2002, manage its revenues, expenses, assets, 
liabilities and general financial dealings prudently and in a manner that sustainably promotes the 
current and future interests of the community.  

The Financial Strategy is an important part of the LTP, demonstrating how Council will: 

 Ensure the levels of rates and borrowing are financially sustainable and kept within pre-set limits; 

 Maintain levels of service; 

 Maintain the assets it owns on behalf of the community; 

 Provide for growth and changing demand patterns within the District; 

 Fund improvements to infrastructural and other community facilities; 

 Manage Council’s investments and liabilities. 

In preparing its proposed LTP budget and Financial Strategy, Council has considered how to balance: 

 The levels of service to be provided and the cost of achieving and maintaining them during 
periods of growth; 

 The priorities and timing of expenditure across all activities, especially expenditure of a capital 
nature, which is contained in the Infrastructure Strategy and Asset Management Plans; 

 The proposed levels of rates and charges across the full 10 year period of the LTP and their 
impact on the community; 

 The proposed level of borrowing current and future ratepayers will need to service. 

Overall Council considers it has successfully balanced these four key elements in preparing the 
proposed LTP budget, but welcomes the community’s input on how the current financial result 
contained in this proposed budget can be improved. 

Capital Expenditure 
To maintain and improve levels of service in response to Government, community and growth 
demands, Council is proposing a $419.6 million capital budget over the next 10 years.  Much of this 
expenditure is detailed in the Infrastructure Strategy and Asset Management Plans. 

$121.5 million  - to meet additional demand (including vested assets) 

$114.4 million  - to improve the levels of service, including meeting increasing environment 
standards and legislative requirements 

$183.7 million  - to replace existing asset 

$419.6 million in total  

Over the last four years, including the 2014-15 Annual Plan, Capital expenditure has ranged from 
$23.9 million a year to $30.6 million a year, with an average of $28.3 million. However, as can be 
seen in the following table, Capital expenditure is budgeted to increase by $20 million plus in the 
2015-16 to 2018-19 period, before finally settling at more normal levels in 2021-22 to 2024-25 period.  
This increased level of Capital expenditure has follow on impacts on Interest, depreciation and 
operating costs and ultimately to Rates. 

 2015-16 

$million 

2016-17 

$million 

2017-18

$million 

2018-19

$million 

2019-20

$million 

2020-21

$million 

2021-22 

$million 

2022-23 

$million 

2023-24

$million 

2024-25

$million 

Capital 
Expenditure  

52.0 48.1 48.5 48.6 35.4 45.5 34.0 36.2 33.9 37.4

 

The biggest increases of Capital expenditure in the early years take place in water, sewerage and the 
Libraries/CBD redevelopment in Blenheim and Picton as seen in the following table. In later years, 
lifts in Capital expenditure occur primarily as a result of the construction of the $28.2 million, ($30.2 
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million inflated) Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme commencing in 2015-16 and being completed in 2019-
20 and rated for in 2020-21. 

 
Activity 2015-16 

$million 
2016-17 
$million 

2017-18 
$million 

2018-19 
$million 

2019-20 
$million 

Water 6.4 7.4 6.2 2.0 3.7 

Sewerage 14.1 17.6 4.8 8.6 1.9 

Library Blenheim and Picton 1.4 3.9 10.3 6.8 .5 

Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme 0.5 2.1 7.7 11.2 8.7 

 22.4 31.0 29.0 28.6 14.8 

 

The next biggest single Capital expenditure item is Roads which remains relatively constant at 
between $8- $10 million (uninflated), both before the LTP and for the 10 year LTP period. 

Each year Council will review the continued need and timing of Capital expenditure as part of its 
Annual Planning approach. In previous years, these reviews have resulted in expenditure deferrals, 
which has in turn, reduced subsequent years rates increases and actual debt levels. 

Where Does Council Spend its Money? 
In addition to the investment in new assets and the renewal of old, Council spends its money on 
delivering services under the following broad groupings.  As can be seen, the vast majority of 
expenditure is made on core infrastructure operation and maintenance plus environmental, regulatory 
and people (Democracy and Library) related activities. NB Irrigation, Parking and Economic 
Development are included under Regional development.  

 

Balancing the Budget 
The Council is required under the Local Government Act 2002 to ensure that each year’s projected 
operating revenues are set at a level sufficient to meet that year’s projected operating expenses, that 
is, the Council must demonstrate financial prudence. 

