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Ohura Water - Next Steps

\ Purpose of Report

1.1 The purpose of this Report is to present an update on the Ohura Water issue to enable

Council to make an informed decision on the future of the Ohura Water Supply.

Background

2.1 This Report is a follow on from Report 576850 (11 March 2014). Council consulted with
the wider community through the Exceptions Annual Plan process.

2.2 Council met with the community in 2013 and 2014 on the water issue. The results are
outlined below.

2.3 2013 Meetings

2.3.1 Council resolved to seek the community’s opinions regarding the current status of the

water supply system by way of a public meeting in Ohura on 12 September 2013.

(a) A summary document, flyers, a letter and a survey document with the four options,
were mailed out to all interested parties and residents.

(b)  The survey results narrowed the options to:

o Option 1 — Roof Tanks (54%)
o Option 3B — a Flat Water Rate across the District (46%).

(c) Approximately 70 people attended the public meeting and an introduction into the
complexities of the matter was raised by Council's Chief Executive, Peter Till.

(d) During the meeting, it was suggested that all decisions regarding this matter be
deferred until after the local body elections so that the new Council could take
ownership of the process and project.

(e) A second decision was to get independent and more accurate assessments of the
final/total costs involved in installing water tanks. With this in mind, Council
contracted two local plumbing companies to do full assessments on five homes and
one business in Ohura. This information is attached. This was completed by before
the following meeting.

()  Based on these estimates, the cost for the community over all would be in excess of
$1million.

2.4 2014 Meeting

2.4.1  Another meeting was organised for 4 February 2014. The quotes were discussed, as
were a number of other issues brought up by the community.

2.5 Issues Raised at the Public Meeting

2.5.1 Council undertook to answer a number of the points raised by the community at the

public meeting.

(@)

Would it be possible for individuals to remove themselves from the current water
scheme and provide their own water?



Council understood this question to mean that was it possible for some people to be
on the water scheme and others to be on tank water. Under current policy, every
rateable assessment with 100 metres to a water supply has to pay water rates,
regardless if they are connected or not. This means that the community as a whole
will need to move to tanks or remain on the scheme. The legal authority for this “all
for one and one for all” approach to rating for infrastructure is covered in the Local
Government (Rating ) Act (Schedule 2 (5).

(b) Use of Reservoir
The reservoir can be used to store water, but will then be require to be maintained
(which will then have costs for the community). This will need to be part of any
ongoing discussions.

(c) Are there Alternative Water Sources?
Council has investigated other sources and no suitable ones, with consistent
enough supply, are available. Piping ‘clean’ water to the treatment plant from
another source may be feasible if another clean, reliable source was able to be
found.

(d) What are the Costs of Supplying Water?

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013| Average %
Disposal of Assets 35,257 338 7,119 4%
Interest on Loans 4,410 5729 10,042 23,700 22,356| 13,247 7%
Depreciation 30,392| 28,983| 36,040 63,330] 43,763 40,502 23%
Direct Costs
Consultants & Legal Fees 1,200 240 0%
Insurance 1,039 759 917| 6,044 1,666/ 2,085 1%
Misc. 10 83 18 0%
Power 7,578 7,545 7,918 7,359  7,013] 7,483 4%
Rates 3,197 3,125 3,494 3,709 3,641 3,433 2%
HRC Resource Consents 891 1,651 1,879 892 1,378 1,338 1%
Veolia (*) 107,035 87,669 85,735 74,094 101,932 91,293 51%
Internal Costs 10,211| 11,006| 11,477| 11,728/ 15,396 11,963 7%
Total 164,754 146,466 157,500 227,323| 197,565 178,722  100%
*Veolia costs include
¢ Operating the plant. ¢ Materials Tools and Equipment.
e Testing the water. ¢ Vehicles.
e Minor repairs. e |T and Telecommunications.
e Connections. e Sampling and Testing.
o Small capital works. e Sub contractors.
e Asset Management and Professional e Training.

Services. e Health and Safety.
e Management of Maintenance and e Engineering.
Operations. e Servicing items.

¢ Depot. e Connections.
¢ Management System. ¢ Small capital works.
e Labour.

2.6 Water Tanks
2.6.1 A number of issues were raised on the subject of water tanks:
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2.7

(@)

(b)

(€)

Westland District Council Tanks Costs

The cost to the Westland District Council was for tanks only. Before the tanks were
installed, all houses were brought up to a standard where they were able to collect
water safely by the owners.

Council is not setting the costs of tanks but is offering to help fund the purchase of
these. Homeowners are able to bypass Council and install tanks themselves, or use
other means to install them than the plumbers who gave the quotes.

How does Council Justify the 7% Interest?

7% is an average cost that Council has had to pay on loans over the last 20 years.
The actual rate that any future rate would be is the subject of arrangements to be
made at the time. Council has calculated the costs of a 12,000 litre tank and
installation at 4%, 5% and 7% interest to give some indication of the timeframe for
repayments. This is good practice as the actual interest cost of borrowing (if any)
has not been determined. Whether or not to charge interest would be a Council
decision. Kapiti obviously made the decision not to charge interest and the situation
is quite different there.

Collection and Health Issues

Tanks and collection is a science and the correct tanks for roof size and the weather
in an area are all part of the equation. While there are no official specs for this, local
plumbing firms are working in this area regularly and their professional expertise is
based on local conditions.

Filters are used to keep the water clean and healthy. These are a necessary part of
the system. They work well in many rural areas in NZ.

Kapiti Coast is offering a dual system. The ‘no interest loans’ offered by Council are
in recognition that ratepayers will put in a water tank at their expense for the greater
good of the community (less load on Council’s supply, especially during dry
summers).

Detail of Capital Works over the Past 10 Years

Treatment Water
Year Plant Intake Reticulation Structure Total
2005 - - - - -
2006 - - - - -
2007 - - - - -
2008 - 3,221.88 56,185.21 - 59,407.09
2009 - - 52,509.53 - 52,509.53
2010 137,805.15 - 137,805.15
2011 118,595.51 - 100,366.95 - 218,962.46
2012 22,659.57 - 1,872.50 - 24,532.07
2013 - - - - -
Total 279,060.23 3,221.88 210,934.19 - 493,216.30
Rates funded 0
Subsidies received 194,169.85
Debt funded 299,046.45

The above shows only capital works. Total debt for Ohura Water is, in part, made up
of capital works and, in part, made up of the accumulated deficit on historic
operational accounts.

Currently any capital upgrades are on hold.
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2.8

2.9

29.1

2.10

2.11

2.12

2.13
2.13.1

) Over the next ten years over $400,000 is budgeted for renewals in Ohura WTP.
Due to the way capital projects are managed financially, a loan will be registered for
the Ohura community and the rates will be impacted, as that loan will have to be
repaid to the rest of the District. This will increase rates by $32,792.59 annually for
25 years, meaning an increase in Water Rates for Ohura Ward of 19.37% (increase
based on 2013/14 rates), assuming there are no subsidies involved.

o This increase will be just to cover the above-mentioned renewals budget. Any
increase of costs in operational matters will increase the rates further.

Have there been any Discussions with Council about Moving the Current
Water System?

o No. If the water treatment plant is de-commissioned, some parts would be used
elsewhere in the District. This is common sense and would not happen unless the
water tank option went ahead. Credit would be allowed for these items when
considering the debt owing by Ohura to the rest of the District.

o The Water Treatment Plant was upgraded using $194,180 from a DWAP subsidy.
The community does not need to pay this back.

Debt
$000
Internal Loan 398
Account Balance 170
Rate Arrears (bad debt) 170
Total 738

The Internal loan represents the money spent on capital works done over many years
that has not been repaid.
o Account balance is the sum of the annual deficits in the operating account over
many years.
o The rate arrears are part of the total Council Rates Bad debt.
o Items a and b are interrelated. The interest charged on them is the Interest in
the answer to question 3.

Rates Rebates

Rate Rebates are calculated on income and the rates invoice. As these depend on the
individual's income we cannot give a generic answer. We will do our best to give
individual home owners a private answer, if called. For low income earners, typically the
rebates will reduce by about $200.

Mayoral Fund Relief

Council is looking into the best option for this. There are legal obligations as it is a trust
whose objectives centre round the floods in Ohura.

Consultation with Iwi
Iwi will be consulted once we have a more concrete proposal to put to them.

Response to Mr Howards points

Requirements under the Local Government Act 2002 for consultation

o Council has yet to undertake ‘formal’ consultation as per the Local Government Act.
o When Council does so, it will follow the requirements of the Act.

) The Health Assessment is attached.
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2.14

2.15

2.16

2.16.1

2.16.2

) Council does not need to individually assess every property but needs to give an
assessment ‘in relation’ to each property.

o A formal resolution to close down the water supply is one step in a long process and
Council is not at that stage yet.

A representation review will be conducted in 2014/15 for the 2016 Triennial Election.
Council must take into account the purpose of local government.

10 Purpose of local government

(1) The purpose of local government is—

(@) to enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of,
communities; and

(b) to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions in
a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses.

(2) Inthis Act, good-quality, in relation to local infrastructure, local public services, and
performance of regulatory functions, means infrastructure, services, and
performance that are—

(@) efficient; and
(b) effective; and
(c) appropriate to present and anticipated future circumstances.

In providing infrastructure, Council must weigh up the efficiency and effectiveness of the
services and how cost effective these are for households and businesses. The ability to
pay for a service must be a consideration in the equation.

Ohura once had a local High School, but now struggles to keep its primary school roll
up. Most local businesses have closed, leaving the community struggling for services.
Economically, the community is also struggling with low incomes and high levels of
beneficiaries.

