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BACKGROUND

1.

As a local authority, Council must meet statutory requirements of the Burials and Cremations
Act 1964 which includes providing for and maintaining cemeteries and land to bury people.

Council’'s Revenue and Financing Policy currently does not allow for rates funding of the
cemeteries, so requires user fee increases each year, which are already relatively high
compared to other councils. Cremations make up much of the cemetery revenue and our
cremation prices are ~30% higher than other nearby providers’ prices.

Deaths and population growth put pressure on capital development with 140-170 burials
annually. It is forecasted that current burial plot land will be full by 2031 (depending on
demand) and capital development is required in prior years to prepare land for future burials.

The current cemetery business model requires user fees and charges to cover operations,
maintenance and the capital programme. When user fees don’t cover these costs, the
operating deficit is added to debt, further exacerbating the need to increase user fees and
charges.

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

5.

Financial modelling determined Council costs are greater than revenue for casket burials,
ash burials and chapel/tui lounge services, resulting in an operational deficit that is added to
debt. This also determined that the cremation price is more than the cost of cremations.

The 2024-2034 LTP has $21.2million associated with it for the cemeteries. An initial review of
the capital programme showed this can be reduced by $7.5million without impacting levels of
service, reducing the financial burden on user fees and charges. The capital programme
includes building the new crematorium, carpark, the loop road and earthworks for burials,
and associated landscaping.

In the November 2025 Council user fees and charges workshop, scenarios were tested to
visualise changes to the capital programme, funding through rates and true costs.

The following options provide a variety of scenarios:

(@) Funding the reserve portion of cemeteries partially or fully through rates (resulting from
workshop discussion).

(b) Users paying closer to, or full cost.

(c)  Whether the Council continues to provide the chapel and Tui Lounge as a service.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS

Option 1: Include general rates funding of activity and fees amended to greater reflect true

cost
9.

10.

Under this option, the operating model of the cemetery would mean general rates cover the
reserve component of the cemeteries (maintaining the cemeteries as if they were a park),
and users pay closer to the true cost for services.

In light of the incoming rates cap, Council staff do not recommend this option, even though it
was supported during the elected member workshop. Including general rates would run
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counter to the intent of the new legislation, which encourages councils to recover costs directly
from users rather than subsidising services through rates.

11. Consult the community about the value of the chapel/tui lounge and the future of these

assets, and consequently the impact on the capital programme is determined later.

Service Proposed Status quo
Adult casket burial $6,343 $4,256
Adult cremation $720 $979

Rose garden ash burial $2,236 $1,500

1hr chapel service $532 $357

Advantages Disadvantages
e Users pay closer to the true costs of o Requires general rates funding, which is
services. counter to the intent of the new rates capping

e With cremation price closer to other
providers there is potential to increase °

cremation demand.

e The community will have input into the
future of the chapel.

legislation.

Unknown effect of price increases on demand.
Substantial increase in burial prices targets

communities who bury or prefer to bury.
A Revenue and Finance Policy change

through public consultation will be required to

enable rates funding.

Financial impact:

12.  To maintain the reserves as if they were a park is $520,226 p.a equating to ~$5.45 per rates
bill annually. Please note average additional cost per residential ratepayer assumes 65%
residential impact. This would require an amendment of the Revenue and Finance Policy.

13. Cremations are set closer to other providers at $720, and other prices move proportionally
(at the same percentage increase on the current pricing) to offset reduction in cremation
revenue, and ensure a zero-operating deficit. Rates funding is split proportionally across
services based on expenses. Capital programme is reduced by $7.5 million.

Option 2: Fees are reflective of actual costs and moves to a user pays with a zero operating

deficit approach

14. Under this option, Council would move to a full user pays approach and each service is
treated as its own entity, independent of each other to create a zero-operating deficit for each

service with no cross-subsidising.

15. Consult with the community about the value of the chapel/tui lounge and the future of these
assets, and consequently the impact on the capital programme is determined later.

Service Proposed Status quo
Adult casket burial $6,355 $4,256
Adult cremation $773 $979
Rose garden ash burial $4,834 $1,500
1hr chapel service $2,274 $357

Advantages

Disadvantages

e No rates impact.

e Unknown effects on demand for services.
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User pays approach and provides
equality of charging.

If demand stays the same, Council will
achieve a zero-operating deficit.

The community will have input into the
future of the chapel.

Significant chapel hire user fee may reduce
demand.

Substantial increase in burial prices may impact
communities who bury or prefer to bury.

Puts pressure on families in a cost-of-living
crisis.

Financial impact:

16.

No impact on general rates. All prices are moved to 100% full cost recovery on each service.
The capital programme is reduced by $7.5million.

Option 3: Increases over the next two years to achieve fees reflective of actual cost
(Recommended)

17.

18.

Under this option, Council would move to a full user pays approach by 2027/28 and each
service is treated as its own entity, independent of each other to create a zero-operating
deficit for each service with no cross-subsidising by FY28.

Consult with the community about the value of the chapel/tui lounge and the future of these
assets, and consequently the impact on the capital programme is determined later.

Year 1 (2026/27)

Service Proposed* Status quo
Adult casket burial $5,305 $4,256
Adult cremation $773 $979
Rose garden ash burial $3,167 $1,500
1hr chapel service $1,315 $357

* 50% of year 1 breakeven prices.

Year 2 (2027/28) LTP pricing options to reach a user pays approach will need to be recalculated
during the LTP process as interest and depreciation in FY28 increase due to the capital program
timing.

Advantages

Disadvantages

No rates impact.

Moving towards a user pays approach
and provides equality of charging.
Potential for increasing volume of
cremations.

Potential for decreased land use.

If demand stays the same, a zero-
operating deficit by 2028.

The community will have input into the
future of the chapel.

Increases are introduced over the next
two years.

Unknown effects on demand for services.
Significant chapel hire user fee may reduce
demand to zero.

Substantial increase in burial prices may impact
communities who bury or prefer to bury.

Puts pressure on families in a cost-of-living
crisis.

FY27 will have an operating deficit of
approximately $240k
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Financial impact:

19.

20.

No impact on general rates. All prices are moved to 100% full cost recovery on each service
by FY28 (50% increase in FY27 on year one breakeven prices). Deficit in FY27 would be
funded by debt. The capital programme is reduced by $7.5million.

Council may also wish to consider retaining the cremation fee at its existing fee and look to
reduce this fee during the LTP.
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