In preparing its budgets, Council must make a number of assumptions.  These include, legislative 
change, interest rates, inflation, subsidy rates etc and are shown in more detail in Financial Strategy. 
The Council is forecasting that its activity expenditure will increase from $88.4 million in the 2014-15 
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Annual Plan to $128.1 million (44.9%) for the 2024-25 financial year. The increase is primarily due to 
forecast inflation, 35.2% over 10 years, a larger population to be served and the balance represents 
the effects of supplying either additional or improved services offset in part by the impact of deferring 
capital works.   

Gross borrowing over the period of the LTP will increase from $50.0 million shown in the 2014-15 
Annual Plan to a maximum of $120 million to help fund the proposed capital expenditure programme. 
Projected debt includes an allowance of $28.2 million ($30.2 million inflated) for the development of 
an irrigation scheme at Flaxbourne.   

While existing Reserves, subsidies and Development Contributions are the first sources for funding 
Capital expenditure, the balance is generally funded by loans.  Council usually funds up to 50% of 
new capital assets from Reserves if available. Loans have a rating impact, but as their repayment is 
generally spread over 20 years it reduces the burden on current rates and spreads the costs over 
those future ratepayers who will also benefit from the asset being created.  Increased maintenance 
and operating costs from capital projects are funded primarily by rates.  

Debt 
A significant portion of planned Capital expenditure will be funded by debt. The following table 
identifies Council’s projected debt at a gross, net of cash and investments and net debt without the 
Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme included. 

 

Net debt levels for the 10 years to 2024-25 is forecast to peak in 2020-21 at $108.5 million before 
reducing to $98.1 million by 2025. These amounts are above Council’s $100 million net debt cap. 
However, these debt figures are based on a conservative approach that includes the full $28.2 million, 
($30.2 million inflated) for the separately funded Flaxbourne Irrigation Scheme.  Should the Scheme 
proceed, an injection of between $8-10 million from the Crown Irrigation Fund will be required, thereby 
reducing Council’s net debt to just below the debt cap.  

Rates Increases and Rate Increase Limit 
As identified above, increasing debt to spread the cost of Capital expenditure has a rating impact as 
do increased operating costs.  The other major contributor is inflation (35.2% over 10 years). Inflation 
in Council terms, means the underlying costs it faces, including the materials that go into building and 
maintaining infrastructural assets - diesel, bitumen, pipes and other construction.  As Council’s costs 
are not the same the cost faced by households as measured by the CPI, (eg;  food, housing, 
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transportation etc), Council along with the majority of other Councils in New Zealand use inflation 
projections provided by Business Economic Research Limited (BERL).  These projections are used to 
inflate Council’s forecast Operating and Capital Expenditure in years two to 10 of the LTP. 

BERL prepares projections for road, property, water, energy, staff, earth-moving, pipe lines and 
private sector wages. These are consolidated into an overall Local Government Cost Index (LGCI). 
To generate its forecasts, BERL estimate relationships based on historic data between price indices 
and a set of economic variables (eg; GDP, employment, oil prices, construction, investment and CPI). 
As can be seen from the inputs into the BERL derived LGCI, the costs faced by Councils are 
significantly different to those faced by households.   

Forecast BERL LGCI 

 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 

2.24% 2.45% 2.53% 2.61% 2.75% 2.90% 3.04% 3.19% 3.36% 3.53% 

Forecast Rates Increases 

Council has adopted as policy, that increases in total rates will not exceed the LGCI movement by 
more than 2%.  The following table shows forecast rates increases compared to Council’s policy.  

 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24 24-25 

% increase in total 
Rates and Charges 

3.19 4.85 5.50 4.65 3.22 8.67 4.09 2.71 3.60 3.13 

% movement in 
forecast LGCI+2% 

4.24 4.45 4.53 4.61 4.75 4.90 5.04 5.19 5.36 5.53 

Difference 1.05% -0.40% -0.97% -0.04% 1.53% -3.77% 0.95% 2.48% 1.76% 2.40% 

This table shows that Council has gone outside its policy in the 2016-17, 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2020-
21 financial years. The main driver for this is the significant lift in Capital expenditure which has been 
commented on above. However, for affordability reasons Council is committed to remaining within its 
self-imposed rates limit and reviews its plans and projects annually to confirm their continued need 
and timing.  Where projects can be deferred without compromising maintenance and standards this is 
done with reduced rates increases resulting.  The outcome of these annual reviews is shown in the 
following graph.  This graph clearly shows the level of rates for 2015-16 is almost $9M below the level 
forecast when the 2009-19 Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP) was prepared. 
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Benchmark Properties 