The falling population has resulted in rising costs per ratepayer for the water supply.
While the trend may reverse, it seems unlikely at this time. The concern is that the
current supply is unaffordable for the community. It is not appropriate to the present
and there is no indication that these circumstances will change in the future. The
supply itself is expensive, given the water source (and this being the only source that is
available) which is not an effective or efficient use of Council and community resources.

Ohura Water - Rates per property
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2.17

2.17.1

3.17.2

2.17.3

2.18
2.18.1

2.18.2

Ongoing Costs

Despite the large scale upgrade of the Ohura Water Treatment Plant, there is still a high
maintenance cost per year. In 2008,the budget was $165,000, in 2011 it was $192,000
and in the current financial year (2012/13) the budget was $174,000.

The operation of a plant has a number of overheads and general maintenance cost that
are uniform across all supplies. It cost Council approximately $174,000 in 2012/13 to
provide water in Ohura. With an estimated population of 135, it costs roughly $1,300
per occupant, compared with Taumarunui, which cost approximately $1,323,000 for the
water supply system for approximately 5000 people - roughly $260 per occupant.

Rates in Ohura are high. A quarter of all Ohura rates are paid by residents and the
remaining three quarters are paid by outside ratepayers, eg, by the Ministry of
Education, the Office of Treaty Settlements and other Government Departments. There
is also a high level of rates arrears in Ohura. Well over half the rates are for the cost of
supply of water. For the majority of residences on very low and fixed incomes, this is
unsustainable and difficult to afford. This has been highlighted in the past by people
walking away from their land and resulting rating sales. Since the 2008 financial year,
30 properties have been sold through the Abandoned Land system.

Rating sales also force other residents to pay higher rates, as properties amalgamate
thus reducing the number of assessments in the town. In the 2008 financial year there
were 173 assessments now there are 157.

Exceptions Annual Plan 2014/15: General Consultation
The options that were consulted on were:

Option 1 - Status Quo — Carry On Supplying Water

(@) If Council decides to continue to provide water to the Ohura community, it will
continue to pay maintenance costs of close to $200,000 each year.

$86,000.
(b) The costs per year to ratepayers will continue to rise.

(c) Council would also have to add in depreciation as maintenance and renewals would
need to be allowed for. Rates would need to rise to cover this and, at current

depreciation, this would be in the order of $200-$300 per rateable assessment.

Also, in the
near future, 525m of piping needs to be replaced, expected to cost approximately

Pros

Cons

The advantage of this option is that the supply
will continue as per current delivery. Retaining
the current supply would also be advantageous if
the community increased in population
unexpectedly. The current supply also meets
health standards for water.

The disadvantages are that the cost will continue
to rise, due to falling population, and the capital
work necessary (pipes etc which were not part of
the subsidy, nor will they be subsidised in future
from the Ministry of Health).

If the supply remains it will continue to be an
affordability issue for the community

2.18.3 Option 2A- Alternative Rating Method

One potential method of reducing the impact the water rates on Ohura ratepayers
would be to establish a District-wide uniform charge on water. This charge would
need to be roughly $580, including GST. Taumarunui would see a $10 increase in

(@)

its water rates, Owhango a $70 increase and Ohakune a $130 increase.

Every

other location would see a rates decrease. There will be considerable opposition to

this.
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Area Current Charge (incl GST) Difference

Taumarunui $570.40 $9.60

Owhango $512.90 $67.10

National Park $900.45 -$320.45

Raetihi $612.95 -$32.95

Ohakune $451.95 $128.05

Ohura $1,199.45 -$619.45

Waiouru $630.20 -$50.20

District Wide Charge $580.00

Pros Cons

This option would help with the affordability of the | Sharing the cost across the district does not

system for the community. There are many | address the fundamental issue of the

precedents in New Zealand where costs are | unaffordability of the system for a small

shared across large groups to ensure access for | community that has a falling population. It does

all. Education and Health care, roads, police are | not address the requirements of the LGA under

all examples. the purpose and will continue to be a source of
distress for the community which struggles with
high rates.

2.18.4 Option 2B — Alternative rating method (explicit subsidy)

Further to this option, Council could reduce the rates with a direct subsidy and
spread the rest of the cost of the service across the District.

)

Pros

Cons

Again, this option would help with the
affordability of the system for the community.
It would allow the current system to be
retained.

There would be issues of equality and fairness
with this option for other users of water who also
pay for their systems. Again this option does not
address the fundamental issue of the
unaffordability of the system for a small
community that has a falling population.

2.18.5 Option C — Alternative rating method: Funding Part of Water Supply by General

Rate
(a)

This option would fund part of the water supply across all ratepayers, as part of the
general rate. It acknowledges that without the Water Supply, the District would not
be able to attract people to live, and that all residents and visitors benefit from

service in some part.

Pros

Cons

Again, this option would help somewhat with the
affordability of the system for the community. It
would allow the current system to be retained.

While this rating system would meet the criteria
of fairness and equality, it would not affect the
affordability of the system to any useful degree.
Rates would still be high, and again depreciation
would need to be funded. Part funding water
across the whole district would not relieve the
current burden on the community enough to be a
viable solution.

2.18.6 Option 3 - Tanks

)

Costs of Tanks vary and are below.

Pros

Cons

The advantages are, after the costs of the tanks,
water supply would be self-requlated and the
costs would be significantly lower for each

property.

There are a number of problems presenting with
this option. The main one is the initial cost of
installing tanks. There may be other costs
attached which make it expensive for individuals
properties, like roofing needs.

Rain fall may be an issue over summer, but there
are ways of mitigating this.

Health issues are also a concern.
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(b)
(€)

Property and
No of people

It

ems

Costs

Total

1. 2 People

. Pump and UV Filter Set
. Plastic Tank and Soak Hole
. Downpipes

$3,206.64
$6,205.94
$3,807.06

$13,219.64

2. 2 People

WNRIWN -

4
5

. 30,000 litre Tank
. Stromwater Lines
. Spouting

.Ceiling tank

.UV and Pump

$4,412.94
$2,025.41
$1,180.16
$1,194.55
$3,463.01

$12,276.07

3. 6 People

1.

Reroof

2. Spouting

. Pump and UV

. 30,000 litre Tank
. Tank Stand

. Chimney

ouhrONRPORMONRPIONE

$12,173.23
$4,446.87
$3,697.28
$8,151.58
$3,876.18
$935.88

$ 33,281.02

4. 2 People

. 30,000 litre tank

. Pump and UV Filter System
. Stormwater drainage

. Rain catcher filter

. Water mains and fittings

. Electrical work

. Labour and vehicle costs

$14,373.27

5. 2 People

O~NOODDWNRNOUOR_AWNRIOOA~W

. 22,500 litre concrete tank
. Pump and UV Filter System
. Stormwater drainage
. Rain catcher filter
. Water mains and fittings
. Electrical work
. Digger hire
. Installation of:
=  Spouting
= Facias
=  Downpipes
= Trimming of roof

$22,349.38

6. 4
(Visitor
Accommodation-
up to 35 people)

People

abhwdNPEF

. 10 30,000 litre tanks

. Validated UV System

. Pumping station system
. Pump and pump shed

. Stormwater piping

$80,000
- $100,000

Based on these estimates, the cost for the community over all would be in excess of

$1million.

There are a number of items in the quotes that increase the price (eg, reroofing and

earthworks) that may need to be relooked at.

2.18.7 Option 4 - Hand Over to the Community

With regard to the transfer of the scheme, there are three criterium under Section
135 of the Local Government Act 2002 to be met before Council formally resolves to
transfer a scheme.
() Develop a draft management plan under which the entity representative of the

community would maintain and operate the water service.
(i)  Assess the likely future capital and operating costs of the entity representative

)

of the community to maintain and operate the water service.

(i) Assess the ability of the entity representative of the community to maintain
and operate the water service satisfactorily.
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2.18.8

Pros

Cons

The advantages of this scheme would be greater
community respect of the water supply, if given
ownership it is likely that leak reporting would
increase and overall water use would go down.
Another possible advantage is that should the
community be given supply, the wider community
who make use of the water supply would be
more likely to contribute to its on-going
maintenance.

It is important that competent people take over
the water supply, a skilled individual or group of
individuals would need to assume control of the
supply.

Currently Erua, Raurimu and Piriaka all run their
own water supplies, they charge themselves
approximately $300-$500 for the service and
Council is not involved. Considerable expert
volunteer input is required to ensure these water
supplies function.

While the costs would lower, there would still be
on-going issues with pipe age and the ability to
retain the necessary skills in the community to
effectively clean and supply the water. There is
also a real danger to the health of the community
if the treatment wasn’t well done. The water is
very difficult to treat and takes a level of skill that
isn’t normally present without a number of years’
experience in the industry. Council has tried
unsuccessfully, in the past, to recruit local people
to be employed as plant operator.

Option 5 - Walk Away

The benefits would be no maintenance costs. However, the capital loan would still
need to be repaid and getting 75% of the community to agree to Council no longer
operating the water supply is unlikely without an alternative put in place.

(@)

2.19

Pros

Cons

The cost of the water supply would be removed.

This could be very disadvantageous to the
community and individuals within it.

2013 Census data for Ohura

Personal income

(average) part-time)

Employment (full and

Qualifications -
Medium Age Level 3 and under

Ohura

$13,000 47%

50 84%

Region

$25,000 57%

39 63%

2.19.1

Ohura has one of the lowest personal incomes in New Zealand, as well as a higher than

average medium age. with 55% of the population over 50.

