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[bookmark: _Toc516829036][bookmark: _Toc520703176]Executive Summary
Local government is responsible for the provision of a wide range of public services to community throughout New Zealand. These range from regulatory services such as enforcement of the Building Act, through to the provision of roads, water and community facilities. Funding for these activities comes from users of the services, and includes:
rates on property owners, including targeted rates and water fees
government grants, and particularly grants from the New Zealand Transport Agency for transport assets
fees and charges for services such as building and resource consents, licensing, dog registrations, and use of community facilities
development and financial contributions
investment income.
Over time the Government, various groups or organisations and the general public have all voiced varying concerns about the level of rates in New Zealand and the affordability of rates. The actual quantum of rates that an individual ratepayer pays and whether that is affordable depends on a variety of factors relating to both the individual and the council. Underlying this from the council perspective are two key drivers. The total amount of money that needs to be collected (which, as noted above, is driven by a council’s overall expenditure requirements) and the manner in which costs are allocated between ratepayers and users.
The report makes a number of observations about rates and rates affordability. In summary it finds that rates are becoming less affordable for all groups of ratepayers over time, with rates increasing faster than average household incomes, Consumer Price Index (CPI), average household living costs or the Local Government Cost Index (LGCI). Both historical and forecast rates increases exceed wage growth, CPI growth and LGCI growth. Rate rises at that level are not sustainable.
There is an increasing reliance on rates as a source of funding. Rates comprise around 60% of a local authority’s income. It is by far and away the most dominant revenue stream and the one that councils have the most control and certainty over. Overall:
councils are projecting to become more and more reliant on rates as a source of revenue over time. The compounding effect is to place further upward pressure on rates as an increasing share of increasing costs are funded by rates
revenue from fees and charges, grants and other types of income is not projected to increase at the rate of inflation (LGCI): this is creating upward pressure on rates
councils in areas with low levels of household income appear to be increasing rates less than their counterparts. This may demonstrate an acknowledgement of the different environments in which these councils operate
growth councils are able to increase total revenue more easily than declining population councils as rates rises are spread over a larger population base that is increasing
the allocation of rates across different groups and sectors within a council varies significantly. We have observed some councils shifting the rating burden between groups of ratepayers, but there is no clear trend.
Local government in New Zealand follows a cost driven model, whereby the level of rates required to be collected from a community is determined by the funding requirements of the council. Working within an agreed funding envelope, councils first determine their required level of expenditure to deliver an agreed level of service, before determining the amount of revenue that they need to collect in rates. Services and service levels are set through a democratic process involving the community, elected members and council staff, and trade-offs are made between desires and affordability.
It is therefore necessary to examine the key costs that local government faces and the cost pressures facing local government in the near future in order to assess affordability of rates.
We observed a number of broad issues that impact (either directly or indirectly) on a council’s costs and therefore their funding requirements. The observations made in this report were developed through:
analysis of a sample of published 2015 Long Term Plan data using a financial model
desktop review of a sample of draft infrastructure strategies, 2018 Long Term Plans and other relevant strategic documents
onsite visits with a selection of councils.
Our observation is that there are a number of key drivers of council costs that are increasing. Those relate to both operational expenditure and capital expenditure.
Operational and maintenance costs are increasing. Contractor costs, staff and materials costs and increased compliance costs mean it is costing councils more to deliver the same services. 
Depreciation is a significant factor and often has a direct impact on rates as a result of the statutory requirement for a balanced budget.
Meeting community challenges such as growth, a community’s desire for increased levels of service and an increasing requirement for major infrastructure upgrades to satisfy new standards are driving capital expenditure programs. Some councils are dealing with all three of these challenges at the same time. 
While new and growth assets are generally funded by debt, development contributions or a combination of these the longer-term impact of is to introduce additional operational costs (e.g. operations, maintenance and depreciation) which places further pressure to increase rates. Growth creates costs that must be borne by both the existing and the new ratepayers.
The application of Goods and Services tax to rates also results affordability issues.  A 2% increase in costs (translating to a 2% rise in rates) equates to a 2.3% increase in rates paid by people who are not registered for Goods and Services Tax.

[bookmark: _Toc520900255]Figure 1	The effect of cost pressures on rates.Existing services
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There is evidence that costs are increasing for the delivery of some core services. The delivery of water and wastewater services for the selected councils is forecast to become more expensive in real terms between 2015 and 2025. It is likely that actual costs will be higher than this.
A larger portion of rates funding is being applied to the roads and the three waters over the life of Long Term Plans. In urban councils these activities are increasing their share of funding over time.
Operating and capital expenditure of “other” council activities, which includes community facilities and services, is forecast to decrease per capita in real terms over the ten year term of the LTP. In a number of councils, investment in community facilities and services has slowed leading to a decrease in levels of service. However, again observation of the gap between forecast expenditure and actual expenditure means in real terms it is unlikely to decrease.
There are a number of issues in draft 2018 LTPs and on the horizon that are likely to further increase costs of supplying water, stormwater and wastewater services particularly for rural councils which will put further upwards pressure on rates in small communities.
Climate change and increasing freshwater standards are putting additional pressures on stormwater and wastewater assets and are likely to result in further cost increases.
The inflationary measure used by councils as the basis on which to project future cost increases is the LGCI. Importantly, for the purposes of considering rates and rates affordability, LGCI has historically been, and is projected to be, consistently greater than CPI. That means, regardless of whether a council increases its services or service levels, ratepayer can expect the cost of their council (and as a result their rates) to increase more than other costs that they are exposed to.
Long Term Plans have not been successful (on the whole) at reflecting actual operating costs for local government as both revenue and cost forecasts in Long Term Plans do not appear to come to fruition in actual published results beyond the first year or two.
While councils typically forecast to deliver their services at a reducing cost over time, evidence suggests that the costs of delivering services are actually increasing in real (uninflated) terms. This could be because levels of service increase over time, councils are doing more, or because assumptions regarding inflation are wrong.
Analysis over a series of LTPs shows a clear trend for debt to increase in each successive LTP. The forecast reduction in debt in the later years of an LTP does not occur in reality.
The same analysis shows that future rate increases in the later years of an LTP are usually higher than forecast. The forecast reduced rate increases in those years of an LTP don’t occur in reality. The impact of this is shown Figure 2 below.
[bookmark: _Toc520900256]Figure 2	Annual change in rates for all councils – comparison of 2015 and draft 2018 long term plans
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While some of the changes in successive LTPs may be due to increased services and service levels that were not anticipated, arguably this means that the decisions about services, service levels and costs in the first year and first three years of an LTP are made on the basis of a ‘short term snapshot’ without a full appreciation of the likely actual future costs of the council and actual rating requirements.
Depreciation is 25% of a typical council’s expenditure. The importance of getting this estimate right cannot be overstated as it can have a direct and significant impact on the total cost of the council and therefore the funding required.


Our analysis shows that councils are collecting sufficient revenue to fund depreciation. Our analysis also shows that councils are not spending a similar amount on renewals as they are collecting for depreciation. Over the ten years of 2015 LTP period, the average renewal ratio[footnoteRef:2] for all New Zealand councils was 78%. There is significant variation depending on whether councils are high growth or low growth and overall roads are being renewed faster than the other core council assets but this is still much lower than the depreciation of those assets. [2:  	Refer to Appendix A for description of the ratios referred to in this report] 

If we assume that overtime depreciation and renewal expenditure should be aligned for mature councils then consistently spending less than depreciation on the renewal of assets means that either:
depreciation is overstated and renewal expenditure is realistic
· if this is true then councils are reducing debt, reducing the amount of debt they need to take on or using some of the revenue collected as depreciation to fund other activities or services. This situation would raise issues for intergenerational equity
depreciation is accurate and renewal expenditure has been and is projected to be too low 
· if this is true then councils are shifting some of the current cost of renewals to future ratepayers by not funding it now and using the revenue collected as deprecation for other activities or services. This situation has direct implications for future costs
depreciation is accurate, councils are not correctly allocating capital expenditure and in fact renewal expenditure is higher than reported
· if this is true then there is little impact on current and future ratepayers or on intergenerational equity. There is however, little incentive in our view for councils to be incorrectly allocating capital expenditure and in most cases renewal expenditure significantly outweighs new and growth expenditure.
In our view, there is evidence that suggests that depreciation may be too high. There is a consistent trend for councils to spend less on renewal of their assets than the depreciation of those assets. Three quarters of councils in New Zealand project to have an average renewal ratio of less than 87% over the ten years of the 2015 LTP period. In NSW, Victoria and WA benchmarks for the renewals ratio are 100%, 90-110% and 90% respectively.
The asset management industry in New Zealand is a mature industry. Councils have dedicated asset managers and asset management plans are prepared for each asset class. Planned renewal expenditure suggests that councils are making deliberate, informed decisions about their investment in the replacement of assets. Renewal waves being deferred in successive infrastructure strategies and long-term plans are said to be on the basis of best available information. Depreciation however remains consistently much higher than renewal expenditure. In addition, anecdotal evidence about the relatively good condition of New Zealand roads despite a low renewals ratio suggests that, at least for roads, renewals are typically occurring close to the rate that they should be.


There is and has been for some time concerns around the future renewals peaks forecast by councils. Future renewals peaks as shown in draft infrastructure strategies, while large, do not appear unaffordable if councils are prudent in provisioning funds to cover these costs. However, much has changed and is changing for local government since the 2015 LTPs including a particular focus on the infrastructure and services for water, wastewater and stormwater. We note that the full impact of this has yet to be seen. While this study considered the 2015-2025 LTPs, there is significant local government investment in infrastructure currently underway and proposed in 2018-2028 LTPs
Local government debt sits mainly in the right councils in our opinion. That is high growth and high population councils carrying comparatively more debt than declining or small population councils.
Growth councils are carrying higher levels of debt and this is projected to increase further. This may constrain their ability to borrow more or may impact their ability to deal with financial shocks.
The reduced ability for small or declining population communities to service debt repayments and operating expenditure on new major infrastructure may be constraining their ability to invest in expensive but much needed infrastructure.


[bookmark: _Toc516129479][bookmark: _Toc516829038][bookmark: _Toc520703177]Background and Introduction
Over time the Government, various groups or organisations and the general public have all voiced varying concerns about the level of rates in New Zealand, and the affordability of rates.  In preparation for the upcoming Local Government Funding Inquiry by the Productivity Commission, the Department of Internal Affairs sought to commission a study into the current and future funding pressures facing local government.
Local government in New Zealand follows a cost driven model, whereby the level of rates required to be collected from a community is determined by the funding requirements of the council. Working within an agreed funding envelope, councils first determine their required level of expenditure to deliver an agreed level of service, before determining the amount of revenue that they need to collect in rates. Services and service levels are set through a democratic process involving the community, elected members and Council staff and trade-offs are made between desires and affordability.
Funding for a council’s services and activities comes from a variety of sources and includes:
rates on property owners, including targeted rates and water fees
government grants, and particularly grants from the New Zealand Transport Agency for transport assets
fees and charges for services such as building and resource consents, licensing, dog registrations, and use of community facilities
development and financial contributions
investment income.
Rates comprise about 60% of a local authority’s income but the actual quantum of rates an individual ratepayer pays and whether that is affordable depends on a variety of factors relating to both the individual and the council. Underlying this from the council perspective are two key drivers.  The total amount of money that needs to be collected (which as noted above is driven by a council’s overall expenditure requirements) and the manner in which those costs are allocated between ratepayers and users.
This report provides an assessment on the current position of local government finances drawing on a selection of representative councils, uses published 2015 Long Term Plan data, actual results for 2015 – 2017, draft 2018 Long Term Plan data as well as a number of other sources which are referred to throughout the report. It also considers the impacts of proposed rates rises and cost increases on the matters of ratepayer affordability and equity. The methodology is set out in Appendix A.
The primary objectives of this report include:
identification of the primary cost pressures within local government and their intended responses
analysis on the affordability and equity of any rate increases or borrowing
We note that much has changed and is changing for local government since the 2015 LTPs including a particular focus on the infrastructure and services of the three waters. We note that the full impact of this has yet to be seen. While this study considered the 2015-2025 LTPs, there is significant local government investment in infrastructure currently underway and proposed in 2018-2028 LTPs.
[bookmark: _Toc520703178]Council Revenue
[bookmark: _Toc520703179]Types of Revenue
Councils are limited in the ways in which they receive funding. At its most basic, councils, like most public-sector organisations, are only able to receive their funding from:
taxes – which in this case is rates
fees and charges –such as charges for services such as library fees and building consent fees, and water
grants or subsidies – From NZTA, MBIE, or other government agencies. All usually ultimately funded from taxes collected by someone else, and often closely matched to expenditure (i.e. an increase in grants received is likely to be accompanied with an increase in costs)
Investment revenue – e.g. from money invested in the bank, Council controlled organisations, or property.
The level of income a council receives from each of the above will vary depending on a number of factors, including whether the council is experiencing high levels of growth and the extent to which a council considers that the services it provides should be ‘user pays’ or are ‘public good’. While no approach is specifically right or wrong, changing the level to which services are paid for by rates can influence how affordable rates are considered to be, particularly for those people that do not use many of the services provided by a council.
That means when considering rates affordability and the affordability of services provided by local government as a whole, it is important to look not just at rates but also the way in which councils receive their funding.
In Figure 33 below, we show a breakdown of revenue by source for the fifteen councils included in our study. For the purposes of this analysis, revenue from development contributions, financial contributions and vested assets has been excluded as this revenue cannot be applied towards the day to day operations of council (and is closely linked to the capital expenditure which it funds).
The data suggests that councils typically collect around 60% of their revenue from rates, with an additional 15 – 30 % coming from ‘other income’. However, there is a large range, with councils receiving as little as 49% of their revenue from rates through to as much as 74%. Interestingly, there appears to be no strong trend within local government to switch to a more or less equitable method of rating.
Within the 2018 draft Long Term Plans, we have observed councils both increasing and decreasing rates differentials and universal annual general charges for a variety of reasons. This has varying impacts on affordability for different groups, with high UAGCs meaning ratepayers with lower capital value properties paying proportionally more rates, and vice versa. Typically, rural councils appear to be more likely to set UAGCs at the maximum level of 30%, this may reflect the demographics of their rating base.


In communities with high levels of deprivation, where affordability of rates is a particularly pressing issue, challenges also exist in the manner in which fees and charges are increased. While some fees and charges (particularly in the regulatory and compliance areas of councils) are more likely to fall on those with the capacity to pay (e.g. businesses, house builders, and developers), increasing fees in other areas (e.g. library, community halls and swimming pools) may limit access to those facilities for those on fixed or lower incomes.
[bookmark: _Ref518309997][bookmark: _Ref520300279][bookmark: _Toc516746898][bookmark: _Ref518309979][bookmark: _Toc520900257]Figure 3	Breakdown of revenue sources – average over LTP period, sorted by rates revenue
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Analysis of the 2015 LTP data shows councils typically maintaining, or increasing, the share of revenue that they receive from rates over time while decreasing their reliance on “other income” and grants and subsidies, as demonstrated in Figure4 below. The compounding effect of this is to place further upward pressure on rates as an increasing share of increasing costs are funded by rates.
[bookmark: _Ref518310033][bookmark: _Toc516746899]

[bookmark: _Toc520900258]Figure 4	Breakdown of revenue by source over time[footnoteRef:3] [3:  	Note that “other revenue” is substantially fees and charges but also includes some other revenue sources] 


Similarly, councils appear to be predicting a slight decrease in their reliance on grants and subsidies, with an average reduction of 3.9% per annum in real terms across the group of councils (and only three councils reporting an increase in per ratepayer grants and subsidies). Again, decreases in the amount received in the form of grants and subsidies will put upward pressure on rates, although because grants are often accompanied with increased expenditure, the impact of this is likely to be softened.
Section summary
Councils are limited in the ways in which they are able to fund their operations.  Funding options available to councils are typically limited to:
taxes – specifically rates (including general and targeted rates)
fees and charges – which typically relate to the provision of a specific service (e.g. building consent processing fees); these often have some level of matching cost
grants and subsidies – which are often closely associated with an increase in costs as they are for specific purposes
investment income – from subsidiaries’ operations or interest; this is usually very small.
Rates are the most significant of these revenue sources for councils, and are the revenue source that councils are most able to control and have the most guarantee of receiving.
Typically, rates comprise about 60% of a council’s income, but this varies significantly across different councils. This means changes in cost structures are likely to impact rates the most. Further, councils are projecting to become more and more reliant on rates as a source of revenue over time.
While revenue from rates is projected to increase faster than inflation, this is not the case for revenue from fees and charges, grants, and other types of income. This is creating further upward pressure on rates.
When considering the extent to which they intend to rely on rates as a founding source, councils must be mindful of equity issues. By increasing reliance on rates, councils are adopting an approach that a large portion of their activities are carried out for the public good. Where councils rely more heavily on fees and charges to fund operations, they have adopted an approach that suggests that users of services are the primary beneficiaries, and accordingly they should pay for the services they receive.
In some cases, fees and charges may also be altered in order to influence or alter behaviour. This may have an impact on the composition of a council’s income source. Examples where this may occur include:
increasing fees for rubbish disposal to encourage recycling and diversion of waste
increasing late payment fees for dog registration or offering discounted fees for responsible owners, to encourage good behaviour
increasing parking fees or more rigorous enforcement behaviour to encourage turnover of parks in high traffic areas and to encourage payment of parking fees.
The majority of the changes to fees and charges that we have observed as being accepted by politicians and the community relate to these types of behaviour influencing decisions. While these non-financial decisions alter the composition of revenue received by a council, they are not often the result of a conscious effort to broaden a revenue base.
We consider that the increased reliance on rates that we observed in our analysis of the sample councils is one of the factors that are contributing to the decreasing affordability of rates.
[bookmark: _Toc520703180]Rates
Rates are the primary source of funding for all councils in New Zealand and are effectively set by reference to a council’s “funding gap”. That is, once a council has determined the costs that it will incur to deliver services to its community, and the amount of revenue it will receive from other sources, the total rates revenue required is then determined.
While there is no legislative limit on the amount of rates a council may collect, or the annual percentage by which rates may be increased, rates rises must be accepted by the community and its elected representatives. The rates rises proposed for any year are set out in a council’s draft Long Term Plan or annual plan, and put forward for consultation with the community. It is only after this consultation has occurred that councils agree final budgets and rates rises.
In this sense, the rates rises that are implemented by councils are a product of the democratic system involving the community, elected members, and officials.


A key underlying focus of this report is the issue of rates affordability and whether the current local government funding system is affordable and sustainable for communities throughout New Zealand. While the report discusses a number of issues including pressures on infrastructure costs from growth, tourism and climate change, these issues are considered in the context of the impact that those costs may have on rates.
Measuring and assessing the affordability of rates in New Zealand is a complex challenge, and while we present a number of measures of affordability and discuss potential approaches, we do not attempt to make an assessment about whether rates as a whole are affordable or not.
Annual rate increases
One of the simplest ways of considering whether rates are affordable or not is to examine the annual increases in rates that are proposed by councils. Although a percentage rates rise alone is not sufficient to determine whether rates are becoming unaffordable (as a reference comparator is required), sustained increases in rates at levels that are likely to be above inflation will eventually, be unaffordable.
Figure 5 below shows the distribution of year on year percentage increases in total rates revenue across the New Zealand local government sector. 
It is important to note that while this chart may be indicative of the level of rates rises proposed in the 2015 Long Term Plans, the data in this chart focuses specifically on total rates revenue and thus ignores the impact that growth and decline have on the amount an individual household pays. It is also important to note that there is a compounding effect of year on year rate increases.
The chart also does not account for rises outside of rates, such as water fees and charges or charges for services delivered by the private sector (e.g. waste collection).
[bookmark: _Ref520299173][bookmark: _Toc516746881]

[bookmark: _Toc520900259]Figure 5	Forecast year on year percentage increases in total rates revenue – all councils 2015 LTP

The chart shows a relatively tight distribution of increase in rates revenue, with an average annual increase of 3.7%. 90% of council’s average annual increase in total rates is between 2.38% and 5.04% over the life of the 2015 LTP. The selected councils are shown in green and show a range for those councils of an average annual rise in total rates from 2.6% through to 6.8%.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  	The dip in rates revenue collected in 2021 (shown in Figure 5) represents a temporary targeted rate ending.] 

The relatively tight distribution of increases in total rates revenue across the sector is somewhat predictable as most councils apply the same price index assumptions when preparing budgets. Additionally, the low levels of variability in the data suggest that councils were typically:
seeking to keep rates within band of between 2% and 5% per annum
refraining from making any major changes to revenue and financing policies (e.g. changes from land value to capital value rating, or increasing the extent to which depreciation is funded), which would show up as a ‘spike’ in the data. Where changes have been made, the data suggests that these have typically been phased in
delivering similar levels of service to their communities throughout the life of the LTP.
Impact of growth
Where population growth has been incorporated into the budgeting process, and rates income has been adjusted to reflect growth in the number of rateable properties, it is expected that increases in total rates revenue would typically be higher than the national average. Similarly, where total rates revenue has been adjusted for population decline then increases in total revenue would be expected to be lower than the national average.
Indeed, as shown in the Figure 6 below, it appears that high growth councils demonstrate an increased capacity to raise rates revenue compared to declining population or low growth councils.  The average annual increase in total rates revenue for growth councils is 4.6%, whilst the average for declining population councils is only 3.2%.
[bookmark: _Toc516746882]Again, there is a compounding effect of the difference in revenue. Declining population councils will get less and less money to invest into services and assets than the high growth councils over time.
[bookmark: _Toc520900260]Figure 6	Annual increases in total rates revenue – all councils 2015 LTP data

Impact of population size and household income
We have also considered whether population size or household income has any bearing on the level of total rates set by councils.
A review of 2015 Long Term Plan data suggests that councils with populations in excess of 100,000 typically increase their total rates take by 4.5%, as compared to councils with populations of less than 10,000 which have average annual increases of only 3.3%. This could be the result of a number of factors:
Higher level of service expectations for communities with large populations.
Conflation of population size and levels of growth (larger councils are typically also high growth and smaller population councils often have declining populations).
Comparative wealth between ratepayers in metropolitan councils and those in rural councils (which are typical small) meaning a higher capacity to pay.


Additionally, analysis of the 2015 LTP data shows that communities with lower average household income have lower average annual increases in total rates (3.5% versus 4.3%). This may suggest that:
political and society pressures, including the socioeconomic factors, of a community are relevant when considering a council’s ability to levy rates revenue
strong correlations between household income levels and rates of growth may be distorting results.
Broader affordability measures
Annual percentage increases in rates is quite a coarse view of the affordability equation.  This report also considers affordability by comparing average rates bills to household income and to household expenditure.
When average rates are compared to average household income, the majority of the councils that we modelled showed rates as being between 3.5% and 4.5% of average annual household income. The review of rates as a percentage of household living costs shows rates typically comprising between 3% and 5% of a household’s living expenses.
However, over the ten year period of the 2015 LTPs, Figure 7 below shows affordability, as measured by both measures declines by an average of 0.35%. That is, rates are projected to use up a greater proportion of household income and household living costs.
[bookmark: _Toc516746901]Under both measures of affordability this means that there is a clear trend towards rates becoming less affordable overtime.
[bookmark: _Toc520900261]Figure 7	Forecast rates as a percentage of average household living costs

Property rates are also included within the household living costs price index that is monitored by Statistics New Zealand. Analysis of the Statistics New Zealand data from 2008 to 2018 shows that this projected trend for rates to increase as a proportion of household expenditure and household income has been occurring.
Property rates comprised 3.5% of household living costs in 2008 and this increased to 4.7% by 2018[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  The increase in weighting of rates within this price index is over and above increases in the index itself] 

Statistics New Zealand data shows the household living cost price index increased by 15.1%. Rates themselves increased by 43.5% over that same period. This demonstrates how much faster than other household costs rates have risen.
For the lowest expenditure quintile, the Statistics New Zealand data shows that property rates increased from 5.8% of household expenditure to 7% of household expenditure. This group will be particularly impacted by rates increasing faster than wage growth and CPI.
[bookmark: _Toc516746902]Consideration of the Statistics New Zealand data also shows rates increasing faster than household living costs, wages, and LGCI. This means that the rates are costing households more, proportionally, than they did in the past and Figure 8 demonstrates the compounding effect as the gap grows over time.
[bookmark: _Toc520900262]Figure 8	Historical household living costs vs salary and wage growth vs rates growth

[bookmark: _Ref518291751][bookmark: _Ref520446501]Analysis of the 2015 Long Term Plan in Figure 9 below then shows that rates are forecast to continue to increase at faster rate than inflation.