 

Benchmark Properties
Capital 
Value

Land 
Value

2014.15 
Actual 

Rate Levy

Draft 
2015.16

Draft 
2016.17

Draft 
2017.18

Draft 
2018.19

Draft 
2019.2

Draft 
2020.21

Draft 
2021.22

Draft 
2022.23

Draft 
2023.24

Draft 
2024.25

01‐Blenheim Residential 320,000       175,000     2,478          2,505        2,621        2,760        2,873        2,970        3,069        3,175        3,262        3,368        3,475       

27              116            139            114            96              99              106            86              107            107           

1.08% 4.62% 5.31% 4.12% 3.35% 3.34% 3.46% 2.72% 3.27% 3.17%

02‐Blenheim Residential 310,000       160,000     2,440          2,473        2,588        2,724        2,835        2,930        3,027        3,133        3,217        3,325        3,432       

32              115            136            111            95              98              105            84              108            107           

1.32% 4.66% 5.27% 4.06% 3.34% 3.34% 3.48% 2.69% 3.34% 3.23%

03‐Blenheim Residential 410,000       195,000     2,600          2,647        2,768        2,914        3,035        3,137        3,242        3,354        3,442        3,553        3,663       

47              121            146            121            102            105            112            89              111            110           

1.79% 4.57% 5.28% 4.16% 3.34% 3.35% 3.44% 2.64% 3.22% 3.10%

04‐Blenheim Residential 520,000       195,000     2,941          2,871        3,002        3,156        3,284        3,393        3,507        3,628        3,716        3,839        3,958       

70‐              132            153            129            108            114            122            88              123            120           

‐2.39% 4.58% 5.11% 4.08% 3.30% 3.35% 3.47% 2.42% 3.30% 3.12%

05‐Blenheim Residential 435,000       170,000     2,554          2,587        2,707        2,848        2,964        3,063        3,165        3,275        3,360        3,472        3,583       

33              120            141            116            99              102            110            85              112            111           

1.30% 4.64% 5.22% 4.07% 3.33% 3.34% 3.48% 2.60% 3.33% 3.19%

06‐Blenheim Vacant Section 165,000       165,000     1,990          2,027        2,121        2,235        2,337        2,421        2,505        2,590        2,658        2,743        2,827       

37              94              114            102            84              84              85              68              86              84             

1.88% 4.66% 5.37% 4.55% 3.59% 3.46% 3.40% 2.61% 3.23% 3.07%

07‐Blenheim Commercial 480,000       122,000     3,090          3,429        3,624        3,820        4,023        4,162        4,319        4,474        4,650        4,861        5,075       

339            195            196            203            140            157            156            176            211            214           

10.97% 5.69% 5.40% 5.31% 3.47% 3.76% 3.60% 3.93% 4.54% 4.41%

08‐Blenheim Commercial 990,000       385,000     7,336          7,632        8,063        8,495        9,016        9,330        9,700        10,039      10,452      10,936      11,424     

297            431            431            521            314            370            339            413            484            489           

4.05% 5.65% 5.35% 6.13% 3.49% 3.97% 3.49% 4.11% 4.63% 4.47%

09‐Picton Residential * 1  340,000       105,000     2,476          2,587        2,682        2,788        2,866        2,981        3,096        3,199        3,234        3,333        3,407       

111            95              105            78              115            116            103            34              99              74             

4.48% 3.68% 3.92% 2.80% 4.01% 3.89% 3.32% 1.08% 3.07% 2.21%

10‐Picton Residential * 2  320,000       155,000     2,842          2,931        3,044        3,197        3,322        3,454        3,587        3,706        3,748        3,857        3,938       

89              113            153            124            132            133            119            42              109            81             

3.13% 3.85% 5.03% 3.89% 3.98% 3.84% 3.32% 1.14% 2.91% 2.11%

11‐Picton Vacant Section * 1  100,000       100,000     1,921          1,985        2,047        2,123        2,185        2,272        2,356        2,432        2,453        2,523        2,572       

64              62              75              63              87              84              76              21              70              49             

3.32% 3.14% 3.69% 2.95% 3.96% 3.70% 3.21% 0.86% 2.87% 1.94%

12‐Picton Commercial  * 1  395,000       280,000     5,787          6,003        6,136        6,315        6,511        6,609        6,735        6,952        7,120        7,363        7,550       

216            132            180            196            98              126            217            168            243            187           