2.19.2

The village has a number of difficulties, which would suggest that Council needs to ensure

that the social and economic issues do not become even more of a burden to the
community. These all affect the community’s ability to be self-reliant on tanks for water,
as well as its ability to ensure safe and continuous supply of water.

2.18.3

The overall cost of providing water tanks is estimated to be over $1million which, on the

face of it, seems an extraordinary burden for a community that struggles in one of the
lowest incomes in New Zealand.

Discussion

3.1

Council raised the issue of the Ohura Water Treatment Plant with the wider community

through the EAP process, although this was not a requirement under the Local
Government Act 2002. This resulted in seven submissions.

3.1.2

Five submissions support the closure of the Water Treatment Plant and the introduction of

Water Tanks (2, 75, 82, 86 and 87). These are attached in full or in part (Ohura issue).
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3.1.3

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.4.1

3.5
351

3.5.2

3.5.3

354

3.6
3.6.1

3.6.2

Two Submission supports a District Wide Water Rate (21 and 62).

No submissions opposed the introduction of a District wide water rate (although Federated
Farmers oppose one on the General Rate, but not specifically a user pay rate).

The Ministry of Health (MoH) has stated it would not support closing the Water Treatment
Plant. The following are the recommendations from the MoH Report:
o Recommendation 1

o Population Health, Waikato DHB strongly recommends that Ruapehu District

Council continues to supply treated reticulated water to the Ohura community.
) Recommendation 2

o Population Health, Waikato DHB strongly recommends that Ruapehu District
Council explores and utilises an alternative water rating system, such as a
District wide flat water rate or targeted subsidies, to increase affordability of
water for the Ohura community.

o The evidence review and consultation discussed above, together with
recommendations, will provide the basis of the Medical Officer of Health’s
consideration, if and when a formal approach is made following Council
decisions on this issue.

Council has been engaging with the Ohura community to ensure that the issues have
been fully explored and discussed. The community seems to be split on the best solution
and no meetings have shown a high level of support for closing the Water Treatment
Plant.

The two other examples in New Zealand - Piriaka (which was a transfer), and Hannah's
Clearing, Westland District Council (which was a closure of a Water Supply). Both had
strong support from the community, with the communities pushing for the change.

Where to from here
This Report is the next step in the process.

Council and the community have had information, meetings and discussion and the issues
have been clearly put forward. Further communication with the community is paramount if
Council chooses to go for a referendum. A communication plan will be developed if this
approach is chosen.

The two most viable options are closing the Water Treatment Plant or changing the
method of funding.

This Report is not intended to be a detailed process, but guidance is needed from Council
on the next step. A decision is necessary if Council wants to further the option of closing
the Water Treatment Plant, or to investigate changes to funding methods.

Closing the Water Treatment Plant

To close the water supply, Council would need a 75% agreement from the community
(residents and ratepayers) in a binding referendum.

The procedure towards this referendum would be for Council to make a resolution to that
effect (to have a binding referendum) and then proceed with getting all the necessary
information to the entire community.

o Every home/business would need a costing for water tanks.
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3.6.3

3.7

3.7.1

3.7.2

) The report on the views of the Medical Officer of Health needs to be given to every
community member.

o A review of the likely effects on the community and the environment needs to be
included in the communication to the community.

There is no guarantee that the referendum would return the result to close the Water
Treatment Plant. If that is the result, council will need to reconsider the options.

The second option that Council may wish to consider is changing the way it funds water in
the District.

Change in funding option:

(@) If closing the water supply is not a viable option, then changing the method of
funding should be considered. The Revenue and Finance Policy is being reviewed
for the Long Term Plan 2015-25.

(b) Broadly speaking, the options for funding the water supply are as follows:
o District wide water rate (users only).
o District wide water rate (with part in the General Rate, but otherwise users).
o Clearly stated subsidy for Ohura: (Current method, various tweaks can be

made).

If Council decides that this is the best option, various methodologies for funding of the
District water supplies will be explored and brought to Council in a future report.

Suggested Resolution(s)

1

That the Report on Ohura Water - Next Steps be received.

That Council works towards closing the Ohura water treatment plant pursuant to
Section 131 of the Local Government Act 2002 and proceed with a referendum to that
effect.

That Council look at other methods of funding and subsidy for the Water Treatment
Plant in Ohura.

4

Pauline Welch
GROUP MANAGER CUSTOMER SERVICES

16 April 2014

Attachments
Submissions (or part submissions)
Report from WDHB

Document No 580619
11



[l IR i
From: parlanej@xtra.co.nz

Sent: Tuesday, 25 February 2014 2:59 p.m.

To: Marissa Cairncross

Subject: Ohura Water Supply

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

situation.

My understanding is that Ohura is a settlement now nearing the end of its economic life in terms of land
economics. While those who live there may resist that suggestion, the reality is that the area now has no
realistic use in terms of real employment, service to the community and the likelihood of anybody starting
a.significant business there, short of striking gold, is minimal. Residents of Ohura are wasting a lot

_.“ money on fuel simply to get to town and that alone is uneconomic. As the population ages, residents
will eventually need to move away to access

The residents who remain there do so for emotional reasons or they are trapped by the inability to sell
their property for what they perceive as a realistic value sufficient to be able to relocate in town. Others
who live there do so because they wish to be quietly out of the way of legal enquiry. The chance of the
town growing is minimal.

It is established fact that for water to be reticulated to the few houses at Ohura is unrealistic and not fair
on the residents of the rest of the district due to excessive cost. This service should therefore be quickly
shut down and the residents not charged for a reticulated water supply. The residents should then be
offered the chance to install a tank and pumping system so that roof water can he collected. One or two
large tanks are sufficient for constant supply to a household. These tanks and pumps are not expensive,
certainly not as expensive as the Council CEO claims they are.

( ~isting residents of Ohura should be offered the chance to save a deposit of say 20% then borrow the
“ramainder required from the council on a scheme linked to their rates. At 5% for 10 years the repayments
on $4000.00 are $42.42 per month or about $1.10 per day. With their deposit of $800.00 that would give

them sufficient to buy a small pump, pressure vessel and and tank and be off the network. They could
then choose the level of water treatment (if any) they want. The RDC could fund any shortfally from the
sale of the existing land and plant or credit it by way of an internal accounting transaction and use the
plant elsewhere.

On trade me a 30.000.00 tank costs $3450.00. That is ample. The RDC needs to recognise that Ohura
cannot afford to pay the true cost of a water system upgrade and the rest of the district should not be
wasting money on it either. Many households in the world collect water from their roofs and they do so
quite safely. If it is costing the RDC more than it is recovering to provide water then it should cease doing
so and the first years worth of losses could be divided among the residents as a form of ex-

gratia payment to assist. They should not expect to get a tank installation for free.

Many people on farms etc. take flouride tablets which are not expensive. Many others use bottled water
form drinking and roof water for everything else.



Prior to any upgrade the residences should be inspected to confirm that they are safe and sanitary. if not
then they should be condemned unless they are upgraded to a reasonable standard. The RDC should not
be required to assist where the housing is not of legal standard. There should be a ban on

new residential development in Ohura. Itis a settlement without a future similar to others in the RDC.

The RDC should not bow to the emotional pleadings of the few residents of Ohura who cannot
expect others to pay for their water. This should be resolved within 2 years.

Him Parlane s 5
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We urge Council to use only a targeted rate for the funding of economic development and tour[sm

related expenditure. There are many good reasons for this approach, including the creation of a

equitable rating system. A targeted rate allows, for example, tourism bodies the ability to

residents. While provides indirect economic benefit to all ratepayers, so too do
other industries that fund their own promotion. The distribution of economic benefit resulting from
tourism is not evenly spread - the community, and nor should the costs of promotion. Tourism
and economic development proft tlon is not a public good service and should not be funded as
such.

We strongly suggest-that Council make u f targeted rates to fund some or all tourism-related
activities. This would ensure that resident%and farmers are not supporting the incomes of
businesses that should be able to support the ves, and would ease their general rate burden.
Farmers, for their part, pay considerable sums in supglier levies for the development and promotion
of their own industries and do not expect other industriag to subsidise their promotion for them.

If Council does not implement these mechanisms, we request¥hat a lower differential for farming be
implemented to defray the costs of tourism in the general rate.¥y/hy should the value of a farm be
used to fund promotion of other businesses? '

The Regional Tourism Organisation has had many years to become self i
been made to achieve this. There is currently no incentive for the RTO
industry to fund its activities as Council seems happy to continue funding the %
foreseeable future. If the RTO will not fund its activities from its beneficiaries th
take the initiative to only rate the direct beneficiaries for the services.

Recommendations:

» That Council introduce a targeted rate on commercial, accommodation and entertainmeny

businesses to fund tourism, marketing and economic development, to replace the

RTO General Targeted UAC paid by all ratepayers.

> That Council implement a user pays system in car parks at National Parks and cycle trails
alang with serious consideration of a bed tax for visitors in commercial accommodation.

5.2 Ohura Water supply

Federated Farmers understands that difficult decisions regarding the Ohura water scheme must be
made and that council is seeking feedback to help inform its decision making process. We are
concerned that there is already $400 000 of debt, plus $170 000 of further spending, plus around
$170 000 of water rates arrears, which contribute to the already unsustainable position the Council
finds itself in.

With regards to which option is best Federated Farmers can really only be guided by our principles of
users pays and equitable funding policies. Within this framework we would struggle to accept any



option which relied on general rate contributions or subsidy from those not connected to council
water supplies at all. The only way this may be tenable for our membership is if it applied to a
scenario like the water tank situation of Option 3. This option, implementation costs which seem
very high aside, may allow the Chura community to become self reliant and thus eliminate any
future drain on council budgets. Further, the principles of intergenerational equity would have to be
applied.