[bookmark: _Toc520900263]Figure 9	Real (uninflated) average rates forecast using 2015 long term plan data and LGCI projections

As seen in the chart, there is a consistent upward trend, showing rates becoming more expensive over most of the Long Term Plan. The greatest part of the increases occurs in the first three or four years (and a slight reduction before inflation by year 10). The chart shows a 12.5% increase in rates before the compounding effect of inflation is added between 2015 and 2020 (inflation would add another 13.4%).
This upward trend of rates also needs to be considered in the light of the effects of successive long-term plans (including draft 2018 Long Term Plan data). Figure 10 below shows there is a consistent pattern for rate increases in the first three years to be projected to be higher than the remainder of the long-term plan. Subsequent long-term plans repeat the cycle so that the lower rate rises of the outer years in the Long Term Plan do not eventuate.
[bookmark: _Ref520298408]

[bookmark: _Toc520900264]Figure 10	Annual change in rates for all councils – comparison of 2015 and draft 2018 long term plans
[image: ]Source: Department of Internal Affairs

This increase in rates in real terms may indicate that councils are either increasing or improving the services that they provide, or that they are projecting costs to increase faster than the local government cost index predictions. Indeed, it is rare for a council to signal rates rises equal to, or less than, forecast local government cost index increments.
While in many cases proposed rates rises were supported by large capital programs in draft long-term plans, these projects were often not substantially different, in terms of cost, from similar projects proposed in earlier long-term plans.
Section summary
Reviewing the projected rates across the selected councils against various measures of affordability, and reviewing of data held by Statistics New Zealand, makes it clear that rates have, and are continuing to, become less affordable over time.
Our modelling of 2015 Long Term Plan data (which considers future changes in rates) and Statistics New Zealand’s data (which considers historic changes in rates) demonstrates:
a large gap between rates increases and increases in consumer goods or household living costs
a large gap between rates increases and increases in household earnings
consequential increases in rates as a percentage of both household income and living costs.
Further, review of the 2018 draft Long Term Plans issues by councils indicates that future rate rises may be higher than were projected in the 2015 Long Term Plans. While the average rate rise for the selected councils between 2019 and 2021 in the 2015 Long Term Plans was 3.4%, this increased to 4.9% in draft 2018 Long Term Plans (with a range from 1.2% - 9.5%).
This is a common trend across local government, with Long Term Plans typically exhibiting less accuracy beyond year four. The shift in projected rates rises from the 2015 Long Term Plans and the 2018 Long Term Plans is demonstrated in Figure 10, in data provided by the Department of Internal Affairs.
The gap between potential wage growth and rates rise appears to be growing, and the compounding effect of the difference between wage growth and rates rises means that affordability of rates is deteriorating.
It is important to note that in preparing Long Term Plans and setting budgets, councils rely on the Local Government Cost Index (set by Business and Economic Research Limited for SOLGM) to determine the levels of inflation that may apply in future years. This is almost always a higher rate than the level of inflation experienced by consumers and households. Assuming that the Local Government Cost Index is an accurate portrayal of the cost increases faced by local government, all else being equal, it would be expected that local government costs, and consequently rates, will increase faster than other costs faced by households.
The increasing gap between wage growth and increases in rates is unlikely to simply be reflective of current economic conditions or a period of low wage inflation. In 23 years’ worth of data held by Statistics New Zealand, year on year wage growth has only exceeded 3% in four years (2006, 2007, 2008, and 2009). In contrast, average rates increase across our sample of councils from 2018 to 2025 average 3.3%, and range between -3% and 7%, meaning it is unlikely that wage growth will ever exceed increases in rates. 
The cause of this increase in rates is likely due to one of two broad issues:
Councils increasing their reliance on rates as a revenue source.
Costs (capital or operating) increasing.


[bookmark: _Toc520703181]Councils’ Costs
In this section of the report we consider costs and cost pressures faced by local government.  Costs can be categorised as either capital (e.g. constructing assets) or operating (e.g. employee costs, maintenance, financing costs). Increases in either operating costs or capital expenditure will have an impact on the amount of revenue required to be generate from a community.
In preparing Long Term Plans and setting budgets, councils rely on the LGCI (set by Business and Economic Research Limited for SOLGM) to determine the levels of inflation that may apply in future years. This is often higher than the consumer price index which is used to measure inflation on a typical basket of consumer goods. While different, both measures have relevance for this report as we have to consider the council (where LGCI is expected to reflect future cost increases) and the community (where CPI is expected to reflect future cost increases).
Future cost projections
It is expected that local government costs, like any costs, will increase over time with inflation and as the population served by a council gets larger. In order to distinguish this ‘natural’ increase in costs from the other causes of cost increases (increasing levels of service, new costs for doing the same things, addition of new services), we have examined local government costs using uninflated (or “Real”) figures on a per ratepayer basis.
We found that over time, between 2017 and 2025, real expenditure per ratepayer is projected to decrease by 15% on average across our sample councils. However, real operating expenditure actually increased by an average of 8.8% between 2015 and 2017. This is the years in which our analysis was of actual results.
[bookmark: _Toc520900265]Figure 11	Real expenditure per ratepayer – capital versus operating

Similarly, our review of real capital expenditure over the same period suggested councils are decreasing their total capital expenditure per ratepayer by 19% in real terms, although this is less consistent across the sample. Again, however, this decrease occurs following an increase in capital expenditure that extends from 2015 through to 2018 (beyond the period of actual results being used).
Arguably this indicates that the local government sector, as a whole, forecasts becoming more efficient in delivering services. Increases in the years of actual results analysed in this report however suggest that this may not be the case.
Historic perspective of council costs 
Notwithstanding the analysis of 2015 Long Term Plan data shown above, the Local Government Business Forum[footnoteRef:6] has also considered real operating costs and real rates rises per capita. A reducing real operating cost arguably indicates an increasing efficiency over time. Their analysis show in Figure 12 below, while using a different cost index (the producers’ price index for local government rather than the local government cost index), shows the costs, and revenues of local government increasing in real terms since 1994. [6:  	“Local Government Role and Funding: Paper for Local Government Business Forum”, Local Government Business Forum, April 2018] 

[bookmark: _Toc520900266]Figure 12	Historical rates and operating expenditure adjusted for population and local government costs
[image: ]Source: Local Government Business Forum

This suggests that while councils set budgets on the basis of reducing costs over time or becoming more efficient over time, the reality is that operating costs are increasing for most councils in real terms. This could be the result of:
increasing levels of service being provided
more services being provided, or new costs (including compliance costs) introduced
services being delivered less efficiently
growth introducing proportionally higher additional costs
local government inflation rates exceeding the rates used to remove the impact of inflation in the analysis.
While it is likely that a number of the above points as well as other factors may combine to explain the increasing costs faced by local government, what is clear is that Long Term Plans have not been successful (on the whole) at reflecting the actual operating costs for local government, projected rate rises or future debt levels.
This ‘flip’ from a projected decrease in costs in real terms to an actual increase in costs in real terms occurs relatively quickly, suggesting that a number of the factors that may be increasing costs are unplanned or unbudgeted.
Figure 133 below shows the average real operating cost per ratepayer across our sample councils as forecast in their 2015 Long Term Plans (2015 values are actuals) versus the actual average real operating cost per ratepayer. It shows actual expenditure exceeding projected expenditure in Long Term Plans by 3.3% in 2016, and the impact of this accumulating to create a gap of 7% by 2017. This is a significant difference for a period of just two years.
[bookmark: _Ref520360241][bookmark: _Toc520900267]Figure 13	Real expenditure per ratepayer actuals versus LTP 2015 to 2017


Section Summary
Because rates, and the total amount of revenue required by a council, are set using a cost based model, increases in either operating costs or capital expenditure will have an impact on the amount of rates required from a community. When considering why rates are becoming more unaffordable over time, it is therefore necessary to examine what is happening to costs.
In order to distinguish between the inflationary increase in costs from the other causes of cost increases (such as increasing levels of service, new costs for doing the same things, addition of new services), we have examined local government costs using uninflated (or “Real”) figures on a per ratepayer basis.
We found that over time, between 2017 and 2025, real expenditure per ratepayer is planned to decrease by 15% on average across our sample councils. However, real operating expenditure increased by an average of 8.8% between 2015 and 2017, or the years in which our model was populated with actual results. Further analysis of historical expenditure and comparison of actual results with budgeted performance shows that Long Term Plans have not been successful (on the whole) at reflecting actual operating costs for local government, as reductions in costs forecast in Long Term Plans do not appear to come to fruition.
This suggests that while councils set budgets on the basis of costs reducing over time, the reality is that operating costs are increasing for most councils in real terms. This could be the result of:
increasing levels of service being provided
more services being provided, or new costs (including compliance costs) introduced
services being delivered less efficiently
growth introducing proportionally higher additional costs than the costs to service existing properties, or
actual inflation experienced by local government exceeding the rates that have been projected.
The ‘flip’ from Long Term Plans projecting a decrease in costs in real terms to an actual increase in costs in real terms, occurs relatively quickly suggesting that a number of the factors that may be increasing costs are unplanned or unbudgeted.
[bookmark: _Toc520703182]Renewal costs and depreciation
One of the primary functions of a local authority in New Zealand is to develop and maintain infrastructure for the delivery of public services. Consequently, local authorities in New Zealand have significant investments in infrastructural assets.
According to 2015 Long Term Plan data, the net book value of all fixed assets held by New Zealand councils totalled $121 billion of fixed assets in 2016. The full replacement cost of those assets is likely substantially higher than that, however this is difficult to quantify as disclosure of this value is not consistent across councils. This compares to a total national rates take of $5.3 billion in the same year.


While not all of these assets are likely to need replacing at once, as they vary in age and condition, the potential costs associated with renewing assets are typically the largest single type of expenditure facing most councils. 
[bookmark: _Toc516829048]Depreciation expenditure 
Councils, like most businesses, provide for future renewals of assets by charging depreciation on the assets that they own[footnoteRef:7]. When a council has a balanced budget, it will typically collect sufficient revenue to cover all of its day to day outgoings plus the depreciation charge on its assets. Typically, the revenue collected for depreciation charges is used to fund the renewal of assets, or is set aside to be able to fund the renewal of assets at a future date. [7:  	The Office of the Auditor General notes, in their document “Local Government: Results of the 2016/17 audits” that deprecation is “the best estimate of what portion of the asset was used during the financial year”.] 

Depreciation charges accounted for a total of $2.3 billion of expenditure in New Zealand councils in 2017 (per annual report data collected by the Department of Internal Affairs). That is equivalent to 43% of total rates and typically accounts for 25% of total expenditure of a council.
In this section we look at depreciation and renewals expenditure specifically. While capital expenditure may also include upgrades or growth-related capital expenditure, this type of expenditure typically relies on debt in the short to medium term (which is addressed elsewhere), with the repayment of that debt being funded by rates or development contributions over time.
The first thing we have examined is whether councils are collecting enough revenue to be able to fund depreciation and therefore the renewal of their assets. We have used the depreciation funding ratio for this purpose. The ratio measures cash flows from operating activities (i.e. cash flows before borrowing, investment and capital expenditure) against the depreciation on existing assets.
The analysis for the selected councils shows that they are typically collecting enough revenue to cover their day to day expenses and to fund the renewal (deprecation) of their assets. Figure 14 below shows the depreciation funding ratio (adjusted to remove capital grants and grant funded depreciation) for the selected councils. Most councils, as expected, sit near or above 100%.
[bookmark: _Ref520363072]

[bookmark: _Toc520900268]Figure 14	Depreciation funding ratio – selected councils 2015 LTP data

Where councils are not achieving a depreciation funding ratio of 100% or higher, this could be due to a number of reasons:
In years showing actual performance, other operating expenses may have exceeded budgets (hence the larger proportion of councils with a depreciation funding ratio below 100% between 2015 and 2017 in Figure 14).
Council has adopted a strategy of reinvesting depreciation such that interest savings or investment returns are “topping up” the depreciation funding deficit.
The council does not intend to fund the replacement of all of its assets.
The community cannot afford to fully fund depreciation, or the rates impact of switching to a “fully funded” model may be too large.
It is important to note that the ratio does not measure whether that cash flow is actually used for the replacement of existing assets, and some of this cash may be used by councils to invest in level of service or growth assets.
Depreciation Expense
Depreciation is simply an estimate however, based on the estimated replacement cost of an asset (using today’s technology, and at today’s prices) spread over the estimated useful life of the asset. Where assets deteriorate faster than anticipated, depreciation collected will be insufficient to replace the asset. Similarly, where an asset lasts longer than its estimated life a council may collect depreciation too quickly. Changes in technology may also impact whether depreciation is sufficient to fund the future replacement of the asset.
Our analysis of the sample councils’ 2015 LTP data shows depreciation typically comprising 25% of a council’s annual expenditure. The size of depreciation expense means that it typically has a major impact on the amount of rates that need to be collected.
[bookmark: _Toc520900269]Figure 15	Depreciation as a percentage of total expenditure over time

Unlike total expenditure, depreciation is forecast to increase slightly (0.7% per annum) in real terms per ratepayer over the life of the 2015 Long Term Plans. This is indicative of the increased costs associated with servicing and maintaining new assets, and increases in the cost of replacing assets (the capital component of the local government cost index is typically higher than the operating component).
When looking at 2015 – 2017 alone, depreciation costs increased even faster than projected, showing an increase of 3% over the two year period (or an annual increase of around 1.5%).
Future renewal costs
For some time, there has been discussion around local government that the sector is facing a large number of assets beginning to reach the end of the estimated useful lives. This is often referred to as the renewals hump or wave. Discussion about a potential renewals hump or wave has been raised by the Office of the Auditor General for a number of years, and most recently in their publication “Local Government: Results of the 2016/17 Audits”.


Understanding how much money a council is actually spending on renewals is important, because a portion of rates are collected for the ultimate purpose of developing the financial capacity to renew assets.  Where this funding is not ultimately applied towards that purpose, future generations will be required to contribute more at a later date. Additionally, failure to renew assets when required may lead to additional reactive maintenance costs, or deterioration in the condition of, and service provided by, the asset.
Over time renewals expenditure should be expected to equal depreciation because depreciation is a charge representing the use or deterioration of an asset. In a number of jurisdictions councils must report on variations of benchmarks or ratios built around this assumption[footnoteRef:8]. The renewals ratio used in this report measures the amount of money a council is planning to spend on asset replacement or renewal as compared to their annual depreciation expense. [8:  	In New South Wales the benchmark is 100%, in Victoria between 90-110% and in Western Australia 90%] 

In practice, it would be unusual for renewals expenditure to be exactly 100% of depreciation expenditure as depreciation is typically allocated evenly over the life of an asset while renewals expenditure usually occurs when an asset reaches the end of its useful life or otherwise fails. However, in mature organisations where assets have been built up over time, one would expect to see a long-term trend of renewals expenditure sitting near 100% of depreciation. In our view, performance in the renewals ratio between 90% and 110% would indicate that a council has a mature asset base and is renewing its assets at a predictable rate[footnoteRef:9]. [9:  	The Office of the Auditor General, in their report “Local Government: Results of the 2016/17 audits” notes that a reasonable achievement range for the renewals ratio is between 60 – 100%.] 

Figure 16 shows the distribution of all New Zealand councils budgeted performance against the renewals ratio. Over the life of the 2015 LTPs, average performance across all New Zealand councils for the renewals ratio is 78%, with 75% of councils having average performance below 87%. The councils selected for analysis in this study (shown in green) are representative of the national distribution against this ratio.
[bookmark: _Toc516746886]

[bookmark: _Toc520900270]Figure 16	Renewals ratio – all councils 2015 LTP data

The result above is consistent with analysis of annual report data collected by the Department of Internal Affairs which shows that nationally all New Zealand councils only spent 79% of their deprecation on renewals on average between 2015 and 2017. As councils appear to be collecting enough revenue to be able to fund the renewal of their assets but not reporting similar levels of expenditure, this would suggest that either:
councils are deferring renewals of assets beyond their useful lives and councils are ‘sweating their assets’
infrastructure assets have not generally reached the end of their useful lies
depreciation funding is being applied elsewhere or used to reduce debt, or
depreciation is too high.
Indeed some councils noted that depreciation estimates and asset renewal planning has previously been conservative, allowing councils opportunities to defer renewals expenditure. In some councils examination of failure data or asset condition data (for example from CCTV monitoring) has shown assets to be in a better condition than their estimated useful lives would otherwise suggest. This may indicate that in some instances depreciation may be too high or that councils are responsibly delaying investment in the replacement of their assets.
Impact of growth
Councils that have experienced sustained levels of high growth in recent times may be expected to have a higher proportion of young assets in their total asset base, and accordingly may have a lower renewals ratio than those that have experienced low levels of growth or decline. This would be due to a higher level of expenditure on new assets.
[bookmark: _Toc516746888]Figure 17 shows the renewal ratio of high, medium, low growth and declining population councils within the selected group separately. High growth councils have an average renewals ratio of 68.4%, with most high growth councils showing a renewals ratio much lower than that average. Meanwhile, declining population councils demonstrate an average renewals ratio of 83.7%, which is higher than the national average.
[bookmark: _Ref520364878][bookmark: _Toc520900271]Figure 17	Renewals ratio by growth rate

Impact of population size and household income
We also considered whether local population size or average household incomes had any bearing on the amount councils invested in renewals.
There is no clear rationale as to why these factors would influence a council’s approach to investment in the renewal of its assets. However, our analysis found that low income and low population regions appeared to have higher renewals ratios than their respective high income and high population counterparts.
In our view any correlation between population size and renewals ratio performance is likely to be due to the strong nexus between levels of growth and population. However, additional explanations may include:
larger population councils may have higher level of service expectations which may redirect some spending from renewals infrastructure towards level of service expenditure if the capital works budget is constrained
councils serving low income communities may prioritise investment on core infrastructure and renewal of assets as they face funding constraints.
Renewal expenditure on specific council asset groups
While consideration of the renewals ratio at a whole of council level gives some useful insight into council’s investment decisions it does not effectively demonstrate the rate at which core network assets are being renewed and may for example be distorted by depreciation on assets that will not be renewed. We therefore analysed the renewals ratio for four key activities carried out by councils; roads, water, wastewater, and stormwater. The results are presented in Figure 18 below.
[bookmark: _Ref520365701][bookmark: _Toc520900272]Figure 18	Renewals ratio by activity type

Unsurprisingly, councils are renewing roads faster than the other three activities, with an average renewals ratio of 78% (compared to an average renewals ratio across all assets of 69% for our sample councils). We believe that this is reflective of the role that NZTA plays in co-funding renewals expenditure on roads and potentially the increased visibility and ease at which the condition of roads can be assessed.
Similarly, councils were typically planning on replacing water assets at 75% of the rate that they are depreciating. Water reticulation assets typically represent some of the oldest infrastructure in a community. Given the importance of safe water assets on health and the consequences associated with pipe failure it is unsurprising that this activity has the highest renewals ratio of the three waters.
The analysis shows that councils, on average, are investing only 58% of their depreciation on wastewater assets on the renewal of those assets. However, it is worth noting that 23% of wastewater assets relate to wastewater treatment plants which may be renewed, but upgrades to these plants may often be classified as level of service expenditure rather than renewal.


When wastewater treatment plants are required to be upgraded the costs can be large. Treatment plant upgrades signalled in the draft Long Term Plans that we reviewed comprise between 20 – 30% of the relevant councils’ annual rates take. Wastewater is the only asset group that shows any peak of renewals over the ten year period of the LTP.
Planned renewals in the stormwater system in 2015 Long Term Plans are low in comparison with other asset classes. Most councils forecast investment of less than 40% of stormwater depreciation in the renewal of stormwater assets (the average across our sample was 38.3%). This suggests underinvestment in stormwater assets.
Our review of draft 2018 Long Term Plans and infrastructure strategies and our conversations with various councils has indicated that councils are typically still yet to face major renewals costs. In many cases, infrastructure strategies are suggesting a large increase in renewals expenditure as being required around 2040 – 2045, although some councils are dealing with the renewal of specific network infrastructure in the later years of the 2018 Long Term Plan.
The renewals waves or peaks that are typically seen in infrastructure strategies that we reviewed were significant, however often equate to less than a single years’ depreciation (across all activities). The challenge is that these renewals peaks (for a single asset class) often represent expenditure over and above the ‘normal’ capital works programme of a council. Additionally, many of these peaks relate to a significant portion of the network and are likely to be disruptive and impact on levels of service delivered to the community.
These renewals peaks, or waves, do not typically appear unaffordable if councils are prudent in provisioning funds to cover these costs.
Developing capacity to renew assets in the future
The renewals ratio only measures the investment in the renewal of assets at a point in time.  It does not identify whether councils are able to fund the future replacement of their assets, or what impact this may otherwise have on rates. In order to consider this, we compared the sum of renewals expenditure, increases (or decreases) in cash or investments and decreases (or increases) in external borrowings to depreciation. The purpose of this measure was to identify whether councils are typically building the capacity to address future renewals requirements over time (assuming depreciation is correct).
Analysis of the sample councils using this measure is shown in Figure 19. Any council that achieves less than 100% is not increasing investments, reducing debt, or applying depreciation toward the renewal of their assets at the same level as the depreciation on their assets. The average of the selected councils is shown in green and only meets 100% in one of the ten years of the LTP period.