3.74% 2.20% 2.93% 3.10% 1.50% 1.91% 3.22% 2.42% 3.41% 2.53%

13‐Picton Motels (19 units) * 2 1,270,000   375,000     6,564          6,754        6,880        7,167        7,480        7,546        7,647        7,892        8,111        8,384        8,600       

190            126            287            313            66              101            245            219            273            217           

2.90% 1.86% 4.17% 4.37% 0.88% 1.33% 3.21% 2.78% 3.36% 2.59%

14‐Blenheim Vicinity 2,140,000   1,060,000  5,057          5,469        5,748        5,926        6,177        6,360        6,566        6,766        6,920        7,185        7,446       

413            278            178            251            183            205            200            155            264            261           

8.16% 5.09% 3.10% 4.23% 2.97% 3.23% 3.05% 2.29% 3.82% 3.63%

15‐Blenheim Vicinity 1,490,000   690,000     3,347          3,638        3,820        3,933        4,096        4,213        4,350        4,486        4,584        4,760        4,931       

292            181            114            163            117            138            136            98              176            171           

8.71% 4.99% 2.98% 4.13% 2.85% 3.26% 3.13% 2.18% 3.83% 3.60%

16‐Blenheim Vicinity 8,290,000   4,470,000  16,509        18,304      19,245      19,759      20,607      21,150      21,857      22,580      23,082      23,994      24,868     

1,795        941            515            848            543            707            723            502            913            873           

10.87% 5.14% 2.67% 4.29% 2.63% 3.35% 3.31% 2.22% 3.95% 3.64%

17‐Blenheim Vicinity 3,090,000   1,750,000  7,604          8,123        8,532        8,780        9,153        9,411        9,716        10,017      10,252      10,643      11,027     

518            410            248            372            258            305            301            235            391            384           

6.81% 5.05% 2.91% 4.24% 2.82% 3.24% 3.10% 2.34% 3.82% 3.61%

18‐Blenheim Vicinity 7,990,000   5,130,000  18,761        20,618      21,681      22,268      23,234      23,854      24,648      25,449      26,047      27,069      28,057     

1,857        1,063        587            965            620            794            801            598            1,022        988           

9.90% 5.15% 2.71% 4.34% 2.67% 3.33% 3.25% 2.35% 3.92% 3.65%
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*1. These properties pay the sewer treatment loan rate because they did not make a lump sum payment. 
*2 These properties opted to make sewer treatment lump sum payments. 
*3 This property opted to make sewer lump sum payments. 
*4 This property opted to make sewer loan repayments over a 20 year term, in lieu of lump sum payments. 

*5 These properties pay the sewerage loan rate because they did not make a lump sum payment. 

y
19‐Renwick Residential * 3 325,000       136,000     2,066          2,020        2,115        2,403        2,650        2,734        3,362        4,075        4,216        4,300        4,387       

46‐              95              288            246            85              627            713            141            85              87             

‐2.21% 4.69% 13.61% 10.25% 3.19% 22.94% 21.21% 3.47% 2.01% 2.02%

20‐Renwick Residential * 4 250,000       131,000     2,107          2,060        2,152        2,433        2,672        2,755        3,367        4,061        4,199        4,282        4,368       

47‐              93              281            239            83              612            695            138            83              86             

‐2.23% 4.50% 13.04% 9.83% 3.10% 22.20% 20.63% 3.40% 1.97% 2.00%

21‐Spring Creek Residential 305,000       134,000     1,590          1,606        1,689        1,802        1,880        1,954        2,022        2,091        2,134        2,199        2,265       

16              82              113            78              74              68              69              43              65              66             

1.01% 5.13% 6.70% 4.35% 3.92% 3.49% 3.41% 2.04% 3.06% 3.01%

22‐Grovetown Residential * 5 380,000       175,000     2,793          2,833        2,946        3,094        3,207        3,313        3,460        3,539        3,583        3,653        3,723       

40              113            149            113            106            147            79              44              70              70             

1.42% 3.99% 5.05% 3.65% 3.30% 4.44% 2.27% 1.25% 1.96% 1.90%

23‐Grovetown Residential * 5 210,000       139,000     2,360          2,390        2,487        2,617        2,712        2,803        2,924        2,991        3,034        3,097        3,161       

30              97              130            95              91              121            68              43              63              64             

1.27% 4.07% 5.22% 3.63% 3.34% 4.31% 2.31% 1.44% 2.07% 2.07%

24‐Rarangi Residential 225,000       220,000     1,269          1,191        1,252        1,297        1,355        1,401        1,444        1,481        1,526        1,580        1,639       