Recommendations:

¥ That Council focuses on enabling a self sufficient water supply for Chura residents

> That ratepayers who are not connected to any council water supplies are not included in any
funding proposal to pay for or subsidise those ratepayers who are connected.

5.3 Land Transport Activity

. Council proposes to cut approximately $81 000 from unsubsidised works, being mainly footpath and

access expenditure (P.4 Summary of Information), yet it is proposing to increase Non-
SMysidised Roading expenditure from $255 000 in the current year to $734 000 in 2014/15 (P. 29 DE
AP).N{ the FAR subsidy is in danger of being cut, shouldn’t as much use of it as possible be made to
subsidisag works on the network, and then attention turned those unsubsidised works when the
FAR rate is ™y

We also note that™ ere is a projected increase in Land Transport debt ($949 000) while there is a
large transfer to Resdsyes (3550 000) (P. 30). This seems somewhat incongruous and deserves
explanation. We are also™psure as to why $165 000 for Mincr improvements, sealed and unsealed
surfacing and rehabilitation e excluded for 2014/15 {p. 29) when they are normal maintenance
items, not funded by debt, and ®euld be completed before the FAR subsidy rate may drop. tis our
understanding that FAR subsidies Wil not drop before the 2015/16 year. We note that subsidised
roading will drop from $12 191 000 to %11 574 000 in 2014/15, and every effort should be made to
utilise the existing FAR subsidy while the COyncil can, since roading remains farmer’s primary Council
benefit. \

( 1 Recommendations:

» That Council reprioritises the roading activity exp tjture to focus on the subsidised works
on the network, before the FAR rate is reduced.
> That Council provides an explanation for the figures and

sfers as outlined above and
shown in the Land Transport Forecast FIS on page 30.

Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in support of this submission
Thank you
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e Solution 1: -

“ttaloverhaul of the Visit Ruapehu board, staffing structure and operation. No present member or
staff of 3-4 yrs'esgy ore to remain in Visit Ruapehu.

- Member represBmation of zones within the region, election of new members, review of operating
charter, total . Qperation, open and fotal iransparency of all dealings, new board to
submit to council on any staf¥isg requirements, council to place a ceiling on administrative costs
relative to budget, council to appoiif=agd/or allocate RTO ‘portfolio’ to senior staff member or
councilor to oversee operation. If deemed the council to fund/appoint a marketing
manager to work within the RTO.

- Accountability for RTO operations, measurable ,
which the RTO must perform. Open absolute financial infeeit

(73 communication and consultation with grass roots operators to gauge Teegs
- who interface directly with visitors. RTO to table annual plans and strategy/te$®
to achieve KPIs and desired outcomes.

Key Perfonnance Indicators) against
and accountability. Open
s and ideas from those
g open discussion

4. Parks and Reserves budget cuts not supported, the beautification of the area is key for the community
and the visitor

5 Water — 02000 oppose Option 2A and support Option 3.

Accommodatlon -~ we support the recommendations laid out in the letter sent from Paul
Michalik™¥agz 'Ster) on the 3 Feb 2014 —see Appendix 1

7. Tourist tax. We oPpqge a direct tourism tax, with the following suggestion instead,

We support John Keys r@degt comments and opinion, that allowing councils to raise revenue through

regional taxes would make NZ egg competitive.

It is the responsibility of central govePngent to raise taxes for these purposes, The introduction of bed tax,

-or tourism taxes being applied by RDCwg ould add cost to the local economy and make us less
( _ dmpetitive. It would stifle growth and jobs. .

02000 supports Council lobbying for a regtonal shles tax levied through central government. The

Ruapehu District’s Nationa! parks are needed at a national“teygl. Tourist travel through and need toilets,

rubbish bins, roads and related infrastructure and central governiiregt needs to recognise this and provide

an appropriate funding model accordingly. o,
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Ohalane 2000 Ine. PO Box 152, Ohakune 4660 Central North Island New Zealand
Secretary: Jenny Lagerstedt, Phone: 06 3859144, E-mail: ohakune2000inc@gmail.com
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Draft Exceptions Annual Plan
2014/15

The foﬂowing Information is requfred to enable us ta contact you ]
el " and advise you of Councii’s declsion : : shEnA A

/| Mr l |Mrs l IMs Cther

First Name/Initials JC

Surname FARNHAM Do you wish to speak in support of Yes
your submission?

Address 36 KERERU ROAD No

Town/City OHURA If Yes, number of speakers (max 2) | ]

Postcode 3026 Where do you wish to speak D Taumarunui
t0 your submission?

Organisation ‘:I Ohakune

Daytime Phone 8938889 Mobile Time required l:::l Mins

Email Farham1950@slingshot.co.nz

gﬁ! Telephone 07 895 8188 or 06 385 8364 @) Write to Freepost 492, Exceptions Annual Plan

2014/15, Private Bag 1001, Taumarunui 3946

Email: consultation@ruapehudc.govt.nz Fax to 07 895 3256

_--_Your Comments - -
Note Your comments are part of Council's.consultation process and wﬁ'f therefore. be available. for pubhc mspectron

Re reducing the rate burden to the average ratepayer;
it could easily be reduced if the council went back to providing only core services such as; Infrastructure,
maintenance and management of road, water, waste and regulation, and not some community facilities and

support such as; economic development, tourism, social housing, grants etc.
“To meet the curreat ond future needs of communities
for gaod quality local infrastructure, public services and
performance of tegulatory functions in a woy that is most
cost effective for houscholds ond businesses.”

The ordinary ratepayer should not have to subsidise commercial interests! | see they are to be least affected by
rate rises?
I support a flat rate for water across the district.

I would also like to see the council adopt a displayed food grading for food outlets to bring it into line with the
rest of the country.



From: john howard <jhoward@minidata.co.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 22 April 2014 1:51 p.m.

To: Consultation

Ce: Peter Till

Subject: Submission - Draft EAP 2014/15
Importance: High

22 April 2014

Draft Exceptions Annual Plan 2014/15 - File AO5-0152

Mr & Mrs John and Maree HOWARD
Kakapo St

OHURA 3926

Telephone: 893-8906

Email jhoward @ minidata.co.nz

SUBMISSION

Water Supply

1. We note under the heading Activities - Water Supply at page 38 in the draft EAP 2014/15-
There are no exceptions to major projects for Water Supply.

2. With reference to the Ohura Water Supply Service we consider that in all the circumstances
that approach is prudent for the following reasons:

(i) Not all reasonably practicable options and a cost/benefits analysis across the
District have so far been identified for retaining the status quo of the Ohura Water
Supply Service;

(ii) Council agreed at its meeting on 11 March 2014 to establish a named working
group to independently investigate and provide evidence based recommendations
for the future of the Ohura Water Supply Service. It is apparent that the working
group has yet to be established;

(k) The statement of proposal “consultation” information was not sufficient to enable
the wider Ruapehu community to provide an intelligent and useful response, As one
example, the Waikato DHB Health Impact Assessment and 11 March 2014 draft
recommendation and the 18 March 2014 final recommendation was not referred to
and, moreover, not all people have the internet or have a computer to access the
RDC website.



(iv) Nonetheless, specifically, there are 70 names and signatures gathered from directly
affected Ohura resident/ratepayers agreeing to adopt a flat water rate across the
Ruapehu District.

(v} Speaking rights in support of this submission are not specifically requested. From
previous Memoranda addressed to the Mayor and Councillor’s dated 4 November
2013 and 10 March 2014 respectively, Council is aware of the issues but we are
happy to attend a submissions hearing if Council so wishes.

John & Maree Howard Dated this 22™ day of April 2014
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Ohura Water Supply

Health Impact Assessment

Prepared by Population Health, Waikato District Health Board
March 2014
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Executive summary

Ruapehu District Council reports that the current Ohura Water Supply has become
untenable and has proposed a number of options for consideration; one being a switch to
rain water tanks and another being an alternative rating method such as an explicit subsidy
or district-wide flat water rate.

The purpose of this health impact assessment is to explore the direct and indirect health
impacts associated with the suggested options for the Ohura water supply and to inform
decision making. HIA is a tool which can assist decision-makers in non-health areas
consider the unintended health impacts of their decisions. The HIA process combines
research evidence with community and stakeholder engagement and follows a four-phase
process.

This HIA provides a health perspective and feeds into Council’'s decision making processes.
Population Health recognises that Council must now balance the cost of supplying
reticulated water to the Ohura community with limited community funds and ability to pay.
Difficult decisions lie ahead.

Water quality

Having reliable access to safe drinking water is vital for all, but even more so for more highly
deprived communities because of their limited ability to provide independently for their
needs. The isolation of some rural communities such as Ohura further compounds these
difficulties.

There is a common perception that rainwater is pure and safe to drink. The risk of disease
associated with the consumption of roof collected rainwater can be low, if the water is visibly
clear, has little taste or smell, and regular maintenance of the storage tank and roof
catchment system is carried out'. However there are a number of potential health risks
associated with consumption of water from rainwater tanks, which can relate to
microbiological or chemical contaminants in the water. Public reticulated water supplies are
normally subject to regulation and monitoring to ensure the quality and safety of water
delivered to the consumer. In contrast the operation and maintenance of rainwater tanks is
generally the responsibility of the individual householder?. However, maintenance of storage
tanks and roof catchment systems in NZ is generally poor.

Roof-collected rainwater carries risks that are difficult to manage at the household level.
These risks can in general be managed reasonably effectively as part of a water treatment
process.