[bookmark: _Toc520900273]Figure 19	Renewals capacity based on 2015 long term plan data

[bookmark: _Toc516129500][bookmark: _Toc516829066]Having confirmed that councils are collecting sufficient revenue to fund depreciation then this result against the depreciation funding ratio shows councils investing depreciation reserves into assets required to support growth or increasing levels of service. Importantly, these assets would likely otherwise be paid for with debt and will be depreciable themselves once commissioned.
Capital works delivery
While the renewals ratios presented earlier typically look at planned renewals expenditure, it is also useful to consider how much of that plan is actually delivered. This is because under-delivery of capital works programmes can have the effects of:
reducing the amount of borrowing required to be drawn down in a given year (and therefore a consequential impact on future costs of servicing that debt)
creating surpluses through the deferral of costs to future years, while rates income is already set based on the planned programme, and prior to the underspend being apparent
increasing potential capital works that need to be delivered in future years – which in turns impacts on the ability to deliver future programmes.
Most of the analysis regarding capital expenditure relates to budgeted expenditure (with the exception of 2015 – 2017 which show actual capital expenditure) however the actual amount of expenditure may differ markedly from the budget.
The Office of the Auditor General, in their document “Local Government: Results from the 2016/17 Audits”, analysed actual capital expenditure compared to budgeted capital expenditure and found that capital expenditure generally remained below budget across the sector.
[bookmark: _Toc520967499]Table 1	Total actual capital expenditure and variances against budget for capital expenditure by asset type and expenditure classification
	
	Additional demand
	Level of service
	Renewals

	Water supply
	Actual capital expenditure
	$117.9m
	$117.1m
	$149.0m

	
	% of budget spent
	86%
	74%
	65%

	Sewage
	Actual capital expenditure
	$178.2m
	$111.5m
	$393.6m

	
	% of budget spent
	69%
	88%
	131%

	Stormwater
	Actual capital expenditure
	$85.1m
	$63.5m
	$132.4m

	
	% of budget spent
	139%
	108%
	146%

	Flood protection
	Actual capital expenditure
	$6.8m
	$40.3m
	$15.5m

	
	% of budget spent
	58%
	98%
	30%

	Roads
	Actual capital expenditure
	$106.4m
	$313.2m
	$825.3m

	
	% of budget spent
	66%
	92%
	111%


Source: Office of the Auditor General
This is a consistent trend in local government, with most councils having delivered less than 80% of their capital works programmes since 2012/13.
[bookmark: _Toc520900274][image: ]Figure 20	Local authorities categorised by actual capital expenditure as a percentage of budgeted capital expenditure 2012/13 to 2016/17Source: Department of Internal Affairs

This is consistent with our discussions with various councils during the study. In many cases councils cited:
a shortage in experienced project managers and engineers
a constrained contractor market
a lack of available aggregate
inefficiencies in the procurement process
a lack of internal resource
inclement weather
as being key reasons why capital works programmes were not being delivered to budget.
Smaller, rural councils were particularly constrained in terms of their ability to attract skilled workers. In one example, the local grader driver passed away, meaning works that required grading had to be deferred.
With a significant increase in capital works programmes being signalled by most councils over the next ten years, actual delivery of those programmes is becoming increasingly important. Most councils recognised the need to improve their ability to deliver capital works, and indicated that this may be achieved through:
more streamlined procurement processes, including the use of alliances and panels
increasing internal resources
sending stronger market signals
utilising existing contractors on major local projects
a shift towards managing capital works budgets on a three year cycle.
Underspending on capital works programmes can have a number of consequences. Perhaps of most concern, the Office of the Auditor General observes “If budgets accurately reflect the required spending, the investment that local authorities are making may not be enough to maintain the quality of their assets and the service levels”. Additionally, underspend in the capital works project has an escalating effect where deferrals in capital expenditure must now be delivered alongside the otherwise budgeted works.
Section summary
One of the key functions of local government is to deliver the core services or roads, water, wastewater and stormwater. The delivery of all of these services is highly reliant on councils developing and maintaining significant infrastructure. Indeed, according to 2015 Long Term Plan data, the net book value of all fixed assets held by New Zealand councils totalled $121 billion of fixed assets in 2016.
While not all of these assets are likely to need replacing at once, as they vary in age and condition, the potential costs associated with renewing assets are typically the largest single type of expenditure facing most councils. In fact, depreciation charges accounted for a total of $2.3 billion of expenditure in New Zealand councils in 2017 (per annual report data collected by the Department of Internal Affairs). That is equivalent to 43% of total rates and typically accounts for 25% of total expenditure of councils.
It is clear that accurately estimating depreciation and ensuring that the future renewals cost of assets are adequately provided for is critical in ensuring that ratepayers are not faced with significant costs or ‘shocks’ in the future. We examined depreciation and renewals expenditure in a number of ways, including:
depreciation funding ratio – to determine whether councils are generating enough cash after paying for their day to day expenses to cover the future renewals cost of their assets
renewals ratio – to determine whether councils have been investing depreciation funding into the renewal of their assets, at the rate in which the assets are being depreciated
renewals capacity ratio – to determine whether, if councils are not currently depreciating their assets at the rate in which they are depreciating, they are setting the funding aside to renew assets later, and
capital works delivery – to determine whether councils are keeping up with their intended capital works programmes.
Our analysis concluded that:
most councils plan to have enough cash (after funding all operating costs) to cover depreciation (i.e. to replace ageing assets)
councils do not appear to be planning to renew assets at the rate at which they are depreciating nor setting aside the funds for future renewals
councils consistently struggle to complete their capital works programmes.
Where councils are collecting enough money to replace assets at the rate that they are depreciating but are not using that money to replace assets at that rate, or indeed to provide for the future renewal of those assets, this suggests that either:
depreciation is too high, and that some of this is being used to invest in assets to support growth or increased levels of service
· this situation would raise issues for intergenerational equity
depreciation is accurate and councils are not addressing the current or future renewals requirements for their assets, but are instead investing some of their depreciation reserves in assets to support growth or increased levels of service
· if this is true then councils are shifting some of the current cost of renewals to future ratepayers by not funding it now and using the revenue collected as deprecation for other activities or services. This situation has direct implications for future costs and intergenerational equity
councils are incorrectly and inconsistently classifying expenditure as level of service or growth when it is in fact renewal
· if this is true then there is little impact on current and future ratepayers or on intergenerational equity. There is however, little incentive in our view for councils to be incorrectly allocating capital expenditure and in most cases renewal expenditure significantly outweighs new and growth expenditure.


Indeed some councils noted that depreciation estimates and asset renewal planning has previously been conservative, allowing councils opportunities to defer renewals expenditure. In some councils examination of failure data or asset condition data (for example from CCTV monitoring) has shown assets to be in a better condition than their estimated useful lives would otherwise suggest. This may indicate that in some instances depreciation may be too high or that councils are responsibly delaying investment in the replacement of their assets.
In our view, there is evidence that suggests that depreciation may be too high. There is a consistent trend for councils to spend less on renewal of their assets than the depreciation of those assets. Three quarters of councils in New Zealand project to have an average renewal ratio of less than 87% over the ten years of the 2015 LTP period.
The asset management industry in New Zealand is a mature industry. Councils have dedicated asset managers and asset management plans are prepared for each asset class. Planned renewal expenditure suggests that councils are making deliberate, informed decisions about their investment in the replacement of assets. Renewal waves being deferred in successive infrastructure strategies and long-term plans are said to be on the basis of best available information. Depreciation however remains consistently much higher than renewal expenditure. In addition, anecdotal evidence about the relatively good condition of New Zealand roads despite a low renewals ratio suggests that, at least for roads, renewals are typically occurring close to the rate that they should be.
Our review of draft 2018 Long Term Plans and infrastructure strategies and our conversations with various councils has indicated that councils are typically yet to face major renewals costs. In many cases, infrastructure strategies are suggesting a large increase in renewals expenditure as being required around 2040 – 2045, although some councils are dealing with the renewal of specific network infrastructure in the later years of the 2018 Long Term Plan.
The renewals waves or peaks that are typically seen in infrastructure strategies that we reviewed were significant, however often equate to less than a single years’ depreciation (across all activities). The challenge is that these renewals peaks (for a single asset class) often represent expenditure over and above the ‘normal’ capital works programme of a council. Additionally, many of these peaks relate to a significant portion of the network and are likely to be disruptive and impact on levels of service delivered to the community.
These renewals peaks or waves do not typically appear unaffordable if councils are prudent in provisioning funds to cover these costs.
Capital works programmes are also set to increase significantly for most councils following adoption of 2018 Long Term Plans. With councils historically struggling to complete their capital works programmes, along with competition from central government projects and private development, it is likely that it will become increasingly difficult for councils to deliver their entire capital works budget without major changes in the way in which these programmes are managed and delivered.


[bookmark: _Toc520703183]Costs of Delivering Key Services
Local government is responsible for the provision of a wide range of public services to community throughout New Zealand. These range from regulatory services such as enforcement of the Building Act, through to the provision of roads, water and community facilities. Where costs for the provision of any of these services are increasing faster than council’s costs as a whole, that service is likely to be a driver of cost in local government, and may be a reason why local government costs are increasing at the rate that they are.
This section considers four core services provided by council, along with ‘other services’ which broadly covers activities from democracy through to regulatory activities and the provision of community facilities.
Due to the different nature in the services provided by councils in urban and rural areas, our analysis in this section compares performance of these two types of councils. This differs to other sections of this report which instead focus on growth levels. The differences in the spending profile of rural and urban councils are demonstrated in Figure 21 and Figure 22 respectively.
The analysis shows that while the costs of providing some services may be increasing faster than others during the 2015 LTP period the general proportion of expenditure allocated to each activity does not change materially. This suggests that a number of the drivers for cost increases are likely to be the “common costs” that occur across all activities of council.
[bookmark: _Ref520371382][bookmark: _Toc520900275]Figure 21	Proportion of expenditure spent on each council service 2015 (inside) vs 2025 (outside) – Rural councils
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[bookmark: _Toc520900276]Figure 22	Proportion of expenditure spent on each council service 2015 (inside) vs 2025 (outside) – Urban councils

Roads
Councils in New Zealand are responsible for the delivery of the local road network in their regions, while the New Zealand Transport Agency is fully responsible for the delivery of roads designated as state highways.
In addition to the funding of state highways, the New Zealand Transport Agency provides funding to local authorities for the improvement and maintenance of local roads, the amount of which is determined by the Funding Assistance Rate, which typically sits at or above 51%, but varies across councils.
Because roads are more visible infrastructure, and due to the co-funding arrangements with NZTA, and the oversight that is associated with that, roads are typically regarded as being in a potentially better condition than water assets, and renewals peaks are uncommon.
While the nature of the costs incurred by both urban and rural councils are very similar, there are a number of differences that may mean rural and urban councils experience different financial impacts from the provision of roads and transport infrastructure, in particular:
rural councils typically have more kilometres of local roads per ratepayer than urban councils
rural councils are likely to have more heavy vehicles travelling on local roads than urban councils, where most heavy traffic is likely to travel on the state highway network
similarly, rural councils may have lower total traffic volumes on local roads, although this will be made of a higher proportion of heavy traffic
rural councils are likely to apply different pavement treatments to their roads, in particular rural councils are less likely to use asphaltic concrete surfacing than urban councils.
These factors suggest that rural councils are likely to spend proportionally more per ratepayer on the provision of roads than their urban counter parts. Indeed, our analysis shows rural councils per ratepayer operating costs being on average 47% higher than urban councils in real terms.
The analysis also shows that real operating costs are largely projected to be unchanged for both groups of councils between 2018 and 2025. As with whole of council costs however, the reality is a slight increase in real operating expenditure per ratepayer within the first three years of our analysis for the roads activity. This is particularly prominent for rural councils, for whom roads represent a larger proportion of cost.
These three years rely on annual report data and indicate that operating costs for roads are increasing faster than budgeted. Given that councils do not generally build new roads, increasing real operating expenditure is evidence that costs are increasing to deliver effectively the same service.  This was also reported to us by councils during the study.
[bookmark: _Toc520900277]Figure 23	Real expenditure on roads per ratepayer by type and location

Similarly for capital expenditure, analysis shows that real capital expenditure, per ratepayer is on average 26% higher for rural councils than urban councils.  Both rural and urban councils show only slight increases in costs over time. Interestingly, the first three years of analysis shows a downward trend in real capital expenditure on roads per ratepayer, however this may also reflect challenges faced by councils in delivering their capital works programme (as this is based on actual expenditure).
Water
The provision of drinking water is one of the fundamental responsibilities of local government (either directly or through council controlled organisations). The delivery of drinking water to communities typically involves two key components, treatment and reticulation. Councils must also ensure that they have security of the water supply.
Councils face costs in the delivery of water services due to a number of factors, including:
maintenance and renewal of pipes and reticulation assets
capital investment in water treatment technology including UV treatment, chlorination and fluoridation (where applicable)
operating costs for treatment plants
securing resilient water supplies.
The impact that these costs have on councils across New Zealand appears to be typically split between the larger metropolitan councils and smaller (in population terms) rural councils. Specifically, metropolitan councils typically:
have highly connected water systems that rely on a small number of water treatment plants and sources. There is often only one water supply scheme
already have high water treatment standards, with chlorination and UV treatment being particularly common in large metropolitans
may face some resilience and supply issues and may need to implement demand management strategies.
In contrast, we found that rural councils:
often have multiple small schemes that are not connected to each other, and may service very small populations. The cost of operating these small schemes will often be charged back to the community that they serve (as opposed to being spread across the entire district)
have varying levels of water treatment between councils and between different schemes within a council
may have less concerns about the security of their water supply or supplies, although irrigation demands may alter this
will often have communities that are not connected to a council water supply at all or may have informal/non-consented schemes serving small populations.
This would indicate that urban councils are likely to have a higher real per ratepayers’ costs to service water infrastructure than rural councils, but that rural councils may potentially face higher capital costs per ratepayer. Analysis of the sample councils confirms that water services cost an average of 7.7% more to operate in urban councils than rural councils.
Operating costs for all councils are forecast to increase slightly (1.2% per annum) in real terms over the life of the 2015 Long Term Plans, indicating that the cost of providing water services may be a contributing factor in rising costs of local government service provision.


[bookmark: _Toc520900278]Figure 24	Real expenditure on water per ratepayer by type and location

Interestingly, analysis of the real capital expenditure per ratepayer on water services also shows urban councils spending more (114% more on average) on water infrastructure than rural councils. This is likely to be due to the issues of coverage. Rural councils often see the costs of major water infrastructure being spread over relatively small groups of ratepayers, or councils simply not spending due to the cost.
The analysis of real capital expenditure per ratepayer on water services also shows the cost of providing water infrastructure increasing in real terms in urban councils (on average 12% per year).  This compares to the cost of providing water infrastructure in rural councils which is increasing at a much slower rate (1.9% per year). For urban councils, this is likely a significant driver of increases in debt, and local government costs.
When considered on a per connection basis, it is likely that the costs of delivering water services in rural areas are likely to be much higher than those in urban areas. Similarly, on a per connection basis, the capital costs associated with the delivery of water services is likely to be similar for both rural and urban councils.
We note that through review of draft 2018 Long Term Plans and discussions with councils it is clear that:
smaller or rural councils are most likely to be impacted by the outcomes of changing or increasing drinking water standards and regulations, with many rural or small councils highlighting the need to upgrade water treatment plants in their regions. That has cost impacts that will change the findings above.
the impact of operating costs for water treatment plants on communities served by small reticulation schemes can be very large. In one example provided, a community is served by a treatment plant that was externally funded; however the rates impact for operating that treatment plant is unaffordable.
climate change and increasing consent conditions are creating the need for many councils (large and small) to examine the security of their current water supplies and investigate alternative supplies. The costs of adding additional supplies (and the treatment associated with this) are significant, ranging between 30% and 50% of forecast annual rates revenue.
councils are concerned about the extent to which they may be liable for poor water quality in unofficial or private schemes in their region even though some of these schemes may not be consented or otherwise approved by the council. If councils are required to take over the management of these schemes it is likely that there will be significant costs involved.
many councils are proposing the installation of water meters to manage demand, which come at a capital cost that is approximately equal to 25% of current rates income, although this cost will be spread gradually over a number of years.
We note that the above issues are not all fully costed in 2018 Long Term Plans let alone the 2015 Long Term Plan data that were analysed for this report. Were these costs to be included, it is likely that the costs of provided water services in rural areas would be demonstrably higher than metropolitan councils.
Wastewater
In most town centres, councils provide some form of reticulated wastewater and subsequent treatment and disposal. Infrastructure associated with the provision of wastewater services typically includes a reticulation network (including pipes and pumps) and wastewater treatment plants which may dispose of treated wastewater to land or to waterways.
The treatment of wastewater is subject to numerous standards and regulations, and requires resource consent to be obtained from regional councils. These consents relate to the level of contaminants and bio solids that are able to be discharged into the environment. Resource consents have fixed durations which are often around 20 – 25 years, after which point new consent conditions are likely to be imposed by the regional council. Changes in consent conditions and environmental standards may mean that, when consents are renewed, wastewater treatment plants often need to be upgraded.
Specific pressures facing councils in the delivery of wastewater include:
infiltration of stormwater into the wastewater network, causing overflows or increasing volumes beyond what the wastewater treatment plant can manage. This is becoming more prevalent as infrastructure ages and major storm events increase
changing technology and increasing consent conditions requiring significant upgrading of wastewater treatment plants
changing cultural expectation regarding the discharge of wastewater, in particular an increased desire from communities and Iwi that wastewater should not be discharged into waterways.
Draft 2018 Long Term Plans indicate a significant increase in expenditure on wastewater assets to respond to these demands. This appears to be creating further upward pressure on rates for most councils that are needing to incur this expenditure.


As with water, the impact on rural communities, which are more likely to have multiple schemes serving small populations, may be proportionately greater than it is for large metropolitans due to inefficiencies associated with having multiple disconnected networks. Smaller rural councils may also have more opportunities to investigate land-based disposal options than larger councils, as the amount of land required to service large populations makes such schemes untenable.
On a per ratepayer basis, analysis of 2015 Long Term Plans shows urban councils typically having 41% higher operating costs for wastewater than rural councils. Because our analysis spreads the costs across the entire rating base, the actual per ratepayer costs for wastewater services, for those that receive them, in rural councils is likely to be much higher (and likely higher than in urban councils).
In one example, the impact on rates bills for a small wastewater scheme was as high as $900 if the costs are met only by the community that uses it. When spread across connected properties across the entire district this would reduce to $90.
While operating costs are decreasing in real terms for urban councils, rural councils are on average expecting annual increases operating costs of 5.8% per ratepayer for the provision of wastewater services. This is likely a key driver for increased costs for these councils.
[bookmark: _Toc520900279]Figure 25	Real expenditure on wastewater per ratepayer by type and location

As with operating expenditure, capital expenditure on the provision of wastewater infrastructure in urban councils is 29% higher in urban councils than rural councils, although again the method of calculation does not consider ratepayers in rural councils that do not receive wastewater services.


Capital expenditure is forecast to increase in urban councils by 4.6% per year in real terms, in contrast to a decrease in capital expenditure of 0.3% in real terms for rural councils, noting that this is particularly lumpy. This may reflect that urban councils are investing in additional capacity to service growth, while rural councils are focussing on renewal and compliance related upgrades.
Stormwater
Stormwater assets have historically seen much lower levels of investment than the other water assets. Although there are likely several reasons for this, this is in part because failure of stormwater assets is often less noticeable than failure of wastewater or water infrastructure.
The extent to which stormwater infrastructure is needed and the size and design of that infrastructure also differs from water and wastewater as it is determined by the proportion of permeable surfaces in a specific area and the geographical/topographical features of the land. In this way, large metropolitan councils or councils with dense population centres are likely to have greater level of investment in stormwater infrastructure than rural communities.
Both rural and urban councils spend a similar amount of operating expenditure per capita on stormwater services, given the typically higher levels of permeable surfaces in rural areas (and consequently reduced need for hard stormwater infrastructure) this is surprising. Equally, both groups of councils experience relatively static levels of costs in real terms, with rural councils anticipating a slight increase in the cost of providing stormwater services, per ratepayer, in real terms.
Again, most councils saw an increase that appears higher than the increases projected in later years in the cost of providing stormwater services in real terms in the years 2015 – 2017, indicating that these costs increased faster than originally predicted.
[bookmark: _Toc520900280]Figure 26	Real expenditure on stormwater per ratepayer by type and location 

Analysis of real capital expenditure per ratepayer shows a more predictable result, with urban councils spending on average 150% more than rural councils on stormwater infrastructure. Both groups of councils show a slight increase in the real cost of constructing stormwater assets over the 2015 Long Term Plan, perhaps reflecting increasing standards or increased incidence of flooding events.
We’ve seen a renewed focus on stormwater infrastructure in the Long Term Plans and infrastructure strategies that we reviewed, and mounting concern about potential future stormwater infrastructure costs from most councils that we talked to. This change in focus is driven by two external factors; climate change and increasing freshwater standards and regulation.
Climate change impacts are being demonstrated as affecting stormwater systems in two ways.
The first being that rising water tables in low lying areas make stormwater systems less effectives as they are unable to rely on gravity to drain water away. Engineering solutions to this are challenging and require stormwater to be pumped away from low lying areas.
The second challenge for stormwater infrastructure from climate change comes from increased frequency of high intensity storm events. Stormwater systems are designed based on predicted rainfall in the region, and may be designed to be able to effectively drain rain from a 1 in 20 year event (for example). As climate change increases the regularity of these high intensity events however, the design specifications for stormwater systems will no longer be able to deliver the same level of service. A symptom of this is increased levels of stormwater infiltration.
Investment in stormwater infrastructure in the draft LTPs that we reviewed is typically more modest than that of water or wastewater assets, with investment in stormwater upgrades and renewals over the life of the ten year plans being about 16% of those councils’ annual rates income.
The impact of increasing freshwater standards and regional council regulations is largely un-costed by territorial authorities at this stage. However, our conversations with councils consistently reiterated that freshwater standards, which are likely to set limits on the amount of contaminant/particulate in stormwater discharge, will impose major costs on the sector. Most stormwater systems have multiple discharge points into streams, rivers and the sea, and any form of treatment of that discharge is likely to be technically challenging.
Some councils are encouraging developers to focus on land based discharge of stormwater, such as through the installation of swales, although this imposes large costs on the developer. Ultimately these costs are then passed on to ratepayer or house buyers.
Community facilities
Our conversations with local authorities that were carried out as a part of this study found that a number of councils reduced expenditure on community facilities and services in the 2015 and 2012 Long Term Plans. As a result of these budgets those councils reported levels of service delivered from community facilities to have diminished or remained static. We note that some of the corresponding 2018 draft Long Term Plans saw a restoration of the levels of service to pre 2012 or 2015 levels.
Councils also report that while capital investment opportunities are plentiful, there is little appetite for external funding of operating costs. This results in the level of service provided in new assets not always being commensurate with the quality of the facility.
The data used for this work does not separate operating costs, or capital expenditure beyond the broad activities of water, wastewater, stormwater, roads, and other. The financial analysis shown here focuses on the “other” category, however it should be noted that this incorporates community facility, democracy, regulatory, and flood protection (where relevant) costs.
Analysis of the 2015 Long Term Plans partly supports these assertions, showing a 2.9% per year decrease in real operating expenditure per ratepayer on “other” activities in urban councils and a 1.3% per year increase for rural councils. This data contains a number of distorting factors however, and is only indicative. Operating expenses per ratepayer are 65% higher for urban authorities than their rural counterparts.
[bookmark: _Toc520900281]Figure 27	Real expenditure on other activities per ratepayer by type and location

Capital expenditure shows a more consistent downward trend across the groups, with reductions in real capital expenditure per ratepayer of 4.1% and 7.6% per year for urban and rural councils respectively. Again, urban councils are typically spending 30% more per ratepayer on “other” activities than rural councils.
Section summary
Local government in New Zealand operates using a cost based model, and consequently increases in costs have a direct impact on rates requirements for councils. Our earlier analysis showed councils planning to reduce costs, in real terms, over the life of their 2015 Long Term Plans, although review of actual results demonstrated that this is not always being achieved.


In order to examine how councils were planning to achieve these savings, or whether certain activities in councils are driving costs upwards, we looked at the four core activities carried out by councils in more detail, being roads, water, wastewater and stormwater. We also looked at the remaining activities together.
We found that:
Rural councils spend a much higher proportion, per ratepayer, on the provision of roads than urban councils. Consequently, they spend less on the provision of the other activities that haven’t been analysed individually. Around one third of expenditure is applied towards the three waters in both rural and urban councils.
Councils are not planning to substantially change the proportion of expenditure applied to each activity over time.
The costs of providing water services, including the construction of water assets, are planned to increase at a faster rate than the other services examined. This is likely to continue into 2018 Long Term Plans and beyond, as changes to drinking water standards and the way in which they are applied are developed.
The maintenance of roads in rural, in particular, appears to be much more expensive than councils have provided for in their 2015 budgets, while Long Term Plans forecast a reduction in such costs, the actual results show a significant increase.
Similarly, investment in stormwater assets appears to have increased at a much faster rate between 2015 and 2017, across both groups of councils, than is otherwise projected.
While the delivery of wastewater and stormwater services are not projected to have large increases in costs over the 2015 Long Term Plan periods, analysis of the 2018 Long Term Plans, and draft infrastructure strategies, coupled with requirements of the National Policy Statement on Freshwater suggest that these costs may increase substantially.
Meanwhile, operating and capital expenditure of ‘other’ council activities (which includes community facilities and community services) are forecast to decrease per capita in real terms.  This may give rise to a reduction in levels of service (although it depends how councils intend to achieve these savings).