78‐              61              45              58              46              43              37              45              54              58             

‐6.18% 5.12% 3.62% 4.47% 3.41% 3.06% 2.54% 3.06% 3.54% 3.69%

25‐Picton Vicinity 2,110,000   1,970,000  4,251          4,192        4,333        4,443        4,615        4,722        4,857        4,998        5,089        5,267        5,423       

59‐              141            110            172            107            135            141            91              179            156           

‐1.39% 3.36% 2.54% 3.88% 2.32% 2.86% 2.90% 1.81% 3.51% 2.96%

26‐Ngakuta Bay ‐ bach 410,000       155,000     831              845            859            891            928            958            989            1,018        1,024        1,057        1,078       

14              14              33              36              30              31              29              7                33              21             

1.65% 1.66% 3.80% 4.07% 3.22% 3.24% 2.93% 0.66% 3.18% 2.02%

27‐General Rural ‐ French Pass 2,020,000   1,450,000  7,605          5,139        5,385        5,543        5,739        5,893        6,072        6,265        6,567        6,946        7,244       

2,466‐        246            158            196            154            179            193            302            379            298           

‐32.42% 4.78% 2.94% 3.53% 2.68% 3.04% 3.18% 4.82% 5.78% 4.28%

28‐General Rural ‐ Manaroa 4,610,000   3,710,000  12,931        12,406      13,001      13,376      13,850      14,214      14,646      15,115      15,859      16,799      17,530     

526‐            595            375            474            364            432            469            744            940            731           

‐4.07% 4.80% 2.89% 3.54% 2.63% 3.04% 3.20% 4.92% 5.93% 4.35%

29‐General Rural ‐ Opouri Valley 3,300,000   2,660,000  6,509          8,105        8,517        8,774        9,104        9,354        9,655        9,984        10,508      11,171      11,685     

1,596        412            257            330            250            301            329            524            663            514           

24.53% 5.08% 3.02% 3.76% 2.75% 3.21% 3.41% 5.25% 6.31% 4.60%

30‐General Rural ‐ on Awatere Water 2,080,000   1,580,000  4,335          5,409        5,713        6,130        6,460        6,633        6,839        7,059        7,341        7,726        8,059       

1,074        304            417            331            173            206            220            282            385            332           

24.78% 5.62% 7.29% 5.39% 2.67% 3.10% 3.22% 4.00% 5.25% 4.30%

31‐Havelock Residential 360,000       155,000     2,117          2,187        2,302        2,551        2,717        2,840        2,918        3,121        3,433        3,943        4,016       

70              116            248            167            123            77              204            312            510            73             

3.29% 5.28% 10.79% 6.54% 4.52% 2.72% 6.98% 10.00% 14.86% 1.86%

32‐Seddon Residential 235,000       62,000        1,588          1,495        1,605        1,948        2,123        2,188        2,254        2,324        2,325        2,358        2,423       

93‐              110            343            175            65              67              69              1                34              65             

‐5.87% 7.35% 21.36% 8.97% 3.07% 3.04% 3.08% 0.05% 1.44% 2.74%

33‐Wairau Valley Township Residential 445,000       134,000     2,096          2,162        2,291        2,371        2,440        2,510        2,572        2,622        2,698        2,792        2,875       

67              128            80              69              71              62              50              76              94              83             

3.19% 5.93% 3.51% 2.91% 2.89% 2.46% 1.95% 2.90% 3.48% 2.97%

34‐Sounds Admin Rural ‐ farm 5,500,000   4,710,000  10,038        10,027      10,535      10,816      11,279      11,571      11,915      12,293      12,690      13,157      13,621     

11‐              508            281            463            292            344            378            397            466            464           

‐0.11% 5.07% 2.67% 4.28% 2.59% 2.97% 3.18% 3.23% 3.68% 3.53%

35‐Sounds Admin Rural ‐ bach 325,000       165,000     582              679            716            740            765            788            809            826            852            881            909           

97              37              24              25              22              21              18              26              30              28             

16.74% 5.39% 3.35% 3.43% 2.94% 2.66% 2.17% 3.10% 3.47% 3.16%

36‐Sounds Admin Rural ‐ bach 465,000       270,000     731              882            929            959            994            1,022        1,050        1,076        1,110        1,149        1,186       

151            47              30              35              28              28              26              34              39              38             

20.70% 5.32% 3.18% 3.67% 2.85% 2.75% 2.45% 3.14% 3.53% 3.26%
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