Maintenance activities may be difficult for some groups in the community, such as the
elderly. This increases the risk of either maintenance activities being avoided with an
increased risk of contamination or having to pay somebody else to conduct the maintenance,
thereby reducing affordability.

Water supply

Ohura also faces issues of water supply. Ten-year rainfall data provided from NIWA
suggests that Ohura has experienced drier summers during the previous five years when
compared with previous 10 years’ worth of data. Roof-collected rain water therefore poses a
risk which is contrary to protecting and promoting the public health of the community. If tanks
run out of water during a drought, tanker loads of water can be purchased from Taumarunui
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at a little over $400 for 9-10,000 litres. This is likely to be unaffordable for many in the Ohura
community who may also be making repayments on loans for the water tank.

Water affordability

Affordability is also an issue with the ongoing use of the current reticulated water supply.
Annual water charges currently make up 10% of the median personal income within Ohura,
a community with high levels of socio-economic deprivation. Alternative water charging
systems may provide some financial relief for this community.

Community and stakeholder engagement

There was general agreement that the current supply meets local needs, in terms of access
to water. The current water supply provides water to local homes and gardens and also
supports local services and amenities, such as the fire brigade, public toilets, clubrooms,
B&B, school and swimming pool. Despite local droughts, the supply has remained operable,
and has been of service to the local farming community during droughts. Drinking water
assistance was provided by the Ministry of Health on the understanding Ohura’s water
supply would be maintained for the reasonable future.

A key concern of locals was the reliability of ongoing water supply in the township, both to
the local population and local services, amenities and the Bed and Breakfast hostel if there
was a switch to water tanks. At times of drought, the supply would be much less assured,
would incur extra cost if water had to be trucked in, and would undermine people’s ability to
grow their own food and maintain gardens.

Some noted that the Ministry of Health had invested substantial amounts in maintaining the
town supply. They were concerned about what would happen to that investment if the supply
was changed; would it be sold or transferred to another area?

Recommendations

Recommendations to inform Ruapehu District Council have arisen from the review of the
evidence and community engagement on this issue.

Recommendation 1
Population Health, Waikato DHB strongly recommends Ruapehu District Council continue
to supply treated reticulated water to the Ohura community.

Recommendation 2

Population Health, Waikato DHB strongly recommends Ruapehu District Council explore
and utilise an alternative water rating system, such as a district-wide flat water rate or
targeted subsidies, to increase affordability of water for the Ohura community.

The evidence review and consultation discussed above, together with recommendations, will

provide the basis of the Medical Officer of Health’s consideration, if and when a formal
approach is made following Council decisions on this issue.
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1 Introduction

This health impact assessment (HIA) was undertaken by Population Health Waikato District
Health Board (DHB) between December 2013 and March 2014. This HIA is intended to
identify some of the impacts (direct and indirect) the proposed changes to the Ohura Water
Supply may have on the health and wellbeing of Ohura residents. The HIA was led by
Population Health and assisted by an external advisor from Synergia Ltd, specialising in
health impact assessments.

Population Health’s involvement comes after considerable work had already been carried
out by Ruapehu District Council (Ruapehu DC) as evidenced in their document Ohura
Water: Consultation and Questionnaire, August 20132,

Population Health’s core business is disease prevention, health promotion and reduction in
inequalities in the health outcomes of all New Zealanders.

1.1 Aim

This HIA is intended to inform Ruapehu DC and the Ohura community of the health impacts
associated with the suggested options for the Ohura Water Supply.

1.2 Determinants of health

Health is influenced by many factors, at the level of the individual, their community and wider
society. Peoples’ lifestyles strongly influence their health, as do the conditions in which they
live and work. Poor social and economic circumstances affect health throughout life.
Families and individuals who struggle financially and can’t afford the basics in life have
poorer health outcomes than those who have greater opportunities or access to lifestyle
choices.

The longer people live in stressful economic and social circumstances, the greater wear and
tear they suffer and the less likely they are to enjoy a healthy old age. These effects are not
defined just to the poor. They occur right across society*.

People’s health can be affected by the quality of their neighbourhoods, their level of
education, the type of house they live in, how much money they earn, and whether or not
they have a job or access to healthy food, transport, health services or recreation. These are
known as the social determinants of health and have both a direct and indirect impact on
health (Figure 1). Other key determinants include good sanitation, potable water and clean
air.

Figure 1: Social Determinants of Health

Source: Dahlgren & Whitehead 1991
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The activities of local government are vital to public health and in many respects are key
determinants of health including provision of facilities and amenities, access to water supply,
public sanitation, and licensing/inspection services. As a broad overview, councils draw from
an extensive range of legislation and make decisions about the types of services they will
provide and the level of rates and fees they will charge to fund these services. These
decisions shape the environment and context in which people live, work and play, and
influence the overall health and wellbeing of individuals and communities.

The determinants of health related to the Ohura Water Supply underpinning this HIA include
water quality, water security and water affordability.

Local government has a mandate; direct and indirect, to protect and promote health under
two key pieces of legislation. Both the Health Act 1956 s23 "it shall be the duty of every local
authority to improve, promote and protect public health within its district”, and the Resource
Management Act 1991 section 5 "people and communities to provide for their social
economic and cultural wellbeing for their health and safety", provide a protective function for
population health and wellbeing.

2 Background

Ruapehu DC is currently investigating options for the continued supply of drinking water to
the Ohura community. Despite funding assistance from the Drinking Water Assistance
Programme, Council reports that the on-going maintenance costs have become untenable
and it is no longer feasible or sustainable to continue to pass the high cost related to the
water supply onto the Ohura community. Current proposed options include rainwater tanks
and an alternative rating method such as an explicit subsidy or a district-wide flat water rate®.

Ohura is a small remote rural community with a declining population base. Statistics NZ
2013 census data shows the usual resident population count for Ohura is 129, down from
162 in 2006. More than half the residents are aged 25-64 years (Table 1) and more than a
third of residents are one person households (Table 2). The occupied dwelling count has
dropped from 72 in 2006 to 69 in 2013.

The Ohura Prison located in the town provided sizeable employment opportunities until its
closure in 2005. The impact of this closure on the usual resident population has been
substantial. The local high school closed as did a number of businesses. However, the
Ohura Valley Primary School is still operating and this resilient community has discernible
economic ability such as the Ohura Bed and Breakfast facility, Forgotten World Adventures
and an active Cosmopolitan Club.

Table 1: Age Groups (percent)

0-14 years 15-24 years 25-64 years | 65 years and over
Ohura 27.8 5.7 53.9 11.2
Ruapehu 23.3 12.6 50.7 13.2
New Zealand 20.4 13.9 51.4 14.3

Source: Statistics NZ Census 2013 data
Raw data has been randomly rounded to protect confidentiality. Percentages may therefore not equal 100.

Table 2: Household/family composition (percent), Ohura 2006

Couple without Couple with children Single parent with One person
children children household
26.1 21.7 13.0 34.8

Source: Statistics NZ Census 2006 data
Raw data has been randomly rounded to protect confidentiality. Percentages may therefore not equal 100.
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Ohura is not a wealthy community and has a deprivation rating of 10; where 1 indicates least
deprived and 10 indicates most deprived®. The median income for households is $18,500
compared with the NZ median of $51,000°. Personal income is also considerably lower than
the national median; $11,500 compared with $24,000°.

Hospitalisation data between October 1, 2010 and December 21, 2013 shows there were
156 total admissions to Waikato DHB hospitals. Within this same time period, 49 residents
had at least one overnight admission to a hospital in the Waikato DHB region. Reasons for
the admissions included congestive heart failure, unspecified chest pain, unspecified
abdominal pain, asthma and pneumonia’.

Ruapehu DC has held a number of meetings with Ohura residents to discuss the
sustainability and affordability issues of the current water supply. Council sought an
independent assessment of five residential properties and one business in Ohura to provide
the community with estimates of the cost involved in installing rain water tanks. These
findings were communicated to the community in early 2014 with mixed response.

Concern about possible health risks associated with changes to the water supply led
Population Health to offer to apply a health impact assessment process (HIA) to better
understand the health impacts of the proposed options.

HIA is a tool which can assist decision-makers in non-health areas consider the unintended
health impacts of their decisions. HIA had its origins in environmental impact assessments
and later the scope was broadened to include public health. HIA is now applied to a range of
plans, policies and strategies that have the potential to impact on health. HIA is a forward
looking approach that is best applied in the early stages of policy or planning (Appendix 1).

In December 2013 it was decided HIA was required and appropriate for the Ohura Water
Supply because:

e The future of the community water supply to the Ohura residents was uncertain.

e There were potential long-term health implications for the affected residents and the
Ohura community.

e Ohura is a vulnerable community in terms of income, employment, levels of
education, geographic and social isolation and deprivation.

e Under the Local Government Act 2002, Ruapehu DC is required to consult with and
obtain the view of the Medical Officer of Health prior to any closure or transfer of a
small water supply. The results of HIA would inform the view of the Medical Officer of
Health.

o There was an opportunity to explore other health issues in the community that the
Waikato DHB should be aware of.

o Decisions affecting the Ohura Water Supply have implications for other remote and
vulnerable rural communities throughout New Zealand.

Central to this HIA was enabling the voices of affected parties to inform this process. It was
important to provide the residents of Ohura with an opportunity to voice any concerns they
had about the potential health impacts of the proposed options affecting the continued
supply of water to their community. This was complemented by a literature review exploring
water issues, in terms of how they relate to health and wellbeing.
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2.1 Ohura Water Supply Options

Ruapehu District Council proposed a number of options for the Ohura community.
e Utilising roof-collected water tanks as a water supply,
¢ Community operation,
o Utilising an alternative rating method for payment of the water supply such as an
explicit subsidy or flat water rate.