[bookmark: _Toc520703184]Debt
Debt enables a council to spread the full cost of constructing an asset (or any other expenditure) over a number of years, thereby minimising the potential rates impact that may have otherwise occurred. Typically, councils use debt to fund the construction of growth and improved level of service assets, although the specific funding and financing policies for councils differ across the country.
The use of debt therefore impacts rates in two ways:
The use of debt instead of cash reserves/rates means rates rises can be deferred, and infrastructure can be constructed immediately without the need to accumulate reserves that otherwise may not exist.
The use of debt introduces servicing costs which must be met by ratepayers.
The debt to revenue ratio measures a council’s total level of debt against its total revenue collected. The ratio is useful for assessing the comparative level of debt a council has and is indicative of its ability to borrow further.
The debt to revenue ratio is one of the four criteria that are assessed as part of the financial covenants to borrow from the Local Government Funding Agency (LGFA). Additionally, section 18 of the Local Government (Financial Reporting and Prudence) Regulations 2014 requires councils to ensure that their debt remains at a level that is below their “quantified limit on borrowing”. In order to borrow from the LGFA, a council must have a debt to revenue ratio of less than 175%, or less than 250% if it has a long term credit rating of “A” or higher.
Figure 28 charts all councils debt to revenue ratio with the selected councils shown in green.  The average debt to revenue ratio across all New Zealand councils sits at 72.3%, with 90% of councils having a ratio of less than 135%, and half of all councils having a ratio less than 73%.
[bookmark: _Toc516746891]

[bookmark: _Toc520900282]Figure 28	Debt to revenue ratio – all councils 2015 LTP data

The analysis indicates that a large number of councils are potentially able to borrow more money within their prudential borrowing limits. However it is worth noting that:
where councils have a declining population, the ability to make repayments on debt in the future is diminished so it may not be prudent to borrow up to the 175% of revenue
debt is typically reserved for funding capital expenditure (and more specifically growth or level of service infrastructure). In addition to debt repayments and financing costs, investment in these assets typically has additional operating expenditure associated with it. Small councils, or those that are unable to raise rates easily due to community affordability concerns, may not invest in such infrastructure
growth councils are likely to have higher levels of debt as this is typically used when forward financing investment in growth related infrastructure. This can theoretically be repaid through the application of development contributions, although this is not entirely the case in practice
a council’s current debt levels may be deliberately low to enable future borrowing for asset renewals or level of service upgrades (particularly for large infrastructure projects such as wastewater treatment plants), which may be outside of the ten year LTP horizon.
When reviewing the debt to revenue ratio it is therefore important to consider the specific circumstances of a council before concluding on whether debt levels are too high (or whether additional borrowing is possible).
Impact of growth
As highlighted above, growth councils are likely to carry comparatively higher levels of debt than declining population councils for two main reasons:
Debt is typically used to forward fund investment in growth related infrastructure which will be repaid over time from development contributions.
Growth councils have an increasing revenue base so may consider themselves more able to carry high levels of debt, in contrast declining population councils may not be able to meet future debt repayment obligations easily as their rating base diminishes.
Our analysis (Figure 29 below) shows the contrast between the comparative levels of debt in high growth and declining population councils that would be expected.  High growth councils have an average debt to revenue ratio of 118%, and although there is significant variation across the group, typically exhibit higher levels of debt than declining population councils. Additionally, a number of councils sit substantially higher than the average, with four of the high growth councils predicting debt to revenue ratios in excess of 150%. In comparison, declining population councils have an average debt to revenue ratio of 49%, indicating a lack of desire, or need, to draw down debt.
Overall this demonstrates a level of maturity of understanding the long term position that the respective councils are in.
[bookmark: _Toc516746892][bookmark: _Toc520900283]Figure 29	Debt to revenue ratio – all councils 2015 LTP data by growth

The impact of growth on a council’s debt levels and projected rates rises is further illustrated well in the following analysis completed by the Department of Internal Affairs. It shows substantial increases in projected levels of debt for high growth councils and similar increases in annual rates revenue.

[bookmark: _Toc520900284]Figure 30	Total projected debt for growth councils – comparison of 2012, 2015 and draft 2018 long term plans
[image: ]Source: Department of Internal Affairs

Impact of population size and household income
We also considered whether average household income or population size had any bearing on the level of debt carried by councils.
Our analysis found that large populations typically have a much higher debt to revenue ratio than those with small populations. The average debt to revenue ratio across high population councils is 144%, while the average debt to revenue ratio for low population councils was only 35.6%.
Councils with a large number of ratepayers could be expected to carry comparatively higher levels of debt for a number of reasons:
They are more likely to hold a high credit rating, and are therefore able to access cheaper debt financing.
They have potentially higher level of service expectations from their communities, meaning capital investment in assets that are traditionally debt funded is likely to be higher.
While the analysis also showed a difference in debt levels between high income (average 89.9%) and low income (average 59.7%) communities, this difference is likely to be due to the nexus between household income, growth and population (that is, councils with lower income communities typically have smaller populations and experience lower levels of growth).
Section summary
Debt is used by councils to spread the full cost of investing in infrastructure over a long period of time, thereby minimising the immediate impact to rates, and attributing costs of new infrastructure to the ratepayers that will benefit from it (i.e. future ratepayers). Typically debt is used to fund investment in assets required to service growth or provide increased levels of service, though councils’ approaches vary.
Debt can be a legitimate way of paying for asset investment for a council, however limits are placed on how much a council can borrow. These limits are typically in place to ensure that a council has the capability to meet future debt servicing costs, and that it is able to maintain a high credit rating to access ‘cheap’ debt.
Our analysis of the debt to revenue ratios of New Zealand councils found that:
local government debt sits mainly in the right councils. That is high growth and high population councils carrying comparatively more debt than declining or small population councils
growth councils are carrying high levels of debt and this is projected to increase further. This may constrain their ability to borrow more or may impact their ability to deal with financial shocks
the reduced ability for small or declining population communities to service debt repayments and operating expenditure on new major infrastructure may be constraining their ability to invest in expensive but much needed infrastructure.



[bookmark: _Toc520703185]Other Issues Creating Cost Pressures
[bookmark: _Toc520703186]Population and demographic changes
Addressing changing populations and demographics presents a major challenge for many New Zealand councils. The challenges faced by high growth councils are well known and heavily publicised nationally, however aging and declining populations (which often go hand in hand) are equally challenging for councils to deal with.
Because the issues facing each group of councils are different, we discuss the matters of growth, decline and an aging population separately below. We note that some councils are facing all three of these challenges over the long term, and planning for that is difficult.
Population growth
The issues facing high growth councils primarily relate to the need to increase land supply and install the necessary infrastructure to service that land. In particular, high growth councils must deal with:
a reduction in the available land for greenfield development within their area, and where that land is available, significant cost to connect it to existing roading and three waters networks
requirements imposed by the National Policy Statement – Urban Development Capacity
the inability to collect development contributions for the full cost of infrastructure which is required because of growth
increased level of service expectations from communities
the need to finance the cost of installing growth infrastructure in advance of the growth occurring, and development contributions being received.
These issues mean that most high growth councils carry high levels of debt which will only be repaid from development contributions over a number of years.
The development contributions regime, and surrounding case law, means that councils are rarely, if ever, able to collect development contributions for the full cost of investing in infrastructure required for growth.
One potential cause of rates increases, particularly for growth councils, could be an increasing differential between the costs of investing in growth infrastructure and the amounts received from development contributions. This is because any costs that are not funded from development contributions will have to be funded from rates (over time).
What is important when considering whether this is a relevant factor when considering the quantum of rates rises above inflation is not the size of the gap but whether the gap is increasing.
Analysis of 2015 Long Term Plan data suggests that the gap is effectively unchanged over the life of the Long Term Plans, with only a very small decrease in the average percentage of growth capital expenditure funded by development contributions.


[bookmark: _Toc520900285]Figure 31	Forecast percentage of growth capital expenditure funded by development contributions[footnoteRef:10] [10:  	The “average” shown in this chart excludes those councils that do not anticipate receiving any development contributions] 


Further analysis, considering only high and medium growth councils yields similar results, showing a slight increase in the average percentage of growth capital expenditure funded by development contributions.
This would indicate that the ability to recover growth costs from developers does not appear to have a direct impact on year on year rates increases or pre-inflation rates rises. It is worth noting however that this analysis does not consider the impact of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity, which will have decreased the percentage of growth costs recovered from development contributions for high growth councils. This is likely to be a contributing factor for rates rises in the first year or two of the 2018 Long Term Plans for high growth councils.
Increases in the levels of debt limit the ability for a council to borrow further for level of service assets or for the investment in community facilities which are not funded from development contributions. While the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) provided some relief from the financing costs associated with this debt, it has had a limited impact as the debt remains on a council’s balance sheet. Further, interest savings from the HIF fund are effectively passed on to developers who would otherwise have paid a finance cost component when the development contributions were calculated. This may or may not flow through to purchasers.


High growth councils are looking to alleviate this burden by:
reviewing development contributions policies to attempt to collect a higher proportion of growth costs from developers
seeking alternative funding mechanisms, such as the Crown Infrastructure Partners model, which may shift costs ‘off balance sheet’
looking forward to proposed changes to the development contributions regime to allow councils to resume collecting development contributions for the construction of community assets
looking into partnerships with other organisations or councils to deliver shared infrastructure.
Due to the need to carry debt to fund growth infrastructure, high growth councils also carry a substantial amount of risk that is tied to external factors such as immigration, internal migration and the local and global economy. Changes in interest rates or downturns in the level of growth can have major impacts on a council’s financial sustainability.
As growth councils look to reduce debt and service increasing interest costs they are likely to require larger rates rises than they may have previously anticipated as demonstrated in the following analysis provided by the Department of Internal Affairs.
[bookmark: _Toc520900286]Figure 32	Annual increases in rates revenue for growth councils – comparison of 2015 and draft 2018 long term plans
[image: ]Source: Department of Internal Affairs

Population decline
The issues relating to population decline present different challenges to those faced by growth councils, and are typically more difficult to understand through the review of infrastructure strategies and Long Term Plans or through discussions with councils.
Where the population of a region is in decline, councils can face very real challenges regarding their long term sustainability. In particular:
councils face significant difficulties when trying to cease provision of existing three waters and roads to their communities and will therefore always have a minimum cost of operating and those costs represent the substantial costs of the council. Many councils have limited capacity to scale back operations and trim costs
it is difficult for councils to simply cease to provide services or significantly cut levels of service and doing so may contribute to the rate of decline in some areas
population decline does not occur in neat blocks. That is, a population that declines by ten ratepayers in a year will not experience those ratepayers all leaving from a single street. It is therefore impossible to reduce the size of the network that receives council services
a reduction in the number of ratepayers will result in higher rates for the remaining ratepayers.
It has been difficult to determine what strategies are employed by declining population councils, or indeed what the financial implications of a declining population are likely to be as the Long Term Plans that we reviewed did not address decline specifically.
In our conversations with councils that are projected to have a declining population we heard that these councils were necessarily optimistic about the growth of their regions. Faced with projections of declining populations, these councils are putting forward proposals or investment initiatives that are intended to buck that trend. Where such proposals are being put forward, councils genuinely believe that these present them with the best chance to prevent or reverse population decline. Accordingly, financial strategies and Long Term Plan documents reflect this optimism.
Aging population
Many councils facing population decline also have an aging population, which can again create its own issues, including:
a larger proportion of the population living on fixed incomes may limit the ability for councils to raise rates and may create affordability issues
reduced population density can create the outcome of a static number of dwellings with a decrease in the number of people to share the rates liability
increased demand for certain services and reducing demand for other services. For example, demand for library services and social housing is likely to increase, while some sports facilities and playgrounds face reducing demand
while uptake is currently low, a change in approach to rates postponement schemes (such as a removal or capping of interest charges or increased promotion of the scheme) could see constraints in councils’ cash flows.
In centres that are seen as ideal retirement locations, an aging population can also be accompanied by growth. In these areas a key challenge relates to the need to attract a younger demographic to move to the area to fulfil the needs of the workforce. These challenges mean that some councils with ageing populations need to balance the demands of the residents that it is seeking to attract as well as its current demographic.
[bookmark: _Toc516129493][bookmark: _Toc516829061][bookmark: _Toc520703187]Tourism pressures
Areas with high levels of tourism face significant infrastructure costs and costs of providing services to the community. The areas with the highest levels of tourism in our sample councils face tourist numbers that are many times higher than the normally resident population of the region.
This creates particular challenges for communities with low populations as councils need to scale infrastructure to cater for peak (i.e. resident plus tourist) population levels rather than the usual resident demand. As there are often only limited mechanisms for councils to obtain revenue from tourists directly, the costs of servicing and replacing this infrastructure inevitably falls on ratepayers.
In addition to the simple need to increase the size and scale of facilities, tourists often have higher level of service expectations than local ratepayers. While councils will not always meet these service level expectations, this can create additional issues. For example, when tourists expect waste transfer stations to have longer opening hours than provided, there may be increases in illegal dumping.
The extent to which a community benefits from tourism in its region also varies widely. In some areas with high levels of tourism, much of the tourism occurs on Department of Conservation Land, with tourists either camping or staying in tramping huts or simply visiting for the day. While the Department of Conservation does pay for services that council provides to it, its land is not rateable. These councils do not have the costs of operating tourism related infrastructure offset by additional tourism revenue. In other areas, regional tourism impacts on the council but activities (and the associated revenue) fall outside of the area.
Councils with high levels of tourism have generally been quick to utilise government grant funding, including from the Tourism Infrastructure Fund, to assist with the construction of tourism related infrastructure in their regions. However, this funding does not come with any operational funding commitment, meaning ratepayers must cover the additional costs of servicing that infrastructure (which is often otherwise incapable of generating its own revenue). In round one, the government approved 34 applications for funding from the Tourism Infrastructure Fund, with $14.2 million being awarded. A high proportion of this funding related to public toilet facilities.
While in many cases the infrastructure needed is indeed car parks or toilets (which are the predominant recipients of tourism infrastructure funding), in some cases tourism pressures have required additional investment in road safety enhancements or road improvements which often comes at a great cost. For example, one council is undertaking a road safety enhancement project that is likely to cost over $40 million to respond to an increasing numbers of accidents. While this project receives an NZTA subsidy, the council must still contribute almost 50% of the total cost of the infrastructure.


In order to cover some of the costs associated with servicing tourists, some councils are proposing, or investigating, the use of targeted rates or rates differentials to extract more rates from accommodation providers and holiday home owners. While useful, these tools are a blunt instrument and are not able to easily adapt to levels of tourism or volumes of overnight visitation. For example, a targeted rate on holiday home owners will apply to all holiday homes at the same amount (or on the same basis) and cannot be adjusted to reflect the actual level of use that the holiday home receives. Holiday homes that are rented only once a year will be subject to the same targeted rate as those rented every night, despite the demand on infrastructure and services varying.
[bookmark: _Toc516129494][bookmark: _Toc516829062][bookmark: _Toc520703188]Climate change
Climate change is an issue in draft 2018 Long Term Plans, and is increasingly becoming a major focus area for most councils (including those that are not located on the coast). The vast majority of Long Term Plans and infrastructure strategies that we reviewed included some reference to climate change and how the council was looking to deal with it.
However, in most cases while climate change was a major focus, the potential future costs had not yet been determined. This is primarily because climate change science is constantly evolving and there is little consensus on how, or when climate change will impact individual communities.
In the councils that are likely to be hardest hit we are seeing some level of investment to understand and begin to try to alleviate the symptoms of climate change. In particular, major stormwater infrastructure investment and schemes to divert stormwater and wastewater runoff into low lying areas have been proposed by some councils. Upgrades to wastewater and stormwater pipes to reduce infiltration into the wastewater system are also being carried out in low lying and flood prone communities to minimise the impact of high intensity storms.
These investments have been described to us as being necessary in the short term while councils investigate what options are available for the long term.
While managed retreat is not being specifically considered by any councils at this stage, most councils are reluctant to be the first to make these types of decisions, and are looking to central government to take the lead on climate science or provide legislative protection to councils that make climate change based decisions.
While the costs of long term protection against climate change are largely unknown in councils, the issues caused by climate change are not. Some of the issues experienced by councils as a result of a changing climate include:
security of water supplies and the ability to get water to isolated communities. Many councils rely on one or two water sources for their town supply, and changes in the climate may mean that these sources can no longer provide for the demand, or may require extra treatment
forestry roads constructed on poor sub-bases are deteriorating quickly following wet weather events
roads being closed due to slip and flooding events, which can isolate communities or entire regions
the continued investment in coastal roads etc which are facing increasing erosion


in areas with high water tables, the ability to carry out capital works is limited to a few months. As water tables continue to rise the window of opportunity to efficiently carry out capital works is decreasing
cemeteries in low lying areas are unable to inter bodies at certain times of the year
impacts of increased storm events may increase stormwater infiltration into wastewater networks, and stormwater discharge into rivers and waterways
some impacts on community infrastructure, in particular parks located on peaty soils, also exist which may require significant investment to maintain levels of service (drainage may be needed to make parks serviceable in periods of high rainfall, and irrigation required for periods of drought)
reductions in a council’s ability to deliver business as usual services when meeting civil defence responsibilities to assist during local emergencies.
Many of the challenges presented by climate change are unlikely to be avoidable or preventable and they may require significant changes in the way that councils deliver services. The costs associated with these challenges are likely to be major, and it is unlikely that councils will be able to afford these costs alone.
[bookmark: _Toc520703189]Seismic strengthening
Seismic strengthening is emerging as another major cost area for local government across the country, although again this is largely un-costed in 2018 Long Term Plans.
As councils are continuing to carry out assessments of their own buildings, it is becoming apparent that a number of buildings will need strengthening at great cost to their communities. Additionally, increasing engineering standards are imposing additional costs on councils when constructing new assets. One example cited to us was a 10% increase in construction costs for a bridge.
Rural councils are concerned not only with the costs of strengthening their own buildings but also those of the businesses operating within their communities. Many rural businesses simply cannot afford to carry out the work as there is no, or little, financial return on the investment. In small communities, this may eventually lead to these buildings being demolished or the businesses closing.
[bookmark: _Toc516829065][bookmark: _Toc520703190]Innovative funding mechanisms
In order to minimise the impact of rising costs and increasing capital works programmes on ratepayers, many councils have explored alternative funding mechanisms. In some cases these have been effective in enabling councils to deliver services or facilities that they would have been unable to do otherwise. Examples of some innovative funding mechanisms that we have observed include:
partnerships with central government and educational institutes to provide shared facilities for the community (for example by making a school gym available for public use). Where these relate to growth projects, councils face some constraints in providing funding as they are unable to collect development contributions to fund infrastructure that they do not own
partnering with sporting codes to develop or improve facilities. However, while capital funding is easily obtained, it is often difficult to obtain operating funding from these codes
engaging full time resources to seek external funding opportunities
corporate sponsorship
co-funding arrangements with local industry to repair or upgrade roads that the industry relies on
exploration of funding and governance arrangements with Iwi, particularly in the wastewater and affordable housing areas
lobbying for fuel taxes, increased road user charge shares or local congestion/toll roads
shared funding with neighbouring councils.
[bookmark: _Toc520703191]Compliance costs
One area that is likely to explain some of the increase in costs that council incur (in real terms) is the increasing burden of compliance costs and regulatory functions.
Councils reported that the costs of complying with new government regulations can often be large and difficult to fund. Examples of recent government policies that imposed regulatory costs include:
The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity
Drinking water standards
The National Policy Statement on Freshwater Management
The establishment of district licensing committees
Changes to the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act.
Proposals to develop additional National Policy Statements on biodiversity and climate change are also expected to impose additional regulatory costs on councils. While larger councils may have sufficient resources to be able to absorb some of these regulatory activities within current staff levels, small councils may need to employ additional resource to manage some of this compliance burden.
Section summary
Councils do not operate in isolation from the external environment, and as such must manage a number of challenges and risks from the wider external environment.  These costs naturally create cost pressures for councils.
One of the most significant, and topical, external issues that must be managed by councils is that of changing population and demographics. Councils experiencing high levels of growth, while able to spread the rates burden over an ever growing number of people, face challenges associated with the need to invest in and maintain infrastructure to support that growth. These costs are only partly funded by the development community, with a share of those costs having to be borne by existing ratepayers.
Consequently, growth councils carry high levels of debt, with some councils approaching the top of their debt to revenue ratio limits. This constrains the ability for those councils to invest further in growth or improved level of service assets.


On the other hand, councils facing declining populations may face issues relating to affordability, as the rating base decreases the ability for councils to increase total rates revenue while maintaining affordability is diminished. These councils cannot simply cease to deliver services, or turn services off for certain communities.
Other external risks and issues councils are having to manage include:
Climate change, which presents a major risk for many councils in New Zealand. While the cost implications of this and the timing of those costs is largely unknown, many councils are anticipating that the costs will be significant and are unlikely to be affordable for their communities. Uncertainty about how or when changes in the climate will come about makes this risk difficult to manage.
Tourism, which creates additional demand on infrastructure without creating additional revenue for councils. Tourism is typically creating more pressure for small, or rural, councils than it is for larger councils.
Seismic strengthening, which is generating new costs to ensure the safety of publicly owned buildings and infrastructure. New seismic standards are increasing the costs of constructing new bridges and other major infrastructure. The requirement for privately owned buildings to meet earthquake standards is also placing pressure on small communities.
Compliance costs. The introduction of new standards and regulations is creating additional costs on councils. In some cases this has a direct impact on the amount and cost of infrastructure that councils must invest in, while in other cases this creates additional operating costs.
In order to respond to some of these external risks, and to maintain lower rates rises, councils have investigated alternative funding options, including partnerships with government departments and local Iwi to deliver services more efficiently.


