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Active Reserves



Active Reserves

Current Situation

* Sports field booking fees introduced through LTP 2024

* Fees currently only cover senior training, ~20% of booked hours
* Costrecovery is ¥6% of attributable opex

* Revenue equates to $2.25 per field hour booked

Issues

* Lack of fee capture (of total booked hours) creates inequities amongst sports field users (e.g., Touch Rugby is mainly matches
so not paying training fee)

* Proportion of cost recovery vs opex is significantly lower than for indoor court users

* Revenue is low and lower than projected due to changes in bookings to mitigate costs




Active Reserves

Objectives of Review
* |ncrease revenue to offset rates

* Create a fairer fee structure, considering proportionate opex recovery, across sports field user base and across
other council sports facilities

* Maintain club sustainability, affordability and participation

* Administrative simplicity for Council and user base

Opportunities
e Charge for all booked hours

e Consider a flat fee per hour booked

* Begin direction of travel towards greater equity across codes and facility types




Options considered

1. Expand fee to capture junior training
2. Expand fee to capture all matches
3. Set aper hour fee (or use as basis for fee structure)

4. |Introduce a casual use fee on a similar basis

5. Introduce charges for additional field services, such as renovations and line marking, over and
above the standard service




Options development

 Aflatfee across all booked use is a simple and relatively equitable way to recover a proportion of opex.
* $5/hourwould equate to 10% cost recovery. Hamilton City (who benchmarked their fees) recover ~10% of opex + upgrade
costs.

 Could be translated to a per player fee (see impacts table) but may distort booking activity and does not provide the direct
nexus to the operating costs of the space provided. Also, harder to administer.

* Differential charges can be created by type of use -
o e.g.fora better litfield or to account for different use patterns by different codes
o initialview is that this may be an unnecessary complication at this stage.

Engagement with clubs will be a necessary first step to refine any new proposed fee structure.

Option Revenue Opex Recovery

S5 hour flat fee S 200,000 10%
$7.50 hour flat fee S 375,000 19%
10% of Opex inc. upgrades (e.g. Hamilton) S 234,236 12%
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Comparison with Indoor Court Fees

Indoor court users pay $42 per hour - 54% of opex, compared with 6% for sports field users.

* Opex per indoor court ($85k per annum) is 3x that per sports field (S27k per annum) and courts are
not used by the community outside of booked hours the way sportsfields are.

If field sports paid an amount proportionate to that of indoor court users, relative to the costs of the
playing space, they would pay $13.40 per hour.

This may be a direction to head towards but is likely to be too large a jump from the current situation
(52.25 per hour).




Impact on Clubs / Players

. Current sports field fees equate to an average of $5 per player per season.
. Basketball players pay $S66 per season on average.

. Field Sports tend to have higher ‘club costs’ because they provide facilities, club environment etc.

. Impact of moving to a flat fee would vary depending on % of juniorsin a club, # of matches, approach to field booking.

. E.g. Otimoetai FC - largest club, lots of juniors, limited training field capacity.

Current $2k $2

$5 / hour $25k $21
$7.50 / hour $37k $31
$13.40/ hour $67k $56

. For comparison, three largest Hamilton clubs pay $22k per annum on average.




Options

Projected

revenue per
annum

Cost
recovery

Comments

Current Fees

(equates to $11.25 / hour for senior training only)
(average is $2.25/ hour and $5 per player per
season)

$5/ hour flat fee
(treat matches as 1 hour irrespective of length)
($21 per player per season on average)

$7.50 / hour flat fee
(treat matches as 1 hourirrespective of length)
($31 per player per season on average)

$13.40 hour flat fee

(make fees proportionate to indoor courts cost
recovery on an opex cost per playing space basis)
($55 per player per season on average)

$6/ hour flat fee
(10% of Opex including upgrades per Hamilton
example)

~$112k

~$200k

~$375k

~$670k

$234k

6%

10%

19%

34%

12%

Lack of ‘capture’— only approx. 20% of booked hours are charged.

Inequitable across user base (juniors and matches not charged) and across
other codes and council sports facilities.

Equitable across user base.
Incremental change that is likely to remain affordable.
Potentially signal further increases over time.

Equitable across user base.
Significantincrease from current level, expect some resistance.
Moves fees closer to proportionate cost recovery from indoor court users.

More equitable across sports codes, but note that sports fields have broader
community open space function so potentially overstated.
Likely to impact participation and receive negative feedback.

Approximates Hamilton City cost recovery




Option Refinement

* More bespoke fees for use types could be created to attempt to account for different use and cost impact patterns.

* Ourinitial observation is that a flat fee structure (with a match being charged as an hour irrespective of length) is broadly
equitable across types of use and cost impact, especially if fees are intially relatively low.

* There may be value in considering a lower junior fee to encourage participation and account for affordability. But note that
clubs have the option to account for that themselves.

* Early engagement with some key clubs will help identify any significant inequities.

* Depending on the scale of change from the current fees, clubs may need lead-in time to embed fees in annual
membership fees.




Which options for February report?

_ e

Flatfee at alternative per hour rates? Recommended general approach, due to simplicity, transparency
(Option as per player per season?) and equity, especially atrelatively low cost-recovery levels.
Desired level(s) of cost recovery?

Different rates for seniors / juniors to generate similar revenue levels  May be worth considering, in addition to above to ensure wide junior

to above? participation, but note that clubs can distribute costs internally
(e.g. $8 / hour for seniors, $4 / hour for juniors) anyway.

Different rates for different types of use or facility differences? Provides for nuances in use and impacts but is harder to model
(e.g. summer vs winter; lit/ unlit; training vs matches; or by code) accurately and to administer for clubs and staff. (Significant

variances from standard use can be accommodated case by case
already).




Next Steps:

* Pending a steer from Council today, we propose to undertake some initial engagement with key
clubs, prior to an Issues & Options paper in February.




FINANCIAL APPENDICES TO ACTIVE RESERVES




Opex and Revenues on Active Reserves — Current Situation

Costs 2025/26 Revenues (projected) 2025/26 % Recovery
Sportsfield mowing $ 643,056
Irrigation $ 71,040
Line marking $ 190,070
Lights power costs $ 85,685
Lights repairs budget $ 15,000
Light relocations budget $ 50,000
Turf Renovation $ 283,000
Cricket Renovations $ 43,000
Cricket wicket maintenance $ 188,606
Stormwater maintenance $ 3,500
Unscheduled repairs $ 330,000
Changing rooms $ 45,112
Costs attributable to organised Sportsfield booking fees o
sport bookings $ 1,948,069 (projected) $ 112,500 6%
(based on 10,000 hours of
senior training)
Sportsfield upgrades $ 318,701
Surrounds maintenance (non-
sportsfield) 124,200
Athletics track clean $ 20,000 Athletics revenue $ 7,603
Athletics jump pit $ 592
Events costs $ 37,000 Events revenue $ 25,000
Storage $ 6,095 Storage revenue $ 2,295
Clubrooms $ 43,684 Ilieases to sports clubs on Active $ 62,399
eserves
Public toilets $ 255,236
Rates & Utilities $ 162,703 Rates and utilities costrecovery $ 146,433
Total Budget FY26 $ 2,916,280 Total Revenue (projected) $ 356,230

*The above tables are direct costs only. They exclude internal allocations. City Operations people costs are included.




Hours Booked, Costs Recovered

Hours booked Revenue / hour booked
Total hours booked 2024/25 63,000
Senior training booked 2024/25 13,000
Expected hours 2025/26 2.25
P 50,000 avera%e cost recovery per
ooked hour)
Expected f ing hours 2025/26 11.25
Xpected fee paying hours 10,000 effective price {or senior
raining currently)
Opex cost attributable to booked use of fields $1,948,069
Cost per field (71 FFEs) $ 27,437
Cost per booked hour $ 39
Costrecovery 6%
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Comparison with sports using other Council facilities

Indoor court users (e.g. Basketball) pay a higher contribution to the opex — 54% compared with the current 6% for field sports.
Costs per playing space are higher forindoor courts and they are not used by the community outside of booked hours the way s portsfields are.

Propotionate cost:
* Consider the opex per playing space -table below

* Field sports pay an amount propotionate to that of indoor court users, relative to the costs of the playing space
= field sports would pay $13.40 per hour

. May be a reasonable target to aim for over time, but represents a significant change from the current situation and is likely to impact participation.

Opex per playing Per court or field Per player per hour Full cost to play per
Sport Opex* space Revenue % Recovery ‘hour' / game | game Per player per season season
Netball (Baypark new) $ 302,530 $ 13,153 $ 156,000 52% $ 30 $ 2.00 $ 30 $ 188
Basketball (Indoor Courts) $ 857,067 $ 85,706 $ 463,232 54% $ 42 $ 4.41 $ 66 $ 193
Field Sports $ 1,948,069 $§ 27438 $ 112,500 6% $ 2.25 $ 0.13 $ 5 $ 218

*Opex is including depreciation, but excluding debt associated with capex. Netball info is for the new facility at Baypark.
‘Full costto Play’ is based on an average of some example annual club/ school / organising body fees from across those codes.

If Field Sports paid the same proportion of the 'opex per playing space’ as Indoor Sports

$ 13.40 per hour

669,758 revenue
34% cost recovery

$ 55 per player per season




Example impacts on clubs / players at different fee levels

* Thetable below shows the impact on an example set of clubs, and per member, at different hourly fee levels.
* Compare also with the per player costs for basketball ($66) and netball ($30) on the previous slide.
* Thethree largest football clubs in Hamilton pay an average of $22k per year.

Club Members Booked hrs |[Current fees $ / Member |$5 / hour $/Member [$7.50 / hour $ / Member $13.40 / hour $ / Member
Papamoa FC 887 1,955 $4,050 35 $ 9,775 |$ 11 [$ 14,663 |$ 17 $ 26,197 | $ 29.53
Tauranga City AFC 632 3,435 $4,050 $6/$ 17,175 |$ 27 |$ 25,763 | $ 41 $ 46,029 |$ 72.83
Otdmoetai FC 1200 4,999 $2,025 $2[$ 24995 |$ 21 |$ 37,493 |$ 31 $ 66,987 |$ 55.82
Mount Cricket 210 1,218 $1,554 57| % 6,000 |$ 29 |$ 9,135 |$ 44 $ 16,321 $ 77.72
Greerton Cricket 200 615 $777 %4 % 3,075 |$ 15 |$ 4613 |$ 23 $ 8,241 $ 41.21
Papamoa Cricket 180 720 $1,036 36| $ 3,600 |$ 20 |$ 5400 |$% 30 $ 9,648 |$ 53.60
IAverage $5 $21 $31 $55




Examples of Sport Field fees at Hamilton City Council

_ Casual Use (per wicket) Half Day (l:f)a?:) $30.00

Senior Cricket Artificial Half Day (up

Casual Use (per wicket) t0 5 hours) $30.00
Summer sport Casual (per equivalent field size)- Half Day (up $40.00

Standard (soil) field to 5 hours) '
Lights 100 Lux - training perfield, per $15.00

hour

Senior Cricket artificial '
enior Cricket artificia Seasonal Use (per wicket, per day of the 3 months $405.00

seasonal week)
Summer Senior Sport Seasonal Use (per equivalent field size,
seasonal per day of the week)- Standard (soil) field et $365.00

Winter Junior Sport
seasonal
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3 months (per field)-Standard (soil) field 3 months $145.00




Comparison of three largest sport clubs (TCC and HCC)

HCC recovers approx 10% of costs through fees and charges, includes depreciation

SPORT FIELD CHARGES

Tauranga AFC Winter code $4,050.00
HCC Wanderers Winter code $29,000.00
TCC Papamoa FC Winter code $4,050.00
HCC Melville Winter code $20,000.00
TCC Otumoetai FC Winter code $2,025.00
HCC Northern Winter code $17,000.00
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Use of Council Land



Reserve Land Lease & Building Rent Levels

Draft LTP 2024 Final LTP 2024 Lease numbers Comments
and revenue

Reserve Land  $6.05/m? (+gst) $3/m?for 1st 1,000m? Prior to LTP 2024, average rent was ~$1.50/m?
(25% of average reserve land )
(based at 50% of valuation +gst) Consultation feedback that proposed rent was
independently 103 lease of <1,000m2 unaffordable, especially f(?r larger land leaseholders (e.g.
assessed average $0/m?2 for next 9,000m? 20 leases of >1,000m? tennis clubs, hockey), noting that spaces were managed
S e e v $0.30/m? for next 50,000m?2 on behalf of community sport and recreation, in some
land) 9 building leases cases reducing potential costs to TCC.
Where rent is already higher,
higher rent levelis retained (e.g. Total projected revenue (exc. on- Final rent levels sought to account for larger
two golf clubs have share of charging of rates and utilities) is leaseholders.
revenue rents). $525k per annum
TCC Building  $33/m?(+gst) $25/m? flat fee (with building Prior to LTP 2024, average rent was ~$9m/m?
on Reserve (+$50/m?+gst forrates,  specific opex costs)
Land utilities, maintenance) Consultation feedback on affordability, led to revised
level.

Proposed approach -

Undertake revaluation of land prior to LTP and make incremental adjustments through LTP 2027; clarifying on-charging of rates and utilities in policy.




Example leaseholders and fee impacts

Leaseholder Land Area Rent prior to LTP 2024

Current Rent

Rent at draft LTP 2024
level

Mount Sports Club 958m? $2,267

Otumoetai Tennis Club 7,988m?2 $763

Tauranga Hockey 34,001m?2 $1,670

$3,305

$3,450

$11,731

$5,796

$48,327

$205,706



Examples of other fees to use Council land

* Landowner approval — S515 to process requests, includes two hours of processing
time (i.e., access through a reserve, easements, stormwater etc.)

* Tendered mobile shops —an amount of S tendered to trade from specific locations
across the City, most notably Marine Parade. Run annually.

*  Activations - $2060 charged per day for brand/product activation and community
engagement, predominantly in the Mount Maunganui area (Generating $S15k a year,
proposal to add non-Mount charge at a lower amount)




Additional charges to consider

Storage (mainly sports clubs)

Tendered foreshore licenses

Tendered mobile traders
Activations Mount

Activations non-mount

MclLaren Falls tour operators

Current

$85 p/a

§711-5914

$914 p/carpark
$2060 per day

NA

Access charge

Proposed

$106 - 5310 pa

$1500 pa

S4500 p/carpark
$2200 per day

$250 per day

Cost recovery +
negotiated fee

Notes

Size dependent

Minimum tender increase

Minimum tender increase
Propose slight increase

No current demand

Fee not covering costs




Cemeteries



Recap of last session:

wo™N

v

Users:
o 1300-1400 cremations, 140-170 burials
o  25% (~40,000 people) visit each year

We need to meet statutory requirements.

The Revenue and Financing Policy currently limits rates funding,
so forces user fee increases each year, which are already
comparatively high.

Cremations make up much of the cemetery revenue; however,
they are ~30% higher than other close providers.

Population growth requires capital development.

User fee increases pay for capital improvements, debt servicing
and operations and maintenance.



The cemeteries business model

TaurangaCity

Debt over time ($mil)
* Whenthereis an operating deficit, it is

added to debt.

25

* To stop debt continuously growing over 20

time, levers to consider are:
1

zero-operating deficit

changes to user fees 1

rates funding

and/or reduce the capital programme. 5 II I

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

w

[=]

O O O O

W Reduction in capital programme W Current capital programme




Rates funding across Councils compared to prices

* Council average burial price $2032, cremation $910

* Regions with the lowest rates contribution have mixed
models with Council and private providers of
cremations.

* See attachment for full list.




True costs for each service

Average forecast
revenue per

Average true cost| Average true cost

without internal

Other Council TCC Price

price average* ranges
Casket burials $2,032 $953 - 4,846
Ash burials - $142-1,500
Cremations $910 $213-979
Chapel/Tui - $187-357

service (FY27) per service** allocations
$3,798 $5,648 $4,846
$520 $1,684 $1,560
$913 $718 $623
$238 $1,490 $1,302

*Council average burial plot price (listed in additional information). Range $619 - $5,200.

**Operating at an estimated FY27 $520k deficit which is then added to debt. Current debt ~$6m.



Detailed breakdown

Cemeteries average true cost per service (exc. internal allocations)

Cremations

$- $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000 $2,500

B Employee Related Costs H Other Operating Expenditure M Repairs and Maintenance

CASKET BURIAL ASH BURIAL

$3,000

H Depreciation

CREMATION

$3,500 $4,000 $4,500 $5,000

H Internal Interest Expense M Recoveries

CHAPEL SERVICE

Employee costs $1,421 $219 $168 $332
Repairs & maintenance $319 $157 $31 $228
Operating expenses $1,012 $156 $193 $236
Depreciation $911 $447 $101 $201
Internalallocations $802 $124 $95 $187
Internalinterest expense $1,094 $537 $121 $242
Recoveries $89 $44 $9 $187
Total $5,648 $1,684 $718 $1,613
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The cost and revenue for each service

Finance have developed a model which Assumptions:
can:
1. Volumes don’t radically change
* model mixed scenarios 2. Inflation 2.5%
e see the impact of a reduced capital 3. ETE allocations
programme
: . 4. Ozone data (invoicin
e seeimpact of rates funding ( g)
. : 5. Expense allocations
e see the impact on price
6. Scenarios adjust revenue and expenditure

e prices to enable a zero operating

deficit P&L for 2027 dCross services




Scenarios (full details in the appendix)

Example services Adult casket burial | Adult cremation Disadvantages / Risks
Current prices $4,256 $979
Scenario 1 - * Revenue risks

e Puts pressure on families in cost-of-living crisis

Families pay 100% $6,461 $783 e Targets 7% of our population (those that bury or prefer to bury)

. .. . i ?
e Zero-operating deficit Burial and chapel d?m?nd' ) )
e Chapel: nondenominational, those not using FDs, wrap around service on

site
Scenario 2 -
Find a balance * Ratesimpact
. Zero-operating deficit * Chapel demand likely to fall, less options for families
perating $5,433 $669

. Ask the community * Unknown impact on demand

c Rates contribution 12.6%
. Reduce capital programme by $7.5m

Scenario 3 - Revenue risks

| tivi ti e Puts pressure on families who bury in cost-of-living crisis
ncentvise Crema .ans e Targets 7+% of our population (those that bury or prefer to bury)
Zero-operating deficit $7,1 50 $700 » Demand affect on burials and chapel?

° Reduce Crematlon eIz ¢ Chapel community benefits: non denomination, wrap around service on
. Reduce capital programme by $7.5m site, viewing, non-FD services
L]

Step toward true costs

Scenario 4 -

Affordability

c ~$861k operating deficitadded to debt * Operating deficit for FY27 grows to ~$861k increasing debt
. Reduce capital programme by $7.5m $4’362 $700

. Reduce cremation prices

c CPl increases on other services
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Next steps

* What direction would you like to take?
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Boat Ramp Parking



Options proposed previously as alternatives to LTP 2024 fee structure

* Reduce daily fee
* Extend availability of the annual pass to non-residents

* Exempt boat trailers used in association with Maori customary fishing rights and
traditional practices from the annual fee

* Amend the annual pass fee for residents or businesses with multiple trailers at the
same address

* Exempt Community Services Cardholders from the annual pass fee




Options Model

. Capex budget of approximately $10m (FY28 — FY31)
ASSU m ptl ons for upgrades and additional boat ramps at Marine Park

. 25,200 launches / parked trailers per annum

* 15launches per annual pass

*  30% of launches/parks by annual pass holders Split of passes sold previously:
*  15% non-collection (exemptions, non-compliance, reduced trailer parking due to fee) Resident permits raised 504
A inc. d iation) = $269K Day passes from machines 710
verage opex (inc. depreciation) = per annum Day passes from the app 113

e Setup costs up to $60k. Significantly lower if App only, no machines.

Projected revenue % of average annual opex
(net of GST)

LTP 2024 $335k 125%
$20/day ($126k received from Jul to Aug 2024
$200/year and then paid back).

2 $10/day $168k 62%
$100/year

3 $7/day $117k 44%
$70/year

4 As option 3 but non-resident pass at $80 (5% $132k 49%
of passes)

Options 3 & 4 show broadly proportionate cost recovery to indoor courts




TaurangaCity

Appendices




Cemeteries Appendix

Scenarios detail

Footer
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Can we change burial
demand with price?

1. No evidence of price sensitivity for
burials.

2. Communities who bury their loved
ones are generally Pasifika, Muslim,
Filipino, Indian, Latin American,
Christian or Catholic.

3. Pasifika, Muslim, Filipino, Indian and
Latin American represent ~7% of our
population.

4, Slowly changing, however our burial
statistics are quite low (13.1%).

5. If we specifically targeted increases
in this fee (to reduce land use), we
are directly targeting these
communities.

The city cemetery has religious denomination areas.
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Scenarios — following slides

Using the model we have run four different scenarios to show the range of potential
impact across the different functions.

Note:

1. The model allows us t