2.1.1 Rainwater tanks

The Ohura community were provided with an opportunity to consider a roof-collected rain
water system. Each property, including the Ohura Primary School, and businesses such as
the Ohura Cosmopolitan Club and Ohura Bed & Breakfast, would be required to invest in the
necessary infrastructure for a roof collected rain water system which included a rainwater
tank, soak hole, pump and a UV Filter set. An independent assessment showed that some
homes would need roof repairs such as re-painting or a new roof in addition to spouting,
downpipes, storm water lines, a ceiling tank, and earth works. Estimates ranged from
$13,000 to $33,000 for residential homes and $80,000 - $100,000 for the Ohura Bed &
Breakfast. Council proposed a finance package at 7% interest repaid over 20 years.

2.1.2 Community operation and ownership of the plant

Under this option the community would own the plant and be responsible for its day to day
operation. This option has not been deemed viable given the low quality of incoming water
and the current level of treatment required. Additionally, the Ministry of Health has long-
standing reservations about communities running a water supply.

2.1.3 Alternative rating method

Two alternative rating options have been proposed; an explicit subsidy (Ohura water costs
paid by the General Rate) and a district wide flat water rate (a district-wide uniform charge
on water rates). Both options would require agreement from all of the district’'s ratepayers
through a submission process to the next Exceptions Annual Plan when rates are set.

Ruapehu District Council reviewed the option of a district-wide flat water rate for the 2009
and 2012 Long-term Plan and this was rejected as a viable option by Council. The proposed
Waimarino Water Scheme which will supply water to Ohakune, Rangataua, Raetihi and
vegetable growers, was a major factor in council’s decision’.

2.2 Legislative requirements

There are a number of legislative requirements to be considered. These include the Local
Government Act 2002, Building Act 2004, Food Hygiene Regulations 1974 and the Food Act
1981.

2.2.1 Local Government Act 2002: Closure or transfer of a small water supply

The Local Government Act 2002 (LGAO2) refers to a small water system as a water service
being delivered to 200 or fewer persons who are the usual resident population in the district,
region or other subdivision.

Prior to the closure or transfer of Ohura’s water supply Ruapehu District Council is required
to follow a prescribed process set out in the Local Government Act 2002 s131. The views of
the Medical Officer of Health must also be sought and information received must be made
publicly available in a balanced and timely manner. The proposal of closure must also be
supported in a binding referendum conducted under section 9 of the Local Electoral Act

! Personal communication, CE, Ruapehu District Council
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2001 and in the case of a proposal to close down a water service a minimum of 75% of the
votes of the affected area’s eligible ratepayers and residents is required®.

2.2.2 Building Act 2004 and Health Act 1956 - Individual water supplies

Statutory control of individual water supplies falls under the Health Act 1956 (s23), the Local
Government Act 1974 and the Building Act 2004. The Building Act 2004 requires premises
to be provided with potable water for consumption, oral hygiene, utensil washing and food
preparation. Under s39 of the Health Act 1956, it is illegal to let or sell a house unless there
is a supply of potable water.

2.2.3 Food Hygiene Regulations 1974 and Food Act 1981

All premises involved with the sale and supply of food such as the Ohura Cosmopolitan
Club and the Ohura Bed and Breakfast, must have a wholesome potable safe supply of
water. It is the local authority that determines what they require from the operator to
provide proof of this practice. Some local authorities may insist on a treatment system
while others may want to take periodic water samples to ensure compliance. Clause 11 of
the first schedule in the food Hygiene Regulations 1974 states that the premises shall be
provided with an adequate supply of clear, wholesome water®.

The Food Act 1981 places a responsibility on everyone who sells food to ensure it is not
contaminated or tainted and safe for human consumption®.

3 Method

3.1 Development of this HIA

There are four main phases to HIA: screening, scoping, appraisal and evaluation. The HIA
undertaken in Ohura was a ‘rapid HIA’ completed in short timeframe, to inform pending
decisions by Ruapehu DC.

3.1.1 Screening

In December 2013 it was decided HIA was appropriate for the Ohura Water Supply by
utilising a screening checklist (Appendix 2).

3.1.2 Scoping

A meeting was held with Ruapehu DC in December 2013. Council has already carried out a
significant level of work and consultation with the Ohura community prior to Population
Health’s involvement, and this helped shape and confirm the key focus areas for this HIA.
These focus areas were water quality, water security and water affordability.

3.1.3 Appraisal

A DHB-led consultation/appraisal meeting with members of the Ohura community was held
on Thursday 27" February 2014. The meeting was facilitated by staff from Population Health
including the Medical Officer of Health and assisted by the external advisor from Synergia
Ltd.

The meeting explored community perspectives of the health and wellbeing implications of
the alternatives for water supply proposed by Ruapehu DC. The engagement approach was
based on an adaptation of established health and wellbeing impact assessment practice and
utilised small groups to answer a range of questions relating to the proposals and other
health issues in the area.
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The meeting specifically explored potential issues relating to water supply, quality and
affordability, of the potential options.

3.1.4 Stakeholder interviews

In addition to the appraisal workshop key stakeholders were identified and interviewed by
telephone to ensure that their views were represented. These stakeholders included:
e Ministry of Health
Ohura Bed & Breakfast
Cosmopolitan Club Secretary
Ohura Valley Primary School Principal
Residents (2)

In addition, attempts were made to obtain the views of local Maori and the Volunteer Fire
Service. However, due to the rapid timeframe of this HIA these viewpoints were not available
for inclusion.

3.1.5 Literature review

A literature review was carried out which focused on a number of key areas which emerged
from the work already undertaken by Ruapehu DC. These areas include water quality, water
supply and water affordability. Relevant literature was identified primarily by use of the
computerised Pubmed database, Google Scholar database and Google search engine. A
wide range of search terms were utilised including the determinants of health being
investigated, ‘rain’, ‘water’, ‘tanks’ and ‘roof harvested’. Publications were limited to the
English language. Articles found through this methodology were then searched for relevant
information, and further articles identified through the bibliographic references.

It is important to note that this review is not systematic and should not be considered an in-
depth study of issues related to water supply and health.

4 Water quality

Having reliable access to safe drinking water is vital for all but even more so for more highly
socio-economically deprived communities because of their limited ability to provide
independently for their needs. For isolated rural communities such as Ohura, these
difficulties are compounded.

4.1 Summary of literature

4.1.1 Rainwater tanks

About 10% of New Zealanders are dependent on roof-collected rainwater systems for their
drinking water; particularly in rural areas not served by reticulated town water supplies.

Public reticulated water supplies are normally subject to regulation and monitoring to ensure
the quality and safety of water delivered to the consumer.

In contrast the operation and maintenance of rainwater tanks is generally the responsibility
of the individual householder. The quality of water from rainwater tanks is therefore likely to
be more variable than the water from a reticulated supply®.

There are a number of potential health risks associated with consumption of water from
rainwater tanks, which can relate to microbiological or chemical contaminants in the water.
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4.1.2 Microbiological contamination

Roof collected rainwater may contain a variety of micro-organisms. These include bacteria
such as Salmonella and Campylobacter, and protozoa such as Cryptosporidium and
Giardia'. Infections with these microorganisms would usually result in short term illness, but
can range from mild disease of one or a few days duration to severe iliness of several
weeks?. In rare cases death may result. In a small minority of people, longer term health
effects may occur®. Children under the age of five years, the elderly, pregnant women and
those with damaged immune systems are more vulnerable to the health risks associated
with contaminated drinking water™.

The microbiological quality of stored roof-collected rainwater is directly impacted by roof
catchment and run-off contamination. Faecal contamination comes from birds, frogs,
rodents, possums, dead animals and insects on the roof and in the gutters or in the water
tank itself''. There is strong evidence of faecal contamination of rainwater tanks both in New
Zealand and internationally” """*. Disease causing organisms have been identified in roof

collected rainwater and several disease outbreaks have been associated with tank water™ ™.

Reports of illness associated with rainwater tanks are not common, although this is thought
to be due to under-reporting’. Most rainwater tanks serve individual households of only a few
people, who are unlikely to seek medical attention unless their iliness is severe.

4.1.3 Chemical contamination

Rain water can pick up chemical contaminants as it falls through the atmosphere or from
dust and contaminants on the roof surface. Rain water has an acid pH compared to tap
water and may therefore be more likely to leach metals and other contaminants from storage
tanks and plumbing materials than tap water?. Contamination could potentially be caused by
lead from roofing materials, agricultural spraydrift and combustion products from fires.

A more extensive literature review on water quality issues can be found in Appendix 3.

4.2 Ohura reticulated water supply

Ohura's water supply is categorised as a small supply i.e. has a small population of 101 to
500 people, inclusive. Ruapehu DC has a duty to take all practicable steps to comply with
the Drinking Water Standards of New Zealand 2005 (Revised 2008) for the Ohura
supply. The Ohura water treatment plant was assessed for its performance against the
standards. Both the treatment plant and the Ohura distribution zone achieved bacteria
compliance for the 2012/2013 year. The water treatment plant was not compliant for
protozoa during this period with a number of exceedences above the required turbidity
level. Elevated turbidity levels (i.e. cloudy water) are an indicator that disease causing
protozoa, which are not killed by chlorination, could be present.

4.3 Water tank maintenance

The risk of microbial contamination of stored roof-collected rainwater can be reduced by
preventative measures including appropriate design and installation of the collecting and
storage system and in particular, regular maintenance and cleaning. This requires
understanding, motivation, some equipment and unless the home owner can purchase
assistance, a considerable degree of fitness, strength and agility (Appendix 3).

