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BACKGROUND

1.

Building services ensure compliance with the Building Act 2004, meeting safety, durability,
and performance standards to support safe, sustainable development and protect community
wellbeing.

No immediate legislative changes are expected to materially impact fee setting or budgets;
however, reform of building consenting is underway and may lead to reduced consent
volumes over time.

Consent volumes have declined significantly since the LTP was drafted, however this has
slowed or even stopped. Timeliness of processing is improving, and external contractor
usage is decreasing.

The Revenue and Financing Policy sets a funding band of 70—100% user charges, with user
fees currently accounting for approximately 92% of total revenue.

User charges reflect that the demand for building services is driven by individuals
undertaking building work, which must be certified as legally compliant.

This report reflects the detail discussed in the public workshop held on 30 October 2025.

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The revenue for Building Services in 24/25 was $11.9 million.

User fees charged through building consents make up the vast majority (~87%) of revenue
generated for Building Services. The size of this revenue item is driven by the volume of
building consent applications received.

A small portion (~5%) of Building Services’ revenue is earned through other chargeable
building functions, such as pool inspections and the Building Warrant of Fitness System.

The only aspect of Building Services revenue that is rate funded is the other (non-
chargeable) building functions, such as complaint investigations (~8%).

The expenditure for Building Services in 24/25 was $16.4 million.

Approximately two-thirds of that expenditure is on staff and associated costs, including
contractors utilised where volumes are above our in-house capacity. Corporate overheads
and other operational costs are the remaining third.

The Building Services user fees were reviewed in 2022 and were compared with other cities
and local Territorial Authorities. Many of the fees were reduced at that point (effective July
2023) as they were significantly higher than other councils.

However, subsequent analysis as part of the 2024-34 LTP showed a shortfall between
budgeted revenue and actual delivery costs. This is largely due to reduced consent volumes
compared with those used in the 2022 modelling. Through the LTP process, it was agreed
that user fees would be increased 5% plus CPI per year.

The predicted deficit for the current year is $3.565 million. This is based on a deficit of $4.445
million last year, with 8% increase in revenue due to the 8% increase in user fees applied in
this current year.

The table below sets out the options as discussed in the 30 October 2025 workshop.
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. Modelled Operational _Overall User .

Option . . impact on Recommendation
impact Confidence Impact
Budget

Increased cost
recovery / + $600k High Moderate Low Underway
productivity
Increase fees +$3.57mil | High High High Not recommended
significantly
Increase fees 10% + $1.85mil | High Moderate Moderate | Recommended
Increase fees 5% +1.2mil High Moderate Low Consider
Rate fundlng as + $500k Moderate Low Low Not recommended
per R&F policy
Decrease timeliness | - $1mil Low Moderate Moderate | Not recommended
SR;:#(;:G contractor - $450k Moderate Low Low Underway
cl?oes[:ce employee - $500k Low Low High Not recommended

17. The Building Services team are already committed to two of the options discussed; increased
cost recovery/productivity and reducing contractor spending.

18. Options for changes to user fees and charges specifically are included in the options analysis

below.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS

Option 1: Increase fees significantly to cover full deficit (approx. 30% increase)

19. Under this option, Council would increase fees by 30% to fully cover the existing deficit.

Advantages

Disadvantages

e  Will ensure no deficit from FY27.
e Does not rely on Building Services to
achieve the other savings underway.

e The increase will likely make TCC the
most expensive consenting authority.

o Likely to receive more negative
feedback from the industry about the
cost of consenting than other options.

Financial impact:

20. Increasing the fees and charges by 30% would cover the predicted $3.565 million deficit.

Option 2: Increase fees 10% plus CPI (Recommended)

21. Under this option, Council would increase fees by 10% in addition to CPI increase of 3%.

Advantages

Disadvantages

e Will reduce the deficit in FY27.

e Wil likely make TCC one of the most
expensive consenting authorities.

¢ Relies on other options to increase
revenue and decrease expenditure to
completely remove the deficit.
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Financial impact:

22. Increasing fees by 10% (plus CPl) is expected to increase revenue and reduce the predicted
deficit by $1.25mil. The remaining deficit will be funded by other options underway in
paragraph 16 to increase revenue and decrease expenditure and is expected to reduce the

modelled deficit to $633k.

Option 3: Increase fees 5% plus CPI (status quo)

23. Under this option, Council would increase fees by 5% plus CPI of 3% which is in line with what
was agreed during the LTP to slowly reduce the deficit.

Advantages

Disadvantages

o Will likely receive the least amount of
negative feedback from the industry
about the cost of consenting compared
with the other options.

e Will not reduce the deficit to zero, even
with all of the other options available.

o Will result in additional debt funding,
which in turn increases interest costs

Financial impact

24. Increasing fees by 5% (plus CPl) is expected to increase revenue and reduce the predicted
deficit by $1.2mil. The remaining deficit will be funded by other options underway in
paragraph 16 and is expected to have a modelled deficit of $2.3mil.
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