[bookmark: _Toc520703192]Appendix A	Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc516129482][bookmark: _Toc516829041][bookmark: _Toc520703193]Our process
Local government in New Zealand follows a cost driven model, whereby the level of rates required to be collected from a community is determined by the funding requirements of the council.  Working within an agreed funding envelope, councils first determine their required level of expenditure to deliver an agreed level of service, before determining the amount of revenue that they need to collect in rates.
In order to assess appropriateness of current funding mechanisms, affordability of rates, and the potential pressures that may impact long term affordability, it is therefore necessary to examine the key costs that local government faces.
Our approach involved:
assessment of all New Zealand local authorities against an agreed set of financial performance measures to inform council selection
development of a financial model to measure key affordability and financial performance metrics for a selection of fifteen councils using published 2015 Long Term Plan data
review of 2015 Long Term Plans, draft 2018 Long Term Plans, and draft infrastructure strategies for the selected councils
site visits with five of the fifteen councils, and informal discussions with other councils across New Zealand to further inform the cost pressures for local government.
Issues identified throughout this process were grouped into themes for presentation within this report.
[bookmark: _Toc516129485][bookmark: _Toc516829044][bookmark: _Toc520703194]Analysis of all councils' summarised 2015 LTP data
As part of the process used to select the councils to be included in this study, high level analysis was carried out using the Department of Internal Affairs’ 2015 Long Term Plan data for all of the councils in New Zealand.
The analysis was kept at a high level, reflecting the source of data and the use of the analysis within the study. Additionally, the analysis relies solely on 2015 LTP data, and is unlikely to reflect either actual performance as at the date of this report or up to date financial strategies (as set out in draft 2018 Long Term Plans).
Notwithstanding the limitations set out above, the analysis of LTP data across all New Zealand councils provides some useful insight into some of the key infrastructure and financial issues addressed in this report across the entire sector.
[bookmark: _Toc516129483][bookmark: _Toc516829042]

[bookmark: _Toc520703195]Interaction and interpretation of ratios
This report discusses the performance of councils against a number of different ratios that relate to affordability of the current rating system and the sustainability of current financial and asset management practices in local government. The ratios selected for inclusion within this report focus on specific financial and infrastructure measures that can be obtained from data contained within Long Term Plans and annual reports.
It is important to recognise that:
these ratios do not directly compare the condition, quality, or level of service provided by councils
these ratios should not be considered in isolation. A number of the ratios or performance measures included within this report interact with each other, meaning ‘good’ performance in one ratio may result in ‘poor’ performance in a different ratio
performance against measures presented within the report should be viewed within the context of a community’s needs or wants. The specific circumstances facing individual councils may mean that the approach taken by one council may not be appropriate for a different council.
The interaction of different ratios is an important consideration when reviewing this report and is likely to aid in the understanding of how councils’ performance may differ, and why. Appendix A discusses how some of the key ratios referred to in the report are calculated and how they interact.
[bookmark: _Toc520703196]Differences in data sets
At the time of the study 2018 Long Term Plan data was only available in draft form for some New Zealand councils, with the remainder of the councils yet to release draft Long Term Plans.
Our report uses 2015 Long Term Plan data to illustrate trends and measure performance of councils in a number of different areas. At the time of writing this report, all of the fifteen councils included in this study had released draft 2018 Long Term Plans and associated consultation material. While this material was reviewed as part of the study, draft Long Term Plan data was not modelled as it is highly likely to change.
It is important that graphs and figures presented in this report are viewed within that context. Many councils signalled significant changes in their 2018 Long Term Plans. This section highlights where some of these changes exist and what those changes may be signalling in terms of the sector as a whole.
High level comparison of draft 2018 Long Term Plans with published 2015 Long Term Plans was provided by the Department of Internal Affairs.
The data shows a significant change in the annual percentage of rates revenue collected and the levels of projected debt across all New Zealand councils. This follows a fundamental shift in financial planning observed in many of the fifteen councils we reviewed. The features of this include increased capital expenditure and services being driven up by the level of service and community expectations.


[bookmark: _Ref518291549][bookmark: _Toc516746904][bookmark: _Ref518291532][bookmark: _Toc520900287]Figure 33	Annual change in rates for all councils – comparison of 2015 and draft 2018 long term plans
[image: ]Source: Department of Internal Affairs


[bookmark: _Toc516746905][bookmark: _Toc520900288]Figure 34	Total projected debt for all councils – comparison of 2015 and draft 2018 long term plans
[image: ]Source: Department of Internal Affairs


The difference between projected years four to ten of the 2015 Long Term Plans, and the revised rates rises as shown in the draft 2018 Long Term Plans is typical of the changes from previous cycles.  In effect that means rates and debt rise much faster over the ten year period than is originally indicated.
In addition to the differences in rates rises and levels of debt seen nationally, a number of other key themes arose from our review of the sample councils:
Capital works programmes increasing significantly compared to 2015 Long Term Plans, with an average increase in capital works programmes across the sample councils of 143%, and some councils increasing their proposed capital works programme by as much as 230%.
Rates rises during first three years increasing when compared to their projected levels in the 2015 Long Term Plans. Across the sample, councils’ average rates rises in years one two and three are 5.2%, 5.2%, and 4.17% respectively. In 2015 proposed rates rises for the same years averaged 3.6%, 3.6%, and 3%.
Most councils are proposing an increase in their borrowing (in absolute dollars at least), with councils that currently have relatively low levels of debt seeking to increase the level of debt that they carry in proportion to their revenue.
A particularly strong focus on climate change issues is apparent in many of the draft Long Term Plans and consultation documents reviewed. Councils that are in areas that we considered would have a low risk from climate change also included discussion on the impacts of climate change in their region.
The cost of servicing peak populations caused by tourism and the cost of investing in tourism related infrastructure has appeared to be a more significant issue in the draft 2018 Long Term Plans.
Related to the climate change issue, most draft Long Term Plans reviewed had a focus on renewing or investing in stormwater infrastructure to address infiltration issues, discharge into waterways or climate change related events.
Any of the changes signalled in the draft Long Term Plans relate to issues that are specifically addressed throughout the report. Unless otherwise stated in the report, the data, graphs and accompanying analysis presented within those sections is derived from 2015 Long Term Plans, however our commentary and discussions about issues facing local government is based on draft 2018 Long Term Plan data, and conversations that we had with council staff between April and June 2018.
Increases in projected rates rises and debt levels from year four of the 2015 Long Term Plans are not illustrated in this analysis, however such increases are typical when new Long Term Plans are developed and this will have an impact on rates affordability.
[bookmark: _Toc520703197]Council selection
This study examines a sample of fifteen councils across New Zealand in order to make observations about the cost pressures and currently available funding mechanisms that impact on local authorities’ ability to respond to and manage the needs of their communities.
The study relies on a sample of councils in New Zealand facing a range of diverse and contrasting challenges, meaning sample selection is critical.
Councils were selected through a two-stage process. The first stage was to divide councils into a number of groups based on key issues that the Department was interested in, or that influence the way in which the Council operates. Those categories were:
Growth – Based on categorisation of councils according to the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (for High and Medium Growth), and Statistics New Zealand subnational population projections (for Low Growth and Declining population councils).
Population – Using Statistics New Zealand, subnational population projections (2013 census figure), and grouped into: less than 10,000, between 10,000 and 25,000, between 25,000 and 100,000, and greater than 100,000.
Unitary versus territorial authorities – inclusion of unitary authorities allows the study to consider some of the issues faced by regional councils without compromising the sample size.
Average household income - Relying on 2013 census data, average (median) household income quartiles for all local authority areas. Councils were grouped into either bottom, second, third or upper household median income quartile.
As climate change was an issue that was also of interest to the Department the selection of councils also considered the potential impact of climate change events. No definitive risk assessment for climate change by territorial authority was found, so this consideration was based on various government reports and news articles regarding the impacts of climate change in New Zealand.
Finally, council selection also considered the levels to which each local authority was impacted by tourism. The impact of tourism was determined by reference to The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment’s annual tourism spend data.
Once councils were grouped according to the above criteria, the selection of councils from within each group was based on performance against a number of key financial measures. This ensured that councils selected covered a broad spectrum of different external factors (i.e. the groupings above) and ‘financial health’. The measures chosen to be used for the council selection phase were based on the data available from the Department’s LTP database, and core infrastructure ratios used in New Zealand and overseas (noting that infrastructure investment represents a large portion of annual outgoings for councils, and has long term impacts).
The ratios used included:
Renewals ratio
Depreciation funding ratio (gross)
Percentage increase in total rates revenue
Debt to revenue ratio
Charts of sector performance against the above mentioned ratios, and commentary on what this demonstrates, are included in the analysis section of this report.
[bookmark: _Toc516129488][bookmark: _Toc516829050][bookmark: _Toc520703198]Analysis of selected councils 2015 LTP data
Following selection of the fifteen councils that were chosen for further analysis, their published 2015 Long Term Plan data and 2015, 2016 and 2017 actual results were loaded into our financial model for further analysis.
The financial model takes core Long Term Plan data and applies more detailed analysis to measure performance against 45 different performance measures.
The analysis presented throughout this report considers both actual performance and projected performance against these benchmarks. Analysis of the 2015 LTP data from our model is presented both here and, in the section, entitled “Key issues” as appropriate (i.e. where analysis is useful but does not relate specifically to the key issues discussed in that section it is presented here).
[bookmark: _Toc520703199]Key ratios used within the report
Infrastructure ratios
Expenditure on assets (in particular roads and three waters) represents a significant portion of a typical council’s outgoings. As such, the age, condition and investment in infrastructure is a key indicator of a councils financial health and potential future costs (and therefore necessary rates take).
We measure a council’s investment in its infrastructure assets by a number of different ratios within this report. Three of these ratios are highlighted in the chart below, with descriptions of each ratio to follow.
[bookmark: _Toc516746896][bookmark: _Toc520900289]Figure 35	Comparison of assets
 
The chart shows three asset ratios: 
· The depreciation funding ratio compares the amount of operating cash flows (adjusted for capital grants and NZTA funding) compared to the depreciation on assets across all of councils assets. A ratio above one indicates that a council is collecting enough cash from its operations to be able to invest in the renewal of its assets (using depreciation as the best proxy for renewals requirements over the long term). The ratio does not show where funding is actually applied.


· The renewals capacity ratio measures the investment in the renewal of assets, plus the net movement in debt, cash and investments, as compared to depreciation. This ratio measures whether a council is either:
replacing assets at the rate that they deteriorate; or
setting aside the future capacity to be able to replace assets when they are due for replacement.
The difference between this ratio and the depreciation funding ratio indicates a proportion of depreciation funding (or excess cash flows where the depreciation ratio is above 100%) that has been applied toward level of service or growth assets. This ratio may be higher or lower than the renewals ratio. There is no benchmark for this ratio, however a ratio of one indicates that a council has or is building the financial capacity to be able to address future renewals requirements. A ratio of less than 0.8 may indicate that the council is likely to require an increase in rates revenue, or may need to increase lending, to address future renewals requirements.
· The renewals ratio measures the investment in the renewal of assets compared to depreciation on the same set of assets. This chart shows the renewals ratio across all asset types, although analysis of separate asset types (water, wastewater, stormwater and roads) should be considered as there are industry trends. As an annual measure it is unlikely that this ratio would ever be 100% as depreciation is typically spread evenly over the life of an asset while renewals only occur at the end of an assets life. A low renewals ratio may indicate that a council’s asset base is young, or may indicate under-investment in renewals infrastructure.
· The essential services ratio was not analysed as it considers total capital expenditure and was therefore not useful for considering investment in the replacement of assets.
Expenditure ratios
We measure expenditure between councils on a per ratepayer basis to enable better comparison between councils of different sizes.
Expenditure per ratepayer is measured in real terms. Measurement of expenditure in real terms allows us to remove the impacts of inflation and examine whether a council is operating more efficiently in the future.  
In our calculations of real expenditure throughout this report, we have stripped inflation from future costs using the Local Government Cost Index.  This means that where costs may appear to be staying static in real terms, when compared to the consumer price index (which is used for our household living cost projections) those costs are actually increasing.
Averages
Where this report refers to averages this is the mean value across the full analysis period for all the sample councils unless otherwise stated in the report.
Goods and Services Tax
Amounts referred to in this report are exclusive of Goods and Services Tax.  Where average rates figures are shown, the amounts paid by ratepayers who are not registered for Goods and Services Tax will be 15% higher.
How do we measure affordability
The question of affordability is challenging, as assessing what is or isn’t affordable by a broad group of people is a complex question requiring consideration of a wide range of factors. At a micro-economic level (i.e. looking at a small group of individuals) it may be possible to determine whether a cost is affordable. That is, whether that group is able to pay the cost. However, when looking broadly at a community the question becomes more complex, as the definition of affordability comes into question.
In order to determine whether rates are affordable for a community, there are a number of matters that should be considered. For example some of the considerations regarding affordability may include:
what proportion of the community must be able to pay the cost
where the cost ranks in terms of the importance of normal household outgoings, and what an appropriate allowance is for those outgoings
whether any allowances for discretionary spend, savings, or emergency costs must also be considered when determine ability to pay
what is included in the ‘cost’.
A number of these issues are matters that are best considered by policy makers, politicians or the wider community, and we do not consider those matters in this report, as the purpose of this report is to consider the current structure. The answers to these questions will however determine what the appropriate measure of affordability is.
For the purposes of measuring affordability in this report, we have determined three possible measures[footnoteRef:11]: [11:  	Affordability measures such as percentage of disposable income and total home ownership costs were considered but not used due to limitations in available data] 