Rain-water tanks can provide a suitable drinking water supply if the water-collection system
is well maintained. However, a number of surveys have found that maintenance in NZ is
poor. For example fifty percent of households surveyed in one study of 560 households had
no measures in place to safeguard the water against microbiological contamination'. Only
10% reported to filtering water but samples taken showed that 71% of the filtered water was
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contaminated. Ten percent said they never cleaned their gutters and 30% reported to never
cleaning their tanks.

Roof-collected rainwater, one option proposed for Ohura residents, carries risks that are
difficult or impossible to manage at the household level. These risks can in general be
managed reasonably effectively as part of a water treatment process.

5 Water Supply

Water is essential for life’>. Ensuring access to safe clean water remains the basic
foundation for good health™®. Water must be available in a sufficient quantity for meeting
personal and domestic requirements of drinking, cooking, food preparation, personal
hygiene, dish and laundry washing and cleaning’’. Water is also important for gardening.

Water usage per person in NZ is estimated at around 250-300 litres per day’. Ruapehu DC
reports that the estimated usage per person in Ohura is 289 litres per day. Use in Ohura is
therefore not excessive.

Access to a supply of water can be reduced by drought when relying on roof collected
rainwater. Climate change may result in an increase in the frequency of drought in some
areas of the country®.

5.1 Rainfall data

Ten-year rainfall data from NIWA, taken from the site in Ohura Road, shows variation in the
annual rainfall (Figure 2).

Figure 2: Ohura annual rainfall

Ohura annual rainfall
2500

2000 %A;At

1500

Rainfall

1000

500

0 T T T T T T T T T 1
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Source:NIWA Year

Data over the previous 5 year period shows that January through to April and often into May
are the driest periods in Ohura with extended periods (greater than 3 weeks) of very little
rain during the driest months (January through to April). Ohura has experienced drier
summers during the previous five years than when compared with the previous 10 years’
worth of data. The driest summer over the previous 10 year period occurred in 2006/07
where Ohura received 247.6 mm of rain, in contrast the wettest summer occurred in 2011/12
where Ohura received 529.2 mm of rain (Table 3).
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Table 3: 10-year and 5-year monthly average rainfall 2009-20013

10-year monthly average 2004-2013 5-year monthly average 2009-2013

Months of the year Average Rainfall Months of the year Average Rainfall

(mm) (mm)
January 114.0 January 138.0
February 132.8 February 94.2
March 110.3 March 94.1
April 112.5 April 105.9
May 169.0 May 190.8
June 184.8 June 179.9
July 195.1 July 157.2
August 194.1 August 167.5
September 194.6 September 244.0
October 249.0 October 250.7
November 130.8 November 105.5
December 182.0 December 195.0
Monthly Average 164.1 Monthly Average 160.4
Source: NIWA

Using historical rainfall data and a range of assumptions the volume of a rain water tank can
be calculated over a period of time using a predictive model (Appendix 7). Assuming a
30,000L tank and a three person household utilising 866 litres per day (the current average
utilisation), a house in Ohura would have received sufficient rainfall over any winter spring
period in the last 10 years to meet demand. However, the same household would have
experienced a water shortage during the wettest summer and autumn period (2010/2011)
and a significant water shortage during the driest summer and autumn period (2007/2008) of
the last 10 years (Figure 3 and 4).

Residents of Ohura may attempt to conserve water over the summer months to prevent
water shortages if relying on rain water tanks. If a three person household reduced
consumption to 200L per person per day, a total of 600L, they would still have experienced a
water shortage during the driest summer/autumn period (2007/2008) in the last 10 years
(figure 5), but not during the wettest summer/autumn period (figure 6).

There are two registered water carriers in Taumarunui. One carrier charges $350 + GST for
9000 litres of water and the other approximately $480 (GST incl) for 8000 litres of water
delivered over 53kms. The cost will vary dependent on number of kilometres travelled. A
9000L tank of water would last the family of three for approximately 10 days if they continued
utilising water at the same rate.
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Figure 3:
Predicted water volume in storage tank during wettest
summer/autumn (2010/11), with household consumption of
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Figure 4:

Predicted water volume in storage tank during driest
summer/autumn (2007/08), with household consumption of
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Figure 5:
Predicted water volume in storage tank during driest
summer/autumn (2007/08) with household consumption of
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Figure 6:

Predicted water volume in storage tank during wettest
summer/autumn (2010/11), with household consumption of
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Rain-collected roof water therefore poses a risk which is contrary to protecting and
promoting the public health of the community.

The current Ohura reticulated water supply has been able to provide a continuous supply of
water to the community, even during periods of summer drought (although water restrictions
have been in place during such periods).
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6 Water affordability

Within New Zealand there is a socio-economic gradient in mortality, with low income groups
having a higher risk of dying at every age than wealthier groups of people'®. Similarly, low
incomes are associated with poorer overall health®® and higher morbidity for a number of
different conditions'®. Low incomes limit the ability of people to meet their basic needs as
well as their ability to participate in wider society®.

Water charges add to housing costs. High housing costs relative to income are often
associated with severe financial difficulty, and can leave households with insufficient income
to meet their other needs, such as food, clothing, transport and medical care®. High
outgoings-to-income ratios are not as critical for higher-income households, as there is still
sufficient income left for their basic needs?®. The benefits of increased wealth to health
status are not linear. At high levels of deprivation increased wealth tends to produce marked
increases in health?'.

In NZ the top decile receives 8.5 times the income of the bottom decile after tax. Ohura
residents are on average, in the lowest decile (table 4) and are therefore least well placed to
accommodate increased costs for their water whether it is reticulated and treated or
individually collected.

Table 4: NZ Deprivation and home ownership

Area NZdep T .
ownership rate

Taumaranui 10 58.40%
Owhango 6 68.00%
National Park 8 37.00%
Raetihi 9 50.00%
Ohakune 8 38.60%
Ohura 10 80.00%
Waiouru 6 10.30%

Source: 2006 Census

Ohura residents currently spend over 10% of the median personal income for the community
on water charges, a higher proportion than for other towns within the Ruapehu District (table
5). The use of a district wide flat water rate would lower this proportion to approximately five

percent of income for Ohura residents. Increased water charges in other parts of the district
would not increase their proportion of income spent on water to this level.

A change to water tanks does not appear to increase affordability for Ohura residents within
the short to medium term. Ruapehu District Council has estimated a cost per dwelling of
$13,751 for the installation of a rain water collection system and tanks®. Council has
proposed a finance package at 7% interest repaid over 20 years, which would require a
repayment on this loan of $1,300 per annum. This would equate to 11.3% of median
income, a higher proportion than the current water charges. Since then an independent
assessment of costs involved in installing water tanks for five residential properties varied
between $12,000 and $33,000 and for the Ohura Bed and Breakfast, cost varied between
$80,000 and $100,000. In addition to loan repayments there are likely to be additional costs
related to maintenance, and purchasing water during times of drought.
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A change to water tanks may provide some stability in costs over the next 20 years, with
annual loan repayments remaining stable but water rates otherwise increasing over time.
However, this stability is likely to be at least partially offset by the additional costs.

Attempts by the community to reduce costs by not installing water quality measures, such as
filters, UV lights and first flush diverter, or irregular maintenance increases the risk of
contamination of the water and associated negative health outcomes. Maintenance activities
may be difficult for some groups in the community, such as the elderly, which increases the
risk of either maintenance activities being avoided, with an increased risk of contamination,
or having to pay somebody else to conduct the maintenance, further increasing costs and
reducing affordability of this option.

In the longer term, once loan payments have been completed, water tanks may become
more affordable than the current water rate charges. However the water tanks and roof
collecting rain water equipment will at some point require replacing. The life span of this
system is unclear. The cost of replacement may not be achievable for most residents if there
is no further support from council.

Approximately 80% of Ohura residents own their own homes (Table 4), a higher rate of
home ownership than in other areas of the district. Home owners will be responsible for the
water costs, or costs of installing a rainwater collection and storage system if this were to
occur.

Table 5: Percentage of personal income spent on water rates across the Ruapehu district

Area 2006 median | 2006 water Current water | 2006 water Current water | District wide
personal charge** charge** charge as charge as flat water
income (aged percentage of | percentage of | charge as
15+)* median median percentage of

income income median
income

Taumarunui $17800 $482 $570.40 2.71% 3.20% 3.25%

Owhango $23100 $322 $512.90 1.39% 2.22% 2.51%

National Park | $27900 $479 $900.45 1.71% 3.23% 2.08%

Raetihi $19100 $426 $612.95 2.23% 3.20% 3.04%

Ohakune $24700 $366 $451.95 1.48% 1.83% 2.35%

Ohura $11500 $605 $1199.45 5.26% 10.43% 5.04%

Waiouru $29900 $168 $580 0.56% 1.94% 1.94%

Source: * 2006 census. **Ruapehu District Council

7 Key findings from community engagement

7.1 What key stakeholders said

A number of key stakeholder interviews were carried out during February 2014.The
stakeholders interviewed were the Ministry of Health, Ohura Valley Primary School Principal,
Ohura Cosmopolitan Club (Secretary), Ohura Bed & Breakfast and two residents.

Overall, there was support for the current water supply to continue. Business would be
affected if the switch to rainwater tanks occurred and there was fear Ohura would lose its
economic ability if this were to happen. The implications for the school and the wider
community were also of concern. The Ministry of Health were disturbed to learn that the
current water supply was under threat following the recent drinking water subsidy. They
report that safe drinking water is a necessity for public life and Ohura would be deprived of
their drinking water supply if the current supply was abandoned. The total benefits to the
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community were greater if the current reticulated supply was maintained; particularly
alongside a district-wide flat water rate.