Average rates (including fees and charges for roads, and three waters) as a percentage of average household income. This measure shows how much of a household’s income is being applied to the payment of rates in a particular region. Arguably, the higher this percentage, the less affordable rates are.
Average rates (including fee and charges for roads and three waters) as a percentage of average household living expenses. This measures the proportion of living costs that relate to rates. In some cases areas with similar average household incomes may have different levels of rates affordability because living costs are cheaper in one area than the other.
Annual increases in average rates (including fees and charges on roads and three waters). Even though rates may be affordable in absolute terms, or as a percentage of income, when rates rises in any single year are very large, this will impact on affordability, as ratepayers may not have adequately budgeted for that level of increase. Additionally, where rates rises are higher than wage growth, arguably rates become less affordable over time.
What are the limitations in our approach?
The affordability measures that we present in this report provide a good high level snapshot of rates affordability across New Zealand. However, there are a number of limitations in the measures that we use that make comparison between councils challenging. Specifically:
Variation in the services provided by a council that are included in rates income means ratepayers get more or less ‘bang for their buck’. For example, waste services may be provided free of additional charge (i.e. fully rates funded), subsidised, 100% user pays or 100% privately. Similarly, the level of user fees and charges for community facilities such as swimming pools, indoor sports centres and public transport varies from region to region.
The use of average values for income and living costs means that 50% of a community’s ratepayers will earn (or spend) less than that amount so rates will be much less affordable for them. It may be more appropriate to use a figure representing the 25th percentile (or other such acceptable measure).
While ‘average’ rates are also used, due to the use of fixed charges and universal annual general charges (UAGCs), the variation in the amount of rates payable between properties of high and low capital value may or may not be significant. Therefore, the use of averages for both parts of the measure does not offset.
In order to develop a rates affordability measure that can be easily compared across councils, it would be necessary to address some of the above issues.
Grants and subsidies as % of total revenue	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.13066246515768895	0.13071005133837707	0.13379461779636234	0.17744459645803926	0.16274754839770322	0.14188748617619465	0.12305329006963277	0.11733712677806916	0.12141451241376126	0.11265486606905629	0.11341619311350391	Other income as % of total revenue	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.27657811338704696	0.23852846670991973	0.25691874109100882	0.24124827367532328	0.23557130147447464	0.23787926036475499	0.23785149909812636	0.234926313331038	0.23260332004914241	0.2348176587431352	0.23335157235954559	Rates as % of total revenue	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.56085188354656101	0.60704150409142443	0.59030996721376605	0.58130712986663746	0.6016811501278222	0.62023325345905034	0.63909521083224086	0.64773655989089274	0.64598216753709647	0.65252747518780851	0.65323223452695034	
Ashburton District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.4626267236040018E-2	0.10915558884104093	3.2523069997749232E-2	1.6512261580381438E-2	1.9407065887524722E-2	2.5111753878517051E-2	2.5317429780684853E-2	2.3566496547583249E-2	5.3795766730214689E-2	Bay of Plenty Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	7.8102961918194547E-2	0.11804306350504223	9.4317544672241072E-2	4.0098017375807427E-2	3.8466481045191792E-2	2.6605618116569696E-2	5.5669398907103762E-2	3.3646069233257858E-2	3.7705974408542842E-2	Buller District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.2779590625926947E-2	3.712480252764605E-2	1.5024579381015091E-2	2.9263301500682237E-2	3.0618331234674168E-2	5.3372773455082623E-3	1.4647563003709951E-2	3.8391224862888373E-2	1.3538125303545367E-2	Canterbury Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.2847895715277593E-2	4.0770957208045688E-2	4.1984342742677372E-2	2.203935107989885E-2	3.3157071429256835E-2	-6.5950806271830587E-4	1.4128363619463791E-2	2.3665276568443305E-2	2.7845675862007147E-2	Carterton District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.7871232282732157E-2	1.9041712044325587E-2	8.7703220358681389E-3	8.9427066548051215E-3	2.1960321472447308E-2	5.4461726190468962E-3	1.2047835477571267E-2	2.6403275046679386E-2	5.6926153681193803E-3	Central Otago District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.7642799678197854E-2	5.4158901608793109E-2	5.0907385359165946E-2	5.012359241966502E-2	5.1556165816660116E-2	5.3474273278408146E-2	5.5570311347203694E-2	5.1079176917915525E-2	5.6018087511637171E-2	Chatham Islands	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.904761904761898E-2	2.2429906542056122E-2	2.0109689213893889E-2	2.6881720430107503E-2	2.0942408376963373E-2	2.7350427350427253E-2	2.4958402662229595E-2	2.759740259740262E-2	2.6856240126382325E-2	Christchurch City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	8.0404927156904282E-2	8.8155308689688905E-2	6.2429886302111548E-2	5.585463647908484E-2	5.3193378869372809E-2	4.8200743862401918E-2	4.5258522697463999E-2	4.9584578371306254E-2	5.101037231626071E-2	Clutha District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.3366085318922378E-2	3.2249118497682305E-2	2.9053924390711972E-2	3.770699686707446E-2	2.8070301549078192E-2	2.1360648860299314E-2	3.1559130583604267E-2	3.2883166871287894E-2	1.2304034952454357E-2	Far North District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.5956031701780207E-2	5.2450277840637716E-2	2.6196335141075666E-2	3.0242005890090518E-2	6.0923111688605092E-2	2.8627112687306333E-2	3.5740539421235118E-2	3.6086647940262173E-2	3.4395592733026614E-2	Gore District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.2773273693038849E-2	4.4638069705093875E-2	6.5507506736815158E-2	4.0284217498645081E-2	4.3760129659643487E-2	2.7229370008873044E-2	2.4294120822760945E-2	2.7512781320824242E-2	2.9853808668889537E-2	Grey District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.3388271368340448E-2	2.7918595253838774E-2	3.7738546208276658E-2	3.8707899993112527E-2	3.2358596910019299E-2	4.3226925300276164E-2	3.8788326560768471E-2	3.0346135609293556E-2	3.9116428900138001E-2	Hastings District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.6218672223186976E-2	3.43522643169345E-2	2.9080206828583366E-2	2.8940636274188192E-2	2.1675102956739023E-2	2.6119728943854392E-2	2.3679217746643388E-2	2.5353150134844515E-2	3.4343317304907028E-2	Hauraki District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.6136687598721018E-2	3.6586726157278315E-2	3.6730155314035562E-2	3.1519219458187697E-2	3.2434426779365477E-2	3.0960657548487758E-2	3.125984748219568E-2	3.165678665281435E-2	3.1988626266216347E-2	Hawke's Bay Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.68620356970575E-2	5.5000855822445294E-2	3.6179763128008302E-2	3.7473903966597E-2	3.8987825736995774E-2	3.045562388030798E-2	3.1857908091344811E-2	3.3606557377049207E-2	8.28266807648248E-3	Horowhenua District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.4598594614762685E-2	7.3412347426145441E-2	3.9661612832344595E-2	4.1794356969248714E-2	4.6482730638535363E-2	4.7204788329658021E-2	4.7552933009371801E-2	4.5482659597967823E-2	2.9178727629994405E-2	Hurunui District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	6.8672037422037313E-2	6.85148033315095E-2	6.8559399180700975E-2	6.8526702518502791E-2	3.8568865856089207E-2	3.8240092121677449E-2	3.8264245112990425E-2	3.8411892998620134E-2	3.8148306900985807E-2	Hutt City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.7004839013762947E-2	2.8997949639924414E-2	3.0006478336834341E-2	3.1000142945633025E-2	3.1001589825119247E-2	3.199691595990739E-2	3.3002927609003585E-2	3.3992094861660105E-2	3.4005140217320484E-2	Invercargill City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.3281996813595329E-2	5.3891345415291392E-2	5.304627021490349E-2	3.6980920314253707E-2	3.557191045691499E-2	4.1491752164294793E-2	3.858440233479965E-2	3.4832039679216775E-2	2.5878837864334425E-2	Kaikoura District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.29929743867259E-2	3.0717201005449279E-2	1.0295747847447245E-2	5.7016574402821707E-2	4.3132109321770251E-2	1.8910340524775471E-2	1.6693233287327747E-2	2.5697326600260029E-2	1.3946849146922125E-2	Kaipara District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.4299500017481943E-2	3.6238252991684039E-2	3.6536830429960254E-2	3.4462138855668067E-2	3.3466183942316485E-2	3.6592186994024001E-2	3.5726456889696667E-2	3.5015080888401329E-2	3.4227885659787516E-2	Kawerau District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.5298602647317203E-2	4.4499905455808175E-2	3.0408159376316579E-2	2.4174333841909812E-2	2.3597710350971024E-2	2.7598183772934437E-2	3.1762002905055597E-2	2.6742896230426361E-2	2.5156853336166352E-2	Mackenzie District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.9986987638256384E-2	5.9906702676160162E-2	6.0111188325225884E-2	6.0198841909756329E-2	-6.5952184666117075E-3	6.7738589211618239E-2	1.3310016516078882E-2	7.2866730584850714E-3	5.8442794593565495E-2	Manawatu District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.9013434234734596E-2	4.0580850296653148E-2	2.4161285241770303E-2	3.8047490157480324E-2	2.4563690776022939E-2	2.2760136502978812E-2	3.8314717941467569E-2	3.1944444444444553E-2	2.6126197450716537E-2	Manawatu-Wanganui Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.4888208505930551E-2	4.4924545657956783E-2	2.9931001665477019E-2	2.7605802993901252E-2	1.7759593552593156E-2	2.5401453404899188E-2	2.291967343773571E-2	2.7312738223092659E-2	2.0211544768776735E-2	Marlborough District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.967983367983364E-2	5.262073773608833E-2	5.1841705176644215E-2	4.4106072098115234E-2	8.5746789292616477E-2	3.9121378526794093E-2	2.4394392205457249E-2	3.1391570408671576E-2	3.1057043314284494E-2	Masterton District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.5956657212991461E-2	3.7158155745352417E-2	3.5073166529939082E-2	3.7026287912285571E-2	4.2334193863139191E-2	3.4785353676406894E-2	3.3593831065599211E-2	2.9827297785792961E-2	2.620380196505101E-2	Matamata-Piako District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.4229085529692291E-2	4.6143171041979958E-2	3.6590758346230379E-2	3.3059613949024236E-2	3.3240425312274224E-2	2.4652812468778151E-2	3.5272895692660233E-2	3.6802448787379261E-2	2.4527059251016281E-2	Napier City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.3374141133815325E-2	5.0515884081597573E-2	4.9271041777269486E-2	4.4485959483916204E-2	4.0411380023475552E-2	4.1062282869524624E-2	3.3284596198503547E-2	2.1591476610620886E-2	4.45353365815504E-2	Northland Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.4239710155589131E-2	1.9571576490198694E-2	-3.6251791191237226E-2	2.4745363631356598E-2	2.6197478711324163E-2	2.6781171081396993E-2	3.0506952626279782E-2	2.96108129503736E-2	2.8540783852947449E-2	Otago Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	6.7700401495223606E-2	6.3926348547717948E-2	2.7483241925654989E-2	3.3983749481050873E-2	1.9960995755420541E-2	4.1558879766055545E-2	4.6703741698612466E-2	2.8783658310120641E-2	2.2362615322904178E-2	Otorohanga District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.7713212944752375E-2	2.1224773834377153E-2	2.7001703577512748E-2	3.2761051671228225E-2	3.3327979441053701E-2	2.634646770809046E-2	2.2414054217779755E-2	1.8960154051251621E-2	2.2386974850995722E-2	Palmerston North City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.8394691104439937E-2	4.4290463036658956E-2	4.2613763730105392E-2	4.519361011373646E-2	3.7767675313187921E-2	2.9941128664591865E-2	3.1014540170709815E-2	3.5868286946295624E-2	3.4608280398251923E-2	Porirua City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	6.0296022201665078E-2	6.0304664188870927E-2	6.650209824734632E-2	6.5996975588680007E-2	7.7196994919155326E-2	6.7001720060201997E-2	5.2001209037555673E-2	3.4202870790484896E-2	2.9992591563643201E-2	Rangitikei District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.9619589636064028E-2	3.4077555816686145E-2	5.8712121212121104E-3	2.1511956317077807E-2	3.5804801622045135E-2	2.3667586084171299E-2	4.3068231203824414E-2	4.0831632015332797E-2	5.5642288138986196E-3	Rotorua District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.8091006893254278E-2	2.9080433041366316E-2	3.0078963556247507E-2	3.2076828391405465E-2	4.4128239948042713E-2	3.3724638664585749E-2	3.569865651393811E-2	3.6707617226699796E-2	3.8699027939108621E-2	South Taranaki District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.833859970064867E-2	2.8236892324611018E-2	2.827933312362374E-2	2.4993116950656091E-2	2.4592610278756144E-2	2.2371103990678654E-2	2.0257564533591621E-2	2.3457789941076168E-2	2.1064694807498174E-2	South Waikato District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.3380773709406064E-2	2.5207629063895398E-2	2.9309993893751329E-2	2.7882143563377593E-2	1.7391304347825987E-2	2.7456319491717673E-2	1.3582155477031899E-2	2.5565602643715657E-2	3.1443645763252093E-2	South Wairarapa District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.1085991118288359E-2	3.750978856695375E-2	2.9662616046494117E-2	2.1990910423691501E-2	1.4632047052072883E-2	3.9092322918139466E-2	2.0749710864684578E-2	1.5462543321780764E-2	2.2381202415332035E-2	Southland District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.1791976084841966E-2	3.3571707788176308E-2	3.501746423724672E-2	3.3660769941749269E-2	3.5829399654806693E-2	3.4590058620412645E-2	3.386048316677992E-2	3.492867867867866E-2	3.5926080412034711E-2	Southland Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.3902455708324748E-2	6.6463295904459097E-2	4.4245633254214489E-2	3.1064226599836875E-2	3.1202306257418932E-2	3.1354492133969236E-2	3.220834440605902E-2	3.2233149683332574E-2	3.2922631815234249E-2	Stratford District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.2690854119425516E-2	4.0530649588289114E-2	4.440341158885075E-2	4.4704495706347824E-2	4.1502135546780616E-2	3.4741566078613451E-2	3.0135347341658569E-2	4.1303716608594554E-2	3.896828163123045E-2	Tararua District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.9064708870558009E-2	3.5178142921008071E-2	2.5872696783491245E-2	2.4506756387931761E-2	3.1276426813504399E-2	2.4299310641836547E-2	2.3662809384274341E-2	3.0022102472688328E-2	1.6911199838200774E-2	Tasman District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.1293327045508033E-2	3.4447620934642931E-2	4.1331472664587032E-2	4.0834023097237049E-2	3.9585463450347858E-2	4.2182206734096672E-2	4.0731204343419147E-2	3.990954582601014E-2	3.1100632993153354E-2	Taupo District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.8294663959255617E-2	2.9927810689197587E-2	2.890100737062129E-2	2.9738811669467013E-2	3.1579571918062266E-2	2.878670232651781E-2	2.7450103427069994E-2	2.6349439547284748E-2	2.5832018979708105E-2	Tauranga City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.1784472189556388E-2	5.084420107116272E-2	4.639575810211638E-2	5.8026093540683776E-2	5.3756485597500792E-2	3.8508757036321173E-2	4.6009897441379399E-2	3.4764469666001441E-2	3.4438886661902757E-2	Thames-Coromandel District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.1320691949434432E-2	4.140122252149081E-2	1.5998141551804235E-2	2.5547612151883392E-2	2.4703102008055922E-2	1.7029053828636176E-2	1.6601297867788523E-2	2.5014380111954448E-2	2.7524568174974728E-2	Upper Hutt City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.4431528709044663E-2	5.2815728090636505E-2	4.6341720736403413E-2	5.0414660583297577E-2	3.0860790477790223E-2	3.6105873315175563E-2	3.5948593511278881E-2	3.8691767155374368E-2	3.2573289902280145E-2	Waikato District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.3878488216484204E-2	4.8914080170041174E-2	4.0398004780214158E-2	4.0564836317327213E-2	3.6763735406692755E-2	3.4858286944344785E-2	3.4019615517954849E-2	3.4803863250451483E-2	3.7270456421994336E-2	Waikato Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.6638139674143329E-3	1.8768917778990701E-2	3.5945205479452014E-2	2.4883340973471002E-2	1.6159368763905668E-2	2.4852431633240357E-2	3.2531248279279668E-2	3.132499280069112E-2	2.5678414825845985E-2	Waimakariri District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	8.2026710164134986E-2	5.8283711464536037E-2	5.3952030768682935E-2	5.1055059046138718E-2	5.3718676160930956E-2	6.023949355503011E-2	6.0960520257826945E-2	4.7409175356992739E-2	4.8279969444696258E-2	Waimate District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.7848377107466469E-2	4.9176704608244082E-2	4.8240994312197083E-2	3.9790996784565991E-2	3.0344027831465059E-2	1.9320952916901168E-2	2.5211630474788471E-2	3.0335666846167619E-2	2.7961672473867605E-2	Waipa District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.1615160859961096E-2	5.220140174281962E-2	5.2793864763900133E-2	2.7016371282667428E-2	4.8242326746247954E-2	4.1418157720344517E-2	5.0086240099134205E-2	2.9884544236779886E-2	3.1773559196060841E-2	Wairoa District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.9611948391873328E-2	5.7598941714046781E-2	5.9848903664617703E-2	5.6009926567098578E-2	5.5978020433079312E-2	2.4141981561118353E-2	3.3893868755095369E-2	3.807187921351507E-2	3.5698673706805462E-2	Waitaki District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.1047723715322819E-2	2.0646465964317073E-2	4.179982104052149E-2	1.2147239263803788E-2	2.6578979270214464E-2	2.7366929412806718E-2	2.3477011494252853E-2	3.3411011595586348E-2	2.5457114135898129E-2	Waitomo District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.9388145315487622E-2	3.8946704509618346E-2	3.8852633176506224E-2	3.9590942293644904E-2	3.5600524639310516E-2	3.7407273385200002E-2	2.7643339873555606E-2	1.9008019008019073E-2	1.211641753757764E-2	Wanganui District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.9938150550610896E-2	3.7805983680870403E-2	0.15483532803354594	3.7520613643584388E-2	4.4504717325050569E-2	2.6413882645297315E-2	2.0905591599678974E-2	2.636627674598313E-2	2.2015395199709298E-2	Wellington City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.806077362342065E-2	6.5351305088984235E-2	7.3184520070615822E-2	4.3161367634057202E-2	5.2210377107757777E-2	4.025988605427866E-2	3.9327676680471102E-2	4.8394214395481194E-2	2.7471371092540942E-2	Wellington Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.11035006218450505	8.8445795139146188E-2	5.6046550341258161E-2	5.6797907784903012E-2	1.8394217991484219E-2	3.3194634000199619E-2	2.2701058695413945E-2	3.7274594553725615E-2	4.5872562716394283E-2	West Coast Regional	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	-8.5765851489859046E-2	2.2011462368508594E-2	2.3664771718736599E-2	2.4675698765218801E-2	2.5855031788704519E-2	2.7923237809404311E-2	2.6426276673639171E-2	1.4344352192804166E-2	2.3812640460876278E-2	Western Bay of Plenty District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.4163662581110383E-2	3.7018038813370957E-2	3.5476779334982167E-2	3.415514450253454E-2	2.9716690617942909E-2	2.9905796740268054E-2	3.2279920631079762E-2	4.2123769338959116E-2	4.4020064331826259E-2	Whakatane District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.8228484161781262E-2	3.5302491103202938E-2	2.3557449928961027E-2	3.4119912237495997E-2	3.4985927689976215E-2	1.3366523030581945E-2	2.0889668696459918E-2	3.2937703459571033E-2	3.3101045296167309E-2	Hamilton City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.585042463458322E-2	4.584279904157551E-2	4.1832827149082208E-2	4.600877081801813E-2	4.6002568825125989E-2	4.6000845646369193E-2	4.6015582171869074E-2	4.5997638974912824E-2	4.6009413431853829E-2	Dunedin City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.9765857484486586E-2	5.01534562448267E-2	4.0713408849952559E-2	3.9750678596561784E-2	4.5502011138613963E-2	2.3052498535713228E-2	3.8690081598707904E-2	2.290054190793378E-2	2.5813807068592931E-2	Westland District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	6.7838265516658725E-2	6.7308409018461024E-2	4.9777227193500195E-2	2.4066263759661588E-2	-3.0198680873408934E-2	3.1746104089484195E-2	2.1448928843904369E-2	2.4324012740854162E-2	1.2255983181534758E-2	Nelson City	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.9171726257402071E-2	4.431306708580407E-2	3.3043151071507904E-2	3.8343736030860498E-2	2.5272254731572019E-2	3.8925694379646103E-2	3.7227752413741433E-2	3.4592737978410115E-2	4.0661747269455484E-2	Gisborne District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.0200087992807481E-2	1.9893874336714523E-2	2.4818913850792379E-2	2.4756027554535098E-2	2.5453399621875317E-2	3.0284407115299228E-2	2.980845705196189E-2	2.9717945004907431E-2	3.0438451201600047E-2	Auckland (Group)	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.7810955786322218E-2	4.8894253080225658E-2	1.3531943134219793E-2	5.2704023037762004E-2	5.4848239616459127E-2	5.282629366944791E-2	5.255922155483761E-2	5.2300418865816711E-2	5.1135523765273083E-2	Opotiki District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.7025218733916638E-2	6.3005161164670476E-2	6.009527299377071E-2	5.9453854130660178E-2	5.1223491027732493E-2	4.748603351955305E-2	5.4888888888888987E-2	5.9897479109613183E-2	4.0612163773684928E-2	Kapiti Coast District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.5345531528806946E-2	6.0589933064499668E-2	6.1702661494219546E-2	6.3915651699691045E-2	6.5765642620373876E-2	5.4396793587174308E-2	5.6684101690791966E-2	5.3269252906642084E-2	5.2624388644498588E-2	Ruapehu District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.3520027321071417E-2	3.0054644808743092E-2	4.5407543946410112E-2	2.799638756289502E-2	2.6439089692101847E-2	2.8977828496902447E-2	3.0261021111419151E-2	2.8295721041097899E-2	3.3499084009421587E-2	Timaru District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.3313229457208955E-2	7.1572642206826353E-2	5.6713249869879023E-2	4.103704044530132E-2	5.1887156438916282E-2	1.6514880790427844E-2	4.2540613292527452E-2	3.3120451003102902E-2	2.6885838815449814E-2	Central Hawke's Bay District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.3829223895416085E-2	2.3813372124346754E-2	2.4417197284639203E-2	2.7225561206143833E-2	2.5403810571585694E-2	2.9797610338941682E-2	3.1255919681757893E-2	3.1410727406318895E-2	3.5129118432769335E-2	New Plymouth District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.6548743183933983E-2	3.6472232812301497E-2	3.4207945071113244E-2	3.1416716064019079E-2	3.137931034482766E-2	1.827705338236929E-2	1.6745102331180872E-2	4.4671689989235652E-2	4.1318907779495095E-2	Queenstown-Lakes District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.3341621585296206E-2	4.8614766256758646E-2	2.5918320784850568E-2	1.9303473735711396E-2	1.7628834489680223E-2	8.5759615796920929E-3	2.8612729050635499E-2	1.3336639938276607E-2	3.2019034670292212E-2	Selwyn District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.10137288257421462	8.190480334145489E-2	7.0596987915468645E-2	6.8402073473067482E-2	5.72724396160742E-2	5.6780393721734601E-2	5.8166428043235463E-2	5.8953847983822971E-2	5.8465901910953244E-2	Whangarei District	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.7272185824895683E-2	4.4762162283963125E-2	5.4900734382245409E-2	5.3321338758152592E-2	5.4542984141772832E-2	5.6470761471773878E-2	5.8060525811453489E-2	5.9880288821742234E-2	6.168629400615222E-2	High growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.8005852896449772E-2	5.3492313230658228E-2	4.4369590207415599E-2	4.4819044754597269E-2	4.4755472536052353E-2	4.100521211084146E-2	4.4064525467337599E-2	4.280924373285816E-2	4.4785698661396735E-2	Medium Growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.3666288492245332E-2	4.4837670063396402E-2	4.4323579027936377E-2	4.2355455006565346E-2	4.4469836530476238E-2	3.8155368100774564E-2	3.6535243340870265E-2	3.4755933725288325E-2	3.4851744677941977E-2	Low growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.0610588985267503E-2	4.5438874951249292E-2	3.6678055320289664E-2	3.4575695804791307E-2	3.2509442052152122E-2	3.0899648602614894E-2	3.0368491065732278E-2	3.115900284028908E-2	3.157938905152944E-2	Decline	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.953843821658725E-2	3.8728301740733884E-2	4.1799753303273603E-2	3.5171226263939856E-2	3.0561958523749388E-2	2.7495751768092231E-2	2.8153688030367625E-2	3.1107339637246753E-2	2.3542747374851083E-2	Rates affordability % household living expenses	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.9790558071897214E-2	4.0372394094256268E-2	4.0905016911356694E-2	4.1183944244928779E-2	4.1474256534624887E-2	4.1952203805067673E-2	4.2404727060531049E-2	4.2871708746980916E-2	Rates affordability % of household income	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.7367518852871734E-2	3.8012421053180513E-2	3.8591009681598391E-2	3.894617465353508E-2	3.9303113199693741E-2	3.9836609723466143E-2	4.0365094986054777E-2	4.0881143033051542E-2	Household Living Cost Index	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	1000	1003.2930845225028	1016.4654226125139	1060.3732162458837	1070.2524698133921	1087.8155872667398	1104.2810098792536	1111.9648737650934	1113.0625686059275	1133.9187705817783	Average Rates	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	1000	1065.9767141009056	1113.842173350582	1186.2871927554982	1234.1526520051746	1287.1927554980596	1338.9391979301424	1411.3842173350581	1457.9560155239328	1507.1151358344114	Salary and wage growth	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	1000	1020.587755208682	1036.8359184756857	1057.1461225594405	1077.4563266431956	1095.7355103185748	1112.9991837897667	1131.2783674651459	1149.5575511405252	1170.8832654284677	Local Government Cost Index	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	1000	1044.5	1054.9449999999999	1080.7911525	1131.9125740132499	1140.7414920905533	1153.6318709511766	1176.7045083702001	1203.0626893576925	1232.5377252469559	Index value (1000 = base)

Average rates	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2120.8979242156593	2274.0153390175269	2316.2823709464274	2356.0123109852957	2371.0393117242234	2387.9117568949314	2387.707398355923	2383.8790627007666	2386.6523021690755	2383.0081311479807	2375.1860535743285	Operating Expenditure	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2449.024518996443	2556.5663134981928	2782.2275026932712	2458.3185018532677	2450.8930128334005	2445.026138231302	2425.2362170622732	2410.437939620344	2403.7583477669482	2391.4512156532492	2372.797126833465	Capital Expenditure	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1221.8734168956423	1275.0145232481018	1287.5042648381136	1710.9950857713006	1515.9106921899345	1423.3362477710502	1203.8297953479312	1258.5317476447365	1241.2247814748284	1069.4637484788161	1052.7955369981512	Actuals	2015	2016	2017	3718.1473670183618	3775.2089287962494	3954.2233645179003	LTP	2015	2016	2017	3718.1473670183618	3651.1747770486227	3693.8931522151584	Auckland	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.53744215938303341	0.58316425120772952	0.56787185354691072	0.79233088967817389	0.96106960057452184	0.91808230407805169	1.1365065509129919	1.212975377649864	1.1130471721524129	1.0105940265209976	1.0173751764705883	CHBDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.2924762231171278	0.91924366312346695	0.86063838584304975	1.1254484605087014	1.1472170357225522	1.1389136155176303	1.1187282694943375	1.1365886829680782	1.1429968367487278	1.131791440307407	1.160858575988535	DunedinCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1517931189903847	0.81886282707672686	0.70889021148922993	1.2592530238927022	1.3307133252887433	1.2366176933919244	1.2867548559946416	1.2780003393700057	1.3468260058701236	1.2854522375723227	1.3358964252714252	GisborneDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.77202303889087109	0.90485460621477387	0.48288902142040652	1.0007320007403295	1.0115253013135919	0.93997433666811669	0.96181476793248954	0.92083077427015525	0.90470804965959162	0.90335960396039616	0.90140946621700202	HamiltonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.81877090680540521	0.927609904661017	0.89189100577431257	1.030096694737543	1.1076850258175559	1.1743054699476871	1.2643734863972322	1.2077250705261868	1.2739129085643359	1.2911763198359816	1.3182433885478624	Kapiti CoastDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.50976352606165654	1.0946098098330241	1.4615840546948227	1.2708840444760914	0.92444073712848407	0.85623996198621999	1.4306763599201002	1.0094427731130169	1.0325747617482748	1.1042255413308046	1.1686984628105386	NelsonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1649425341720665	1.2263758389261745	0.80192277992277994	1.0914833898873109	1.1188452158361109	1.0733446963691138	1.0484507420332094	1.0766719586486986	1.0544630538368538	1.1228433348133475	1.078760002623639	NewPlymouthDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1023396740011018	0.81398720956390402	0.78025531528257319	0.98084737772539776	1.0268732594487069	0.94168609125893354	0.86732272606735616	0.93672585190878821	0.91014257425742584	0.9313163922691482	0.97303720716582454	OpotikiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.5273099953938276	1.6527003098716246	1.9108604845446953	1.0026633165829146	0.96625082074852264	1.0514806932198237	1.0270727762803236	1.0799041788661166	1.0513046895467644	1.0492419279363594	1.0623232323232321	QLDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1272879225253747	1.3167183041174071	0.97222703523422505	1.8473601637107777	0.43162528039038217	0.40643604338127837	0.38685519186521194	0.24028016009148084	0.22639954266708243	0.21632595750439843	0.37161719008264466	RuapehuDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0377204197322398	0.91683311741844309	1.166344762130739	1.0834391534391534	1.0026914029084688	0.95752183860232953	0.93317872037432614	1.0102513358400951	0.98931107476185898	0.90770796377555774	0.96342828721287754	SelwynDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.9319118060106732	0.62990109065218347	1.178722881867579	1.5669733296887813	1.4529591991506143	1.403162246830832	1.0630505612047429	0.96952651056618122	1.4480988820867713	1.0688516807392068	1.106020891495969	TimaruDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.7835066639044264	1.7695811553865997	1.7856756218905474	1.4983804664313778	1.7900588705041045	2.0170762715330084	1.6678975883808311	1.5717941984929897	1.6032385180122162	1.6554346196297194	1.6736392239706372	WestlandDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.96022426275825534	0.77029551451187339	0.83053275862068965	1.5946997910996463	1.3759711149106233	1.1949849249301794	1.0725728796123064	1.0821255532437244	1.0809026480285038	1.0841351316075563	1.074820681444115	WhangareiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.67405604241047279	1.0703606592465755	1.2763207623572606	1.0734911959698692	1.1196474923519051	1.1658863229618128	1.261726370490267	1.3187629174779094	1.3116390430771636	1.3581209581754869	1.4476186961869619	Average	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0927712196104611	1.0276732174541017	1.0451084623079878	1.2145388865712514	1.1178382454729923	1.0983808340451295	1.1017987897973578	1.070107045535553	1.0993043840678738	1.0747051423985794	1.1102497938541234	Auckland	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.22369177688326625	0.23965267727930537	0.23066772235418317	0.24122072082543941	0.24434040561282255	0.24404090236708259	0.24171515882373015	0.24334096857876869	0.24640484727201978	0.24899860910472529	0.24848331215308911	CHBDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.42384514816966878	0.42219000276166807	0.40497639060982554	0.44121325828642904	0.43885013882305141	0.43753289473684209	0.44085098263690137	0.44163321196277971	0.44037308461025981	0.4407522046370379	0.4384496743973495	DunedinCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.23302160508684483	0.25580056918085087	0.25791596398336269	0.25201187437232614	0.25174236440803005	0.25354108244236939	0.25723955448895452	0.25936002176470119	0.25610348121584164	0.25516625803608756	0.25507374468320165	GisborneDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.2335011485223932	0.23414617055567236	0.20896684945164506	0.24710724902812714	0.25087766981495324	0.25290972695870279	0.25401657002604472	0.2540595645525377	0.25142983728048979	0.2485089463220676	0.24572081725960851	HamiltonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.27022640743903414	0.2531838658983761	0.27317529631940113	0.26457016045229581	0.26527623428871716	0.26698256910541662	0.26247575019606223	0.25758449374837095	0.26213836672877067	0.26266955380282953	0.26575346429721158	Kapiti CoastDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.23181792090006315	0.23458687521251276	0.2401202123575126	0.23823629198528068	0.24611205861916494	0.25293255131964809	0.25449236298292904	0.25610625574977003	0.26932778687436387	0.27176084015205204	0.27825186672523061	NelsonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.22951834040751637	0.24915537658260245	0.22761671337480105	0.23757202997641297	0.2398276500750619	0.23861454500742479	0.24037202957063583	0.24260582934737823	0.24307224229432814	0.245454164396194	0.24548550450443196	NewPlymouthDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.23907064665824804	0.22583407723515281	0.25337067873997621	0.25595776772247358	0.25865490628445426	0.26274736385959846	0.26308078694014231	0.27023471577927022	0.27328688358249342	0.27406487052053363	0.27935326575131531	OpotikiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.18767289073305671	0.19599167100468506	0.18332184700206755	0.20048934945308003	0.20850160859743994	0.20850767085076707	0.22270244312383697	0.21644198640396359	0.20656997510553091	0.21893248642557114	0.21384388807069218	QLDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.22959827250764331	0.21226455911621334	0.20564979015327536	0.2300103943987919	0.22437770968909768	0.22186574741674275	0.22132965354097875	0.22173096579429033	0.22108601236298459	0.22018594671911318	0.2197586650296765	RuapehuDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.27705931495405178	0.24884968201400898	0.25157439188180869	0.2654572055596196	0.26464429226328601	0.26469211924357949	0.26349504154382203	0.26317022994192857	0.2625953812724241	0.26219676384911017	0.26188277087033746	SelwynDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.25097219121914544	0.260690893603306	0.23623881562057261	0.27599771519717203	0.27427977119084762	0.27383541147132168	0.27569649231724352	0.27310940245215648	0.27197292577209509	0.27204486551613544	0.26784799065695392	TimaruDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.21610529928815533	0.21943662391443594	0.22496642292195196	0.22365089562667845	0.2245551893427013	0.22407608531919379	0.22322106338100806	0.22409228888560304	0.22337917517519379	0.22220997665187786	0.22199227231970534	WestlandDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.28507425119557012	0.25144853819275509	0.24537800905360241	0.26928562988213472	0.26126959335819488	0.25846303774733276	0.2548807219585375	0.25983753130848841	0.2578086926202432	0.25412892890256372	0.25398584655043721	WhangareiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.27658332959289017	0.27368451884070705	0.20617816491804192	0.31288941099495904	0.31597524806854382	0.32661239207290449	0.32537576139757601	0.31399645285249778	0.3281173845009363	0.32660126226332564	0.32228849531615927	Average	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.25385056957050317	0.2517944067594835	0.24334115124946851	0.26371133025074806	0.26461898936242445	0.26582360666126176	0.2667296248618935	0.26648692794150031	0.26757773844453164	0.26824504515328162	0.26787810523902666	Ashburton District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.86012873363708686	0.80852550663871414	0.82890376682220868	0.85477941176470584	0.82064048189808836	0.82385451952219646	0.80408280621046579	0.81187239944521494	0.78852222281649464	0.81476330294132793	Bay of Plenty Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.76008854077983989	1.1408450704225352	1.0794524224936251	0.52454949072864976	0.48143997758789747	0.48444130127298446	0.62333825701624812	1.1446158200084902	1.0458946809921741	0.45770700636942674	Buller District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.75198843094721624	0.58969498535240394	0.5840768702814001	1.2027271233776902	1.0654251812788398	0.65318291700241737	0.61642949547218628	0.59698275862068961	0.61287327866315955	0.57805596465390274	Canterbury Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	9.6247037914691944	1.1260504201680672	0.44900369003690038	0.48490764379035889	0.54708661417322835	1.4602686066032458	0.49106753812636167	0.51988885639075755	0.38752556237218816	0.483641975308642	Carterton District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.84901603482818189	0.76532934643884198	0.83276328940133282	0.69347750099284045	0.67202967449302764	0.6428156370691871	0.74306260287220405	0.77526213022118984	0.7708778864553959	0.75805155745302955	Central Otago District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.2503366031929217	1.0360801377934912	0.81773146566450294	0.74991885751379417	0.64276739437725772	0.6617312072892938	0.63036352800953521	0.6096178991718727	0.62234305486900643	0.63599588618443603	Chatham Islands	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.8307905686546464	1.5739307535641547	1.4078516902944385	1.0317647058823529	0.97213290460878887	0.95599999999999996	0.93506088042460189	0.89487252936121453	1.0639038279025625	1.0067488262910798	Christchurch City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	4.968560366330367	3.5474863769735925	1.7771083709983129	1.1527224631481645	0.94459231154024026	0.7387030729091173	0.79012837788070345	0.99934886382959309	1.2610184397278623	1.1344568952403984	Clutha District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.99784035218872003	0.82382875605815831	0.71862698787592505	0.84559950935295924	0.7854691928987021	0.71760435571687842	0.76387124099957648	0.72261120263591438	0.73591197065688563	0.7819383259911894	Far North District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.82575222226354739	1.2186952561137971	0.93775699694919745	0.84576501437462481	0.87524283632831468	0.70737233486318485	0.75244681147700976	0.67636150172105558	0.61904033840430139	0.77381880175353146	Gore District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.72835279903342731	1.4870898854591341	1.1441254250094446	0.91917361362812611	0.78176842825380533	0.80186635560739872	0.73008130081300815	0.72996357012750457	0.71768202080237742	0.78886784205158089	Grey District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.58960872354073124	0.6126636455186304	0.66721854304635764	0.67941176470588238	0.65691801738313371	0.64395286794130724	0.72877045555064135	0.74629487320232735	0.70507420778178898	0.68541562966650071	Hastings District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.97566667810687446	0.65457043291783945	0.65710167714884693	0.72752175314212053	0.71495978212679712	0.67773589607800377	0.66782576866764276	0.68163460675501841	0.66187576839763484	0.65138246863246141	Hauraki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.65637165844796264	0.80216802168021684	0.57218526730721853	0.48907170923379173	0.45435633871757219	0.40865000570580851	0.51330841544908823	0.57626353790613716	0.43809920800333474	0.46544209215442089	Hawke's Bay Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0417198808003405	0.94288012872083671	1.0466281310211947	0.93409090909090908	0.68552774755168666	1.2018252018252018	0.57758925415341111	0.70687186828919113	0.71031455742501826	0.51038575667655783	Horowhenua District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1039676392116362	0.86172146043284326	0.76729655592807067	0.76318147871545927	0.81539813933045202	0.66842703389263991	0.77458659704090516	0.66635594913110063	0.70509612450411963	0.78874092009685226	Hurunui District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.84869380718737564	0.61428571428571432	0.73198992443324939	0.60026770503772209	0.59747693026515591	0.80823199251637046	0.73529746331475376	0.74929240148051379	0.73873581847649916	0.58923512747875351	Hutt City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.55151353434729755	0.54582368333985021	0.54162324881324531	0.5791636383966009	0.58220578760119901	0.58496127770185169	0.57433051624070863	0.61171985457483335	0.59370522378997981	0.60137344669718773	Invercargill City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.2295303221162497	0.95436755766508452	0.80567704688593422	0.74760292137582107	0.91912878787878793	1.02803738317757	0.93934975944015164	0.97924502955400328	0.88556116015132413	0.92255368768827128	Kaikoura District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.60471551124384637	0.45227752571300522	0.45179818680329015	0.48785926672123026	0.46187945888734183	0.45055058556699451	0.45320747671202777	0.44413289315005527	0.45416362451619996	0.46406798905418306	Kaipara District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1360752801860858	0.93962611094085202	1.0822728617934301	1.2131381310010456	1.286563614744352	1.3073269416835254	1.2530294042877723	1.3670565142716937	1.395497126662993	1.4542434309876171	Kawerau District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.83506039364142393	0.56148838391661993	0.55789019988147193	1.5133205692259066	0.60186897728008759	0.61688246941013913	0.72273054418958016	0.95357817086791352	1.1147438506242981	1.0173612158582865	Mackenzie District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.81126578180640985	0.67618761274804573	0.86951399116347572	0.65372800893605143	0.65499351491569391	0.48661378284581058	0.48588899341486358	0.48407079646017698	0.46768383132019498	0.43904896232117668	Manawatu District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.2841303988085389	1.1205547377392113	1.0963452681622345	1.0285875626455847	0.88230027548209367	0.7777258462976564	0.73754003843689941	0.71696589426601232	0.99100503717917965	0.77195434428138832	Manawatu-Wanganui Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.3078602620087336	0.81832849306227817	0.78960790564233341	0.75117665516159393	0.76844389336639807	0.82670906200317962	0.96687236115621955	0.77265072414954528	0.81543624161073824	0.79181908879281671	Marlborough District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.98845208845208843	0.85239338555265454	0.83093583980384145	1.0137349773685032	0.84121811439487582	0.58937268832167578	0.53658966051556556	0.61409465020576137	0.53264129181084197	0.50928026067789034	Masterton District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0092919468563255	0.99274199576543809	0.84576385866285919	0.82592000264350651	0.8267166054527183	0.62426042948699445	0.69087786556657482	0.65484045312140082	0.6252242861609274	0.66390663089515045	Matamata-Piako District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.8564516129032258	0.77072965584916242	0.71601208459214505	0.71770366036018463	0.79317980513728958	0.74362718257589588	0.73979802752022683	0.84358724889830028	0.72502597189567497	0.81903053958542116	Napier City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.96030705860325782	0.88441121826063873	0.83812600969305329	0.73681150432187292	0.69480979758998185	0.68148560817084491	0.73812808597153645	0.74292877573360638	0.68654379383461095	0.77808281118790779	Northland Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.81092355925546333	0.781226275939509	0.56854084872340149	0.61910380221674566	0.72682621139101955	0.96260730370161485	1.0542372940361431	0.86734227296981892	0.96731970733912898	0.98054111064160421	Otago Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.3266704740148487	1.0566514921598382	1.0098765432098766	0.81894540363975732	0.81459655485040794	0.72167266187050361	0.7985643786451323	0.52146196345091378	0.55996791014841552	0.75303802430419442	Otorohanga District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0671312427409989	1.0361502347417841	0.90586979722518679	0.99153462122856517	1.0842490842490842	0.89405306495882886	0.85307477288609368	0.8361656492327999	0.79185520361990946	0.81035709204723294	Palmerston North City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.94027935069837676	0.78151136656718623	0.8913194928242999	1.0026503230081165	0.8686161713007351	0.82126417762267212	0.73388797750175772	0.71412215925353484	0.64384708901796572	0.6605867722179134	Porirua City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.62700426808167031	0.57446014396161027	0.49900015382248886	0.62908949492003308	0.52879651658661397	0.76433064587578625	0.39017506544502617	0.38968584709087994	0.36601082894837184	0.39743402295489438	Rangitikei District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.98826291079812212	1.3133579475527786	1.055673923112552	0.99704524469067402	0.77889766639426128	0.70168670375022435	1.1035369204857726	0.78518128346940563	0.76160027650565976	0.96250532594801874	Rotorua District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.83195460176637492	0.70996040680071426	0.64816978927130853	0.86132748217224353	0.76256756279365523	0.79629125552909152	0.70933526582778839	0.52945107398568014	0.52139826600258254	0.62885345032013285	South Taranaki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.78669039598296575	0.66973427596294488	0.79111457521434136	0.71092386397833285	0.71115827097062434	0.81017623649801018	0.81009506564056133	0.71970090352061478	0.85799001248439455	0.82725299710624223	South Waikato District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.98235445646573927	0.75884732052578363	0.64746211210007221	0.8277868280195485	0.62913082842915347	0.66575611888111885	0.67417770183682191	0.60788838770586384	0.64339679661529159	0.60031862989146667	South Wairarapa District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.74892649659004795	1.5863386673035587	0.59314525530426676	0.6352506352506353	0.66486120514556535	0.6455073759499329	0.66427171783148264	0.65558912386706947	0.67397318578420939	0.66472666805238001	Southland District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.66492195099356155	0.56895381971142978	0.65269434628975265	0.82762676424464188	0.81261314360291337	0.78163466272772031	0.78551319176319179	0.77050532019317597	0.85359293912648204	0.74701021961295933	Southland Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.63476070528967254	0.58723404255319145	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	0.41086956521739132	Stratford District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1901168451801363	1.0672007120605251	1.03125	0.94852785426816355	1.0418858367426456	0.91613649508386352	0.82672793413746892	0.81459074733096082	0.77468397676802192	0.80829805249788311	Tararua District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.70726649837720879	0.6603279832519191	0.66697432455109917	0.77890534020961566	0.68894102418898151	0.67627754336615098	0.6473676202069385	0.65678280207561157	0.6533438012989794	0.71260061060227586	Tasman District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.72298287484821844	0.56033565772367333	0.40053954812844245	0.46008753647353062	0.54136684683489733	0.49078407953775138	0.47668106107341146	0.45571168590948419	0.44636049035134023	0.36491777603758807	Taupo District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.51945793914599847	0.51080050825921219	0.45969672785315241	0.46250793362952219	0.44720359915314045	0.41157228429415016	0.38053636733035351	0.36712318077178197	0.35664230841296607	0.32746265464009411	Tauranga City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.48670070168077023	0.50218138133074797	0.40663172826857907	0.51519477104541522	0.45240765342212869	0.51282547048208305	0.45859613121284365	0.41635359744990891	0.39077426862601822	0.37873346424142207	Thames-Coromandel District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.54541982650444654	0.81276462286341544	0.72470125548328546	0.70408311890081077	0.66321462043111523	0.57069854450882873	0.49216147799440424	0.60204389633909705	0.50882340786047853	0.60150761701791777	Upper Hutt City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.53724466287820616	0.51481896229936541	0.557024057024057	0.55741591346866204	0.60800812418395478	0.59004537719795802	0.62807140357017854	0.66748819059355102	0.65962314939434719	0.70302949774116397	Waikato District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1488073888091823	1.1143325567348348	1.1301426333580675	1.0320345291834956	1.0558141323998922	1.0205226635169053	1.0695975941572391	0.94456656134084349	0.99853504245047442	0.93619323425516343	Waikato Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.4657968077020522	1.2722079738866869	1.1002992352875984	0.90771812080536918	0.8717818771538618	0.84394710071210577	1.081110452479747	0.73459209120057001	0.84421070781963958	0.70117413593517441	Waimakariri District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.376279953552201	1.0772187453801803	0.55363125855315931	0.47400555884631157	0.49411868753869287	0.50626362820129123	0.5085916303543534	0.48557119007870259	0.48879010436799381	0.44321536679248102	Waimate District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.90526574803149606	0.76964452759588398	0.76672347677886665	0.8869184226997705	0.93097053369050076	0.80961997429777854	0.88238492207321495	0.84955911463019618	0.76691967109424419	0.78358910115878488	Waipa District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.64595103578154422	0.77567374195087047	0.84195153119437727	0.62689541634173818	0.66960207398872473	0.69396078431372554	0.73312366617993929	0.74648896531957576	0.73880648262601289	0.76019452567936119	Wairoa District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.7589164656008109	1.9550873779675777	1.9177587882599427	1.6196596585656102	1.4741924156280992	1.5521987636279362	1.5171530857737743	1.3658618615983869	1.4783827672580097	1.6733992538799958	Waitaki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.84386846513268099	0.68381713888406048	0.69888381532217148	0.58565284427493303	0.5795644891122278	0.58393257558184486	0.58594162455690479	0.57562060022230455	0.55538076510547019	0.62891465870425667	Waitomo District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.396029072859422	1.3517672924065618	1.2843037112700033	1.2339941501462464	1.3303445021236433	1.3527705693787209	1.1801071376864052	1.1569204880100967	1.148956228956229	1.1665577199633939	Wanganui District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.64946880958866793	1.1115339264658592	0.78700254851989804	0.62660904317115107	0.65058400718778076	0.82644456444979852	0.72215182111760623	0.64210611452604338	0.64097393382627532	0.58178852142963078	Wellington City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.93358517791115969	0.79817114914425424	0.86329109267808202	0.79107262754946328	0.71001940784692597	0.77103148507546471	0.70079450223113637	0.71868281004589885	0.64513634280476628	0.77106321758806606	Wellington Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.7141854311787893	0.54328312009905078	0.82025245703106808	0.46434910602190571	0.32868299340359391	0.64868158652780861	0.43850397252194429	0.31507360423309139	0.57644692582446166	0.35160909973644056	West Coast Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.43042505836618272	0.71687628350411259	0.51296007413699896	1.5460570831026634	0.4250718615003039	0.29417212954482302	1.1880399452570354	0.94858777345060907	1.4218484170131116	2.2986729137228652	Western Bay of Plenty District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.56303650842899988	0.50635906536527653	0.61315553880224283	0.54136674259681095	0.60157030044476723	0.53785959833544417	0.61663684371317595	0.57942939140710725	0.50467786084896027	0.46614468901050615	Whakatane District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.69877583784868558	1.0055289805553831	1.0182802584851838	0.76389191544998913	0.68562532433834977	0.53577767635275619	0.5055137235851348	0.59464343635605399	0.57126477332862935	0.62766582703610407	Hamilton City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.56556659630335171	0.58986838497395122	0.62232466797590125	0.63100379956483621	0.63233922842286594	0.72014467683598049	0.78262602722924079	0.76301790885986165	0.64224898912238737	0.59613997359502391	Dunedin City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.56236201025333987	0.59852443897940366	0.65014131980408341	0.72704706085157733	0.76161180664953154	0.81012981213918922	0.77600037022182455	0.81721597162773629	0.79841185500059042	0.83301570801570801	Westland District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.69850881763369455	0.75756478226431345	0.87996190599623458	0.65715574834562906	0.67860624695339156	0.51091079890394997	0.54459722466581939	0.58850922539696371	0.5130400523884191	0.69384409012237791	Nelson City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.5897730933861095	0.66473029045643151	0.51166687612584305	0.52776197057149821	0.46270017440938638	0.45001342178931625	0.47989662174635406	0.45636867932579472	0.46476997165203732	0.46943460579824214	Gisborne District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.90511915269196819	1.2097222222222221	1.0271145659818619	0.86873109736830223	0.80978686385384946	0.77957805907172995	0.83548294640298082	0.77480977172607124	0.73516831683168316	0.73051129976353835	Auckland (Group)	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.69045498994782584	0.77166462499827948	0.66352925889028458	0.6063280419766206	0.65618532450566469	0.69002419930523928	0.70349462468473367	0.67228280731833867	0.6700878310703382	0.6547008403361344	Kapiti Coast District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.52555282555282556	0.7941891422618359	0.44492523415676177	0.67994456136748627	0.68420052268947495	0.47544943559251174	0.40330474608234923	0.59583470259612226	0.50130393551446184	0.49723756906077349	Ruapehu District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.97438896035551392	0.88391942642540111	1.0268959435626102	0.85660821214713434	0.86023294509151416	0.80205472484996443	0.92776568375222646	0.94380833253151164	0.84987396134814674	0.97567372038343281	Timaru District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.3942852618836197	1.258101003646579	1.4299099085381086	0.93956491580732104	0.91968804665474335	1.3027943001180649	1.3032677035693536	1.2892846213317835	0.96262701626981007	1.2071221570807396	Central Hawke's Bay District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.83973609487222312	0.80775496904529165	0.7922671076462714	0.81668081166576656	0.81159311329975192	0.80271225564452142	0.80093016700725816	0.80167789850089399	0.80899695243142966	0.82203113803660999	New Plymouth District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.71968354430379744	0.78412213740458014	0.76838538597525041	0.54953111679454392	0.61456844420010992	0.51259612834791835	0.53761209326159365	0.5160891089108911	0.61076115485564308	0.52404685346807534	Queenstown-Lakes District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.33693074577747667	0.3215477925619446	0.34400579809004095	0.36350399433316283	0.36958695484962695	0.3530765234172048	0.30127930245854773	0.32827495409347607	0.31360806604411962	0.4026776859504132	Selwyn District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.43027180671522475	0.33297386976358356	0.31262446796048265	0.30285909297740027	0.74366166399533729	0.33278209774462547	0.33171929581848997	0.54491615650785197	0.30667516329456745	0.39107249286364065	Whangarei District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.75808116908903189	1.0565908199293841	0.9175914264667443	0.74432186891628815	0.62119153890937318	0.77780380798228055	0.91690023320995317	0.67113595496833711	0.84276585160525008	0.84831109849560038	Decline	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.9248086552428989	0.87332194707068211	0.92334129674696896	0.81043814226556932	0.78656423941222064	0.80893580886938787	0.7788750478712374	0.79356273350984652	0.8332299359149431	High growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.94833495811393564	0.74592350554445341	0.62831394964373233	0.65463652618478529	0.61638022094931799	0.64585881834673453	0.63895628834037388	0.64739577121996905	0.62799059332735174	Low Growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.93476017013655832	0.85805078788917821	0.79001940400965998	0.7934501327812451	0.75401671878332932	0.75058694288302741	0.75669958230354639	0.73551579759050967	0.75459117324836689	Medium Growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.72454446432054864	0.66864135037687256	0.72588285292714338	0.68363339134727708	0.66303380140741786	0.61789314224987579	0.62641062710171236	0.58977116595365808	0.6140144933352476	Roads	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.72166374321262161	0.73154688701288384	0.82954460260815088	0.84622330087486908	0.80791840521935188	0.78204741415018086	0.77664209186090305	0.78350159710561973	0.77056381682261788	0.76279871220108164	0.78648809143973442	Wastewater	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.59063666800688475	0.4902329123700585	0.63546277597214129	1.3244275296020787	1.2914245414105359	1.2338869020584744	0.49921806329661422	0.6005794269157908	0.63828770478891539	0.81532563114406043	0.59113902414683583	Stormwater	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.22799904178921823	0.23633910510590223	0.50704033581100394	0.29517357522413884	0.42104973613789815	0.3588402345513847	0.37326426730933776	0.41020914080978399	0.46079794397128132	0.35455376051228377	0.39532605142314664	Water	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.51676427676225589	0.55549589127922361	0.61173040887854513	0.75268124372082601	0.67342348535461349	0.79552288962126594	0.76641515276654271	0.75789792282836976	0.80553946154399958	0.63550344669268799	0.86828524684070862	Auckland	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	-0.13881748071979436	-9.2995169082125601E-2	-0.10411899313501144	0.17606336899553862	0.47982324322529224	0.33795009096213918	0.27137423022546914	6.5808861520090939E-2	0.32205202246937531	0.48924175068605891	0.56351260504201683	CHBDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.3191671664810214	0.90883074407195419	0.81683618622343501	0.77620285061815886	0.79338014042126381	0.75964213217051346	0.83603837553199167	0.86012261292368397	0.8648053912804291	0.74844308996952436	0.88971402514494169	DunedinCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.27801983173076922	0.80879409003135683	0.63084775058294063	0.83854431824166564	0.89267367695224964	0.78698283724400964	1.0617325295824962	1.0065405855675191	1.1851534792711262	1.0986243948518124	1.2365875490875491	GisborneDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.19368979050920027	0.83610155119956109	0.48024452065006712	0.71640755136035539	0.81176364375028209	0.76694214876033062	0.92455696202531645	0.80170331245137783	0.8597917501001201	0.88162376237623763	0.99616234445865803	HamiltonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.95809909563881424	1.0226430084745763	0.40987831533618241	0.47390407083180774	0.54960542980547522	0.64909202977573377	0.69405566913036643	0.7871795658039985	0.6184467167090254	0.69706418360954492	0.88207592111173116	Kapiti CoastDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	-0.1179274483100161	0.5684137291280148	0.84131885096763526	0.64057621734129377	3.4238488783943331E-2	0.16236635780470421	0.8412691039160124	0.50051636657536702	0.48743016759776536	0.65149359886201996	0.7065433908369978	NelsonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.41337558530009932	5.0541021777838653E-2	-0.10012870012870013	0.12073226928071719	0.33541988456223071	0.24401458696686221	0.49779499175518654	0.28894221894037292	0.41743119266055045	0.41801291027699033	0.60143644234553328	NewPlymouthDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.99734275251952431	0.72841212199119454	6.4006299594160758	0.74752504419563937	0.81256038647342999	0.7395821880153931	0.64298594537258025	0.93681783243658723	0.89254950495049501	0.91686948222381293	0.95346807533302713	OpotikiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.90879778903731001	0.62151394422310757	1.2731829573934836	-0.13173007896625988	4.0052527905449768E-2	-0.26543022195196109	0.73773584905660372	0.69922810753260578	0.44223211946554886	0.78334113242863823	6.3131313131313135E-2	QLDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.97043486358133901	1.0218326765411967	0.18286964676461395	-2.9843110504774898E-2	-6.5207980795718393E-2	-3.5651103761249137E-2	-1.5438283975358123E-2	-6.7109777015437397E-2	-0.12285625194886186	0.23565435106239005	0.32571900826446282	RuapehuDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.90314799179833549	1.0711341420327405	1.1093842685965121	0.77336860670194008	0.6984602224123182	0.74844009983361059	0.70765944461397623	0.84068869978230754	0.81102665255460404	0.75893940808514615	0.83559413998914811	SelwynDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.4782323752457636	0.86841524263699388	1.5254578385993158	1.3926354016166191	0.91290004550280601	1.0643304677254846	0.5228176348474719	0.75277556808356105	0.5774554165557626	0.89434443205352876	0.89849116973556264	TimaruDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.848491126303432	1.3016088520806464	1.5141625207296849	1.0414436546498715	0.8444030337137729	0.88850850990144958	0.76668492511637365	0.86811489022770971	1.0427026214824491	1.0452552572381331	1.1204353197670884	WestlandDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.34487021013597036	-4.9252418645558488E-2	0.8170689655172414	1.3147937753547752	1.2994828441461124	1.1692719942560579	1.0985549937677119	-0.48673431573386167	1.074522799911962	1.0463503609106948	1.1005596798007447	WhangareiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.74697068051498428	0.75746468321917804	1.2145614556056474	0.78102796853836465	0.85732826550477426	0.7047674493822369	0.92871746816032708	1.0244121611502173	0.79258853881635527	0.96957869360578575	0.98170120162740093	Average	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.74025962198445028	0.69489721464537824	1.134146369541275	0.64211012721704752	0.61979225682424544	0.58138730447235432	0.70110265594176846	0.59193377934974001	0.6843554747917806	0.77565578721602135	0.81034214571174501	2025	

Roads	Water	Wastewater	Stormwater	Other	0.34822096253409685	0.1259625006841506	0.11932839590014432	3.3611364689919342E-2	0.37287677619168891	2015	

Roads	Water	Wastewater	Stormwater	Other	0.3701686894053956	0.12609559416393612	9.6607135703803804E-2	2.387861153991153E-2	0.38324996918695298	2015	

Roads	Water	Wastewater	Stormwater	Other	0.2192869475087306	0.10779119376020325	0.13363519095916412	2.1693271509279643E-2	0.51759339626262235	2025	

Roads	Water	Wastewater	Stormwater	Other	0.2356463958836594	0.13180387615918956	0.14416856197548719	3.016376930570502E-2	0.45821739667595884	Rural Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	633.24612254514398	744.0041178722247	757.89954907064248	642.39718676718689	647.78777288659899	650.16496545048574	648.19716053903142	653.37586072514239	659.16045752826199	660.83952943174552	663.97879471453689	Rural Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	624.14246709150768	506.64452863476498	540.03246304457878	657.35708308894152	574.99355310935596	584.10935299001324	578.08210686817915	585.51186444889095	592.28953928654937	565.90308816986112	575.96496769634007	Urban Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	459.76192570656184	456.47988146574215	467.23475022977073	468.86083920282272	466.07530370868176	458.68940830646699	454.13923373869017	448.51081049194255	444.59271185455901	439.2733636211417	432.84768744546608	Urban Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	464.60218425529348	411.58463928976829	438.67090057963441	537.58843564348979	435.41007817596056	456.09934426013797	482.33235924311271	465.05262533082174	468.98645621552737	458.67270802726608	444.41499769820331	Rural Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	208.24962824844897	222.94941646241122	203.32325075091197	232.56477603706486	230.88746468247132	232.63850002927421	230.11490027859955	230.88554229270076	233.67169555798409	237.21651201601009	238.19507794992455	Rural Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	118.6030951761215	235.7633680256159	93.969229770695762	98.609530422976945	88.04961817625599	92.234775039801775	54.699347941729151	62.389047476076676	86.611445607061654	112.52277937679817	106.32094908466065	Urban Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	239.22194516464984	229.75731787765403	237.5504566611107	244.23426650919941	246.32700947499379	247.76977459359463	249.3648714224943	250.09928486269357	250.90116383649001	250.88681848031493	248.82345236509255	Urban Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	134.54329229954462	198.6535131488188	203.64465716794885	284.80767724818702	234.2672381533217	214.54701031557605	248.8482339704257	255.18146047423861	232.0556183255953	210.40034845962404	240.66428288884717	Rural Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	169.61903904110108	190.76601848566824	194.78648847576522	191.85172617703694	199.75425329726616	207.85526281636271	214.62066099840527	217.13928808694345	219.55115527526527	221.55158764449044	218.06770774034644	Rural Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	120.61345709413629	75.732002883650409	107.63881111943165	299.05613189709226	298.46260844631564	280.65954841571209	145.60450816251816	157.00916559985362	127.39403757268069	119.52126007392403	68.05016131280307	Urban Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	289.28064999487708	273.69537355432317	283.11488821554207	307.01849748915976	302.17005106330993	298.40072753888148	296.23480115149482	289.79752718779031	286.96921004982681	282.70454543020526	278.2815816364905	Urban Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	170.16265847069261	187.62555302658859	163.94198514470713	202.02668049272336	226.42885380714654	250.15523820853147	218.1714255540852	224.06428924376476	217.47102251797062	239.730807109214	233.59754116834802	Rural Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	42.107360588109565	45.594056438970014	48.498302423253229	56.001355392488257	56.585360962067625	59.960961868041316	58.873682132430837	59.725337411064629	60.717966242558532	61.778941953282548	63.465326420995915	Rural Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	11.274669256593123	26.91171911147606	40.251139114819516	36.156516886342878	42.679118609902147	35.019931015772741	35.154396505465741	25.855903234994184	39.997258504421154	36.029189830776644	38.209336349639734	Urban Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	52.05706400424404	57.432855960107425	68.764768142334646	59.267006622196085	58.841826064216754	56.895830812048466	58.941227759570097	56.357892184517091	57.635395605257962	57.222245600931132	57.262826790991255	Urban Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	54.091328285030812	58.85377162476982	82.646740386023822	78.660189137507189	81.928885790277761	74.226758867106042	93.418179088526941	104.24047101462185	115.11629896743057	105.91736260077847	86.499114665550792	Rural Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	617.0924027113997	596.2405987370754	704.27823012634622	685.4964003213048	683.45178684878476	698.10518879504457	700.54845033498054	700.7394126023562	717.74533745606539	717.58143658411598	721.77152789293245	Rural Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	244.25199692552172	226.98308361291294	238.52439756504782	933.01505484270706	814.85557303295843	506.83092648502577	127.54226867415275	414.33847231284892	188.02113035555254	211.30909568678854	284.5139914216328	Urban Operating	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1264.2911735553919	1204.399857447306	1402.8304600751799	1133.0113040066497	1104.5905183809202	1095.117223382744	1070.8045830412404	1070.3268004257536	1052.9206289697397	1037.8856563580064	1017.2307106833217	Urban Capital	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	636.25668490343639	598.1699031609968	567.95586572195305	512.52394584837566	483.75512529771549	522.61205802662835	515.80260927910706	567.72442024553629	444.96599416737189	332.32541819183803	266.3012924088701	Ashburton District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.58656926194678694	0.58269910301712424	0.86136573463466104	0.7200074428990092	0.65317630152606176	0.55946189161569793	0.4483237797463957	0.38722311675877974	0.29008859279708166	0.27980821422109642	Bay of Plenty Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Buller District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.62635756056808689	0.67709483498957179	0.61385310356366074	0.65198129460989418	0.64896944422166969	0.56707838110774489	0.52803417499427874	0.50592960254612962	0.42384539796921061	0.39824930447173779	Canterbury Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	5.9886243131206017E-2	7.5997806274301985E-2	6.4703552092961844E-2	4.8314821132241295E-2	3.3646291750311745E-2	1.9117023531905874E-2	0	0	0	0	Carterton District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.29484297574610047	0.23215933655287613	0.14780149089224487	2.6732798435988095E-2	0	0	0	0	0	0	Central Otago District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0.16781719912238455	0.35738065970088095	0.39276234079341499	0.37159752205744323	0.34438072876687587	0.28388136686009025	0.24630704028309261	0.17983817117718684	0.34198470427644495	Chatham Islands	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Christchurch City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.4520211262832445	1.759552930268605	1.455050237730096	2.2950513788704812	2.4385142318821074	2.3743238729489624	2.2235906102684946	2.1616470457482491	2.1305726432395176	2.0563616293783484	Clutha District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Far North District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.71025546156304131	0.77082024321766307	0.91832522602002409	0.96618443241324226	0.9639945276110492	0.92378489559268473	0.8661642825115351	0.76018557983216761	0.65880429228410831	0.5951321223786038	Gore District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.5217155266015201	0.73753805175038056	0.83888072004633962	0.85176243360695314	0.86761779772236569	0.84880074927719185	0.77259684361549497	0.7216179601316044	0.65177049801174025	0.60067337575847268	Grey District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.61449341208541575	0.93744393744393739	0.90860317339522845	0.83709468223086902	0.75580937376920043	0.66410434782608696	0.57701087686316632	0.49085020242914978	0.40663417701619242	0.30628883164115778	Hastings District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.77241682992145799	0.90389462041956015	0.90908839779005524	0.85704853675945758	0.80463587614599552	0.76767215112736131	0.75685896485243953	0.73396636485391886	0.69934788197988329	0.62824109688221186	Hauraki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.3449359582542695	1.2224771276154676	1.2843750909779033	1.1621553108188041	1.0209895462755185	0.87803455952507159	0.77005223746172258	0.64473717037147915	0.50452149523671352	0.36330404217926188	Hawke's Bay Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0.10406164344175883	4.2752905143680749E-2	1.0855889859448579E-2	0	0	0	Horowhenua District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.4450335656561337	1.5815678400196698	1.6342199012225731	1.6544133279217641	1.6888335237809791	1.6463794189079788	1.5506999328477711	1.4362877445215576	1.3414946821980249	1.2102584300299937	Hurunui District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.71277447392497717	0.82749509697101764	0.86054324331362797	0.85208865138249401	0.76423711879727863	0.68445315201106371	0.57650888497469399	0.4953347555325705	0.39093914381354344	0.38308337850589252	Hutt City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.93259327535767245	0.99224184578875652	0.9382889467997203	0.85340456748775795	0.76515900378523038	0.82782781062376831	0.88562901195541355	0.824351529229578	0.75824773641715637	0.69024407969186363	Invercargill City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.48553428640659074	0.521126430313262	0.52014569655544562	0.46618242951978617	0.4748530236616324	0.47000251698968032	0.43889018057816009	0.41616485019964072	0.35641284917209876	0.32646764948200607	Kaikoura District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.8982191948765772	0.76614638047868944	0.8596629603125614	0.81582216517827733	1.0815178218304313	1.1583357879985656	1.1319842240318601	0.96611525495114192	0.84586271645217326	0.74422569336979005	Kaipara District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.5198171389140467	1.5008885558291403	1.4322820796007689	1.263672988483904	1.101212078503224	1.0884554444626564	1.0060814054803777	0.93923506660936829	0.88790565378665642	0.84362543397196865	Kawerau District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Mackenzie District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Manawatu District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1750464725148269	1.2996711162700716	1.3446826917135266	1.4603320655952234	1.4769866954332973	1.4945128994994223	1.4414889565879665	1.3607519911094648	1.3546658996530463	1.2939303830680426	Manawatu-Wanganui Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.36804104477611943	0.37486021427798422	0.3634342397810843	0.27404597930598529	0.1868892114175133	0.10267276132431832	2.0990387145709818E-2	0	0	0	Marlborough District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.39649767801857583	0.49288672622253588	0.56773452480011577	0.75273710763789559	0.82845419065845449	0.84196667253605673	0.86795427985976592	0.794897421594149	0.72283934302435338	0.65020082377987665	Masterton District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.99196796123699171	1.0281602626539008	1.0693054862807783	1.0608997357042302	1.0680201208297944	0.9153144315026428	0.75502300815701684	0.5878631571333276	0.41823863036928494	0.2569123797589043	Matamata-Piako District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.75343910693095417	0.83462422333815645	0.82653228449688632	0.77305399893071425	0.78064962787745917	0.68145906875105056	0.58676904042793199	0.55303872276616384	0.48831182117342153	0.40616962315185107	Napier City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Northland Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Otago Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Otorohanga District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.52462695620526512	0.48550259611457908	0.42307034057846998	0.3265742313805009	0.26476492340200741	0.17642842514847429	6.7988810070936156E-2	0	0	0	Palmerston North City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0209190530768406	1.0496964642292919	1.1914809857491535	1.3789771572413578	1.3966171797755353	1.3974636032757053	1.3942972929836857	1.4013942850844563	1.3462214645321116	1.3608218207580589	Porirua City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.82632263380843862	0.86600980588117715	0.95340948127791136	1.1310522707238237	1.198743346972265	1.164092585006145	1.0401585025577429	0.96406898459835844	0.86742468328931466	0.72528819571227376	Rangitikei District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.20235394680606239	0.39682190056639394	0.51812566697927109	0.59605339524085899	0.63158384515168431	0.58317043096448229	0.68846176350125798	0.73873588384420374	0.68602384135472372	0.7180498841187507	Rotorua District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1390999094972987	1.1515241756456764	1.1434961752587325	1.14753766237976	1.1852729239347359	1.2150229041337821	1.1795402209125327	1.0425568991120404	0.89683851713140417	0.76904912948473958	South Taranaki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	1.718817502931556E-2	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	South Waikato District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	South Wairarapa District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.4975301726332943	0.67534604039028823	0.57703385685560571	0.45599236033741841	0.34094202898550724	0.2246226843672707	9.243942784859395E-2	0	0	0	Southland District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	2.3399655162976546E-3	0	0	0	0	0	0	Southland Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Stratford District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.44328799526907153	0.4559172110770654	0.53989813242784379	0.58385592538993403	0.59804940838655374	0.57775804223406357	0.51330688086712473	0.53416814076901598	0.46195480582743226	0.41232412714955707	Tararua District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	7.1070587524907913E-2	8.9211367887527912E-2	6.3161013183232112E-2	0.1112798644780653	8.8661430718194448E-2	2.5024167932605992E-2	0	0	0	0	Tasman District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.6336845200176411	1.5859956929903885	1.5602068897514276	1.4739462187470496	1.347140916388786	1.2308916560698033	1.0901341885391171	0.92448081015630734	0.76886185602378643	0.6342053289906795	Taupo District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.87536748758976335	0.79691805656272663	0.69947680912350829	0.57705908015889418	0.41980378229601351	0.30124869366603102	0.13777875219243296	0	0	0	Tauranga City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.5259334086177083	1.7821395315681374	1.8067497778299435	1.9130524716112964	1.8716363952102426	1.8827022985040736	1.7788879364961054	1.6305778021708204	1.4147693512194781	1.3469592540036488	Thames-Coromandel District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.65194051318932522	0.69078271759549159	0.64554249252339846	0.62434579659578482	0.55607460385538254	0.4343888838516638	0.28852659692855553	0.19619616335280093	0.16366255802785337	4.6928176680578249E-2	Upper Hutt City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.57802731652928763	0.65072916666666669	0.54769648733450682	0.58058442397504295	0.63632303817366609	0.68548083642423263	0.72864715607901953	0.73241166467216734	0.78461909353905501	0.83167784385676324	Waikato District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.64342130610672321	0.76210213711807895	0.94045352415155969	0.9043313609467456	0.85912099457187885	0.99816918675929711	1.0076828031935117	0.90869631667430839	0.85830267009799943	0.80934930601690136	Waikato Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Waimakariri District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.87006814744987138	1.0378037541834408	1.1275061447520771	1.1517927031340538	1.0991460214821294	1.1752066269719248	1.2332875784369652	1.1308695838145344	1.0749989694546354	1.1149704730727261	Waimate District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Waipa District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.26931821084629731	0.40248526844172849	0.61703187250996017	0.8832409233555365	0.95261780695224563	0.97331482003774972	1.0044614676837815	0.8823044513647188	0.84218076035710698	0.73094601628598399	Wairoa District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	6.6043407561765896E-2	0.18587136563696779	0.25646078173662967	0.28738208152299738	0.27152508489631211	0.2769464826810486	0.31236015102689207	Waitaki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Waitomo District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.7363103657304506	1.7863265032811035	1.7140875064532783	1.5955914177950905	1.4921758790979949	1.3888490344055784	1.2441982539507128	1.1026505121827275	0.97064482579303168	0.84124485962329287	Wanganui District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.94387714715427851	0.97283733443708609	1.3037643884236243	0.91100764066971829	1.012318363314535	1.0026014086679349	0.95464668137768327	0.869110471162307	0.80388854272139576	0.70317355683209337	Wellington City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.87907004033099223	1.0054238780623317	1.1471067334166678	1.2119215561604642	1.1964472811511733	1.1704140162517924	1.2734326736680655	1.2804082108860813	1.2533157087404498	1.2595341641213993	Wellington Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0910302046254086	0.90747341348477129	0.86260563509376542	0.95968330114640255	0.99139255000062232	1.0322146450741478	1.0062101121892399	0.9683249172485443	0.92773579154272257	0.87137900934272805	West Coast Regional	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Western Bay of Plenty District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.7382889932185708	1.5863582824713567	1.5800059364796675	1.4021498393998075	1.2352889085676333	1.0344316257742909	0.88224024655623001	0.73186498451981163	0.56742196937224798	0.47971426718427174	Whakatane District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.7602589136083393	0.81884080228522282	0.9103644471782254	0.89931748161033065	0.93584340445527836	0.91844637059541889	0.85737988851208757	0.78593937365793809	0.79351802006984418	0.75058568157452388	Hamilton City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.7152148972683916	1.7013426178772983	1.714613813476862	1.6991803003325832	1.6669633465490736	1.6352696950801513	1.6180107183391836	1.626036300890666	1.5800262912893541	1.4748906726268347	Dunedin City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.75675364931612688	0.71268212164404454	0.67764581944478741	0.64378431152867366	0.62878733700445777	0.57640220999552028	0.52641369463673948	0.44540254663562417	0.36770713423365248	0.28477265148060682	Westland District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.76565279358749905	0.58168692340392958	0.45148992253441744	0.30162730891417522	0.18335287084447183	3.6951188199189078E-2	0.29582400454640134	0.16603671582032931	2.9771919416924454E-2	0	Nelson City	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.2201313318879219	1.2878158228465515	1.3223957748061579	1.3303107981135001	1.3451624953305938	1.3055120030660952	1.304017034312694	1.2732381022386658	1.22382573072999	1.1567322742361117	Gisborne District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.39078763846783399	0.49575569722799478	0.53271505610159176	0.52086625446755253	0.53260108245781601	0.48230339103481656	0.48153005023503542	0.41706202101300349	0.35035720281285559	0.28384166605125177	Auckland (Group)	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.0650738867599334	2.0777394911162657	2.1504428245242275	2.0384027713747548	2.0650910764553947	2.0037531872638481	2.0403712242323646	2.070785193128907	2.0953636964226852	2.0568417719258103	Opotiki District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.31975470871660094	0.52224082267129024	0.40103511798590602	0.56253436793547995	0.96057318652849744	1.2969861745820559	1.1743058978150156	1.1365372702870122	1.0750256435305037	1.1239041223652304	Kapiti Coast District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.2117622170509836	2.3059142054469497	1.9947268892283074	2.2884331773799835	2.3576529104698118	2.0582621427743777	2.1839180723437517	2.1174622775376681	1.9736942550316185	1.83510160575585	Ruapehu District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.88540072966929506	0.91524599542334095	0.9435000410610167	0.96537896003208123	0.98051317068046329	0.98317800081933637	0.96628497167937621	0.9778596021423106	0.98746059379852258	0.98255735340514716	Timaru District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.83175583646513096	0.87443091903736903	0.91405830692207946	0.89618674546235977	0.89511983571995402	1.0091927074116303	1.090654869045047	1.1074809569138984	1.0603022563619742	1.0563385573887152	Central Hawke's Bay District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.22190745986779981	0.24158387534843828	0.24418890018581496	0.24646382415793222	0.26316485842815562	0.24153826316807428	0.20832159293697755	0.17430941744917494	0.19572576609461012	0.15958566916137845	New Plymouth District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.10071163366336634	0.12539231803915707	0.12748332233707207	5.7325292656970554E-2	2.465188974140381E-2	0	0	0	0	0	Queenstown-Lakes District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.0804015580163178	1.3634010105802929	1.1925383030449941	1.3921428041634731	1.3387765784485561	1.267554378031047	1.2184473642883318	1.1632716495590574	1.0378132950983285	0.89081989909343839	Selwyn District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.29099120188837518	0.45813352332410784	0.42789521161339522	0.44932923575201045	0.51454330793173764	0.58708166187753086	0.52337627839022449	0.63006082226560933	0.59050188333503006	0.48877338199830539	Whangarei District	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.2154143824572718	1.1191708043003574	1.2356520093736809	1.1944328215311513	1.1175111182769695	1.0409642117716651	0.97434084747742378	0.90437236864448955	0.84409077346604444	0.77679169906426793	High growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.181301805774069	1.1979519148186279	1.2817026585940721	1.2653218063391145	1.2477309637517118	1.2087247562802181	1.1533738765650976	1.0863368586127022	1.0188681975542115	Medium Growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.96432644450513771	0.96328515441136686	1.0121860030430228	1.0159283987320373	0.98023657016567545	0.97946651020971431	0.92512150840085838	0.8580929005346879	0.79355076291440629	Low Growth	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.64030186991597815	0.66526683212576898	0.63183987955625398	0.59896450306060145	0.55534686728747407	0.49049826254576834	0.43545474290880276	0.38961078633117796	0.35695220432572672	Declining population	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.50730458398127587	0.52220827583256868	0.50074357425948002	0.53836055340850786	0.53253404215796918	0.51935596275501306	0.47772223399072961	0.43256472969647519	0.40531251775140847	Auckland	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.29395604395604397	0.28051391862955033	0.32539682539682541	0.61666254110824281	0.6458164073412459	0.59026048747494875	0.5031707700556749	0.42865344917993614	0.45717791772765298	0.48607143844844003	0.48159353014714479	CHBDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.5263157894736843	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	DunedinCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.20863309352517986	0.82530120481927716	1.6452410383189122	0.18786047789068938	0.61898652982681202	1.1386696730552424	1.345873786407767	0.97121034077555812	2.3913934426229506	2.9820971867007673	1.072232645403377	GisborneDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.6112789526686808E-2	0.32382310984308132	0.45765472312703581	0.4469309462915601	0.81373690337601867	0.50505780346820806	0.8773333333333333	0.3864942528735632	0.13399750933997509	0.15353881278538814	0.66584158415841588	HamiltonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	2.1202005541628184	0.99364597851930803	0.43468809333810299	0.25076813343575111	0.24971546257655411	0.28454600120264584	0.2465052674230146	0.32490682223302542	0.25493145280599666	0.27438836348684209	0.43738858297349759	Kapiti CoastDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.26772388059701491	0.70010131712259371	0.74266617155588566	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	NelsonCC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.50660410149461244	0.63614766081871343	0.80159661892463019	0.63604240282685509	0.54759881002974931	0.46616009895741295	0.71086556169429094	0.55968491213896188	0.54047890535917897	0.31351293334764407	0.35377521613832852	NewPlymouthDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.4	0.59433962264150941	0.80299089726918071	0.15590551181102363	0.29081485747192631	0.15303119482048264	0.13528891136679733	1.577424023154848	0.7133757961783439	1.4910025706940875	1.576158940397351	OpotikiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.6476868327402136E-2	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	QLDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.1245882858370329	0.52916396629941675	0.60474126003136242	0.2938157894736842	0.72106221222828992	0.97976843388177937	1.4997160704145371	1.1051282051282052	0.82688436591366588	1.827400468384075	1.7694669883746437	RuapehuDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	9.711286089238845E-2	0.64601769911504425	0.93846153846153846	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	SelwynDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	1.4523422860712054	0.82889590854392303	0.75112443778110949	0.67898714624593148	0.25485667147865537	0.37640916103002253	0.42501013376570734	0.78925171707434627	0.1877098870426098	0.705482275350371	0.79467503778630388	TimaruDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	3.5931790499390985E-2	1.5691868758915834E-2	2.8571428571428571E-2	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	WestlandDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	WhangareiDC	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.20818238048952903	0.52739090064995353	4.2320544554455441	0.83942457231726286	0.79489051094890506	0.34467084639498435	0.25084784083201445	0.40557667934093788	0.14863976869496648	0.24726524423264379	0.62203023758099352	Average	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.81451328167367876	0.61546914119608143	1.1172764832925226	0.45626639126677787	0.54860870725312849	0.5376193000317474	0.66606796392145962	0.72759226687770917	0.62828767174281575	0.94230658815891766	0.86368475144000612	Depreciation funding ratio	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.81877090680540521	0.927609904661017	0.89189100577431257	1.030096694737543	1.1076850258175559	1.1743054699476871	1.2643734863972322	1.2077250705261868	1.2739129085643359	1.2911763198359816	1.3182433885478624	Renewals capacity ratio	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.95809909563881424	1.0226430084745763	0.40987831533618241	0.47390407083180774	0.54960542980547522	0.64909202977573377	0.69405566913036643	0.7871795658039985	0.6184467167090254	0.69706418360954492	0.88207592111173116	Renewals ratio	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	2024	2025	0.52779089621099284	0.55578422310201092	0.57171797624406973	0.62232466797590125	0.63100379956483621	0.63233922842286594	0.72014467683598049	0.78262602722924079	0.76301790885986165	0.64224898912238737	0.59613997359502391	
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Breakdown of revenue sources - average over LTP period,
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