A more detailed account of the stakeholder interviews appears in Appendix 4.

7.2  What the community said

A community workshop was held on February 27, 2014 for the purpose of exploring
community perspectives of the health and wellbeing implications of the alternatives for water
supply proposed by Ruapehu DC. The workshop specifically explored potential issues
related to water quality, supply and affordability including potential options going forward.
Approximately 20 people attended the meeting, which was held at the local memorial hall.

Among those attending, there was no consensus between reticulated supply and rainwater
tanks, but there was a general concern about the implications of the costs that will be
incurred by either continuing with a reticulated supply or moving to individual rainwater
collection and the effect this will have on the viability of the township (Table 6).

Table 6: Overview of key local water concerns

Existing supply Rainwater tanks

Water supply Few concerns about supply Dependent on regular steady
rainfall to ensure sufficient
Support that supply provides to | quantity in summer and times of
local services and amenities, drought.

and to enable gardening
Impact on town at times of
drought; viability of local
services and amenities

Water quality Concern among some of quality | Concern among some of
of current supply; others difficulty maintaining quality of
satisfied with supply water in tanks over time; others
keen on tank option
Water affordability Burden of high water rates Burden of the cost of tank

installation, house retrofitting,
and loan repayments to council

A more detailed and comprehensive account of the community workshop appears in
Appendix 4, 5 & 6. Other health concerns expressed can be found in Appendix 8.

8 Discussion

The literature findings for this HIA indicates that roof collected rain water is more likely to be
contaminated than water from a reticulated supply. Contaminated water is likely to be
associated with a higher risk of disease. This risk will be higher for vulnerable populations
such as young children, the elderly and those with impaired immune systems. The risk of
rain water contamination can be lowered through appropriate installation and maintenance of
the tank and equipment. However maintenance of rain water tanks has been found to be
poor in New Zealand, and socioeconomic deprivation within Ohura may further increase the
risk of poor installation and inadequate maintenance. Regular monitoring of the reticulated
water supply provides some protection to the community that would not be available from a
rainwater tank.

A continuous supply of water is required for good health. The current reticulated water
supply has provided a continuous supply of water to the community, although water
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restrictions have been required during the summer months in some years. In contrast, use
of water from rain water tanks at the current average rate would likely result in household
water shortages during most summer/autumn periods. Household water conservation efforts
may reduce the likelihood of water shortages occurring. However it is likely that lack of
experience with water tanks may limit such conservation efforts during the initial years
following their introduction. The community reported significant concerns about water
shortages if utilising rain water.

A number of community members have suggested that they maintain a dual water supply in
which they utilise rain water for cooking and drinking, but would continue to have access to
an untreated reticulated supply for other activities, in particular watering the garden. Such a
scheme would improve access to a continuous water supply. However bringing untreated
water into a dwelling could lead to a risk of inadvertent consumption of contaminated water if
the wrong tap was used or if young children swallowed water in the bath or shower. In
severe drought residents may be tempted use the untreated water for consumption rather
than pay a water carrier for potable water. A dual water supply with untreated water is
therefore not recommended.

The current cost of water makes up a significant proportion of median income for the Ohura
community when compared to other local communities. Water is less affordable in Ohura
than in other towns within the district, both as a result of the high cost and low medium
income. A change to using rainwater tanks does not appear to increase affordability for
Ohura residents in the short to medium term. Predicted annual loan repayments would be
higher than current water fees, and recent quotes suggest that even higher repayment
amounts would be required. Additional costs associated with maintenance and water
purchase would further reduce affordability. These high costs impact the health of the
community and have, for example, limited access to health care for some residents.

Some community members have indicated that water tanks and other equipment could be
purchased cheaper than has been quoted to them, and could be self-installed. This may
reduce loan repayments for some residents, but risks a reduction in water quality. It is
unlikely that all residents would be willing or able to take this cheaper option.

In the longer term, when loans are repaid, rain water tanks may become much more
affordable. However at some point the tank and equipment will require replacing. The life
expectancy of this system remains unclear. The cost of replacement may not be achievable
for most residents if there is no further support from council.

The community has indicated that a change to rain water tanks may lead to the closure of
the Ohura Bed and Breakfast. This would result in a further cost to the community, with the
potential loss of jobs.

A flat water rate across the Ruapehu District would assist water affordability for the people of
Ohura. Some other towns in the district would consequently have a reduction in their water
affordability. The negative health impacts from this reduction in affordability in other towns
would be likely to be minimal in comparison to the benefit in Ohura. Most of the other
communities have less socio-economic deprivation than Ohura, and the increase in costs
would be significantly smaller than the reduction in costs in Ohura.

Limitations

There are several limitations to this HIA. While there is strong evidence of rainwater tank
contamination in New Zealand, there is less evidence that this contamination leads to
disease. While this is widely thought to be due to under reporting rather than absence of
disease, it means that it is not possible to quantify the risk of illness from rain water
consumption.
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Only limited data is currently available from the 2013 census and consequently this HIA has
relied on some data from the 2006 census. While the current population and incomes can be
expected to have changed since 2006, relative differences in proportions between towns are
likely to have remained similar.

9) Recommendations

This HIA was undertaken with a view to informing the Ruapehu DC decision on water
supply, in a manner that best protects and promotes the health of residents of the area.

From our evidence review and engagement on this issue, Population Health, Waikato DHB,
is of the view that the current water treatment system, with monitoring and improvements
where needed, is best placed to provide both surety of supply and quality drinking water.

Rainwater tanks are generally able to give supply, but have capacity risks at time of drought.
The New Zealand evidence available indicates that maintenance of rainwater tanks is
variable and would suggest that over time, the water quality will, for many, deteriorate.

Recommendation 1
Population Health, Waikato DHB strongly recommends Ruapehu District Council continue
to supply treated reticulated water to the Ohura community.

Recommendation 2

Population Health, Waikato DHB strongly recommends Ruapehu District Council explore
and utilise an alternative water rating system, such as a district wide flat water rate or
targeted subsidies, to increase affordability of water for the Ohura community.

The evidence review and consultation discussed above, together with recommendations, will

provide the basis of the Medical Officer of Health’s consideration, if and when a formal
approach is made following Council decisions on this issue.
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Appendix 1: About HIA

The HIA process includes the collation and analysis of relevant evidence and data, along
with key stakeholder and community engagement with the aim of identifying:
¢ how health and wellbeing effects can be enhanced
how negative health and wellbeing effects can be lessened or removed
¢ ways in which health inequalities may be reduced or widened as a result of the policy
or plan.

New Zealand’s Public Health Advisory Committee recommended HIAs be used by all
government departments responsible for developing policies, especially when there are
likely to be impacts on the health and wellbeing of people affected by the policy. The tool has
been extensively applied in local government settings, and can also be used by non-
government organisations.

HIA methodology is based on the core principles of equity and fairness i.e. creating equal
opportunities for improving and maintaining health and well-being and supporting community
participation in decision-making processes. Once the direct and indirect impacts are
identified the HIA develops a set of recommendations to inform policy decision-making
process. These recommendations aim to mitigate the negative impacts and strengthen the
positive impacts on health, well-being and health equity of the proposed policy*’.
Recommendations are evidence-based and outcomes-focused.

HIA combines research evidence with community and stakeholder engagement. This occurs

in four key phases (figure 5).

1. Screening identifies whether HIA is required by asking what you need to know in relation
to a particular policy, plan or programme.

2. Scoping identifies the key issues that need to be considered to define and shape the HIA
according to available resources and capacity; a working group is established and key
themes for investigation are identified.

3. Appraisal and reporting identifies and explores the potential benefits and risks to health
and wellbeing, with wide-ranging stakeholder input.

4. Evaluation both process and impact evaluation can be used to assess the effectiveness
of the HIA process and provide information that can be useful for further HIA’s.

Figure 5. HIA Process
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Appendix 2: HIA checklist®
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Appendix 3: Water quality literature review

The quality of drinking-water is a powerful environmental determinant of health?. Unsafe
water and sanitation account for almost 10% of the global burden of disease’®. In New
Zealand, more than 10% of the population are dependent on roof-collected rainwater
systems for their drinking water; particularly in rural areas not served by reticulated town
water supplies’.

There is a common perception that rainwater is pure and safe to drink. The risk of disease
associated with the consumption of roof collected rainwater can be low, if the water is visibly
clear, has little taste or smell, and regular maintenance of the storage tank and roof
catchment system is carried out'. However there are a number of potential health risks
associated with consumption of water from rainwater tanks, which can relate to
microbiological or chemical contaminants in the water. Public reticulated water supplies are
normally subject to regulation and monitoring to ensure the quality and safety of water
delivered to the consumer. For example, Ohura’s current water supply:

e provides treated water to residents,

is managed and monitored by those with expertise in the area of water treatment,

has regular funding provided by Ruapehu DC,

is assessed on its performance at annual intervals,

will be subject to regular identification and mitigation of its public health risks via the
revisions of its Public Health Risk Management Plan (now called the Water Safety Plan),
and

e transgressions are reported to Population Health Waikato DHB.

In contrast the operation and maintenance of rainwater tanks is generally the responsibility
of the individual householder. The quality of water from rainwater tanks is therefore likely to
be more variable than the water from a reticulated supply?.

Water tanks

Microbiological contamination

Roof collected rainwater may contain a variety of micro-organisms, including bacteria and
protozoa. Many of these micro-organisms will be harmless; however disease can be caused
by the presence of pathogenic micro-organisms from faecal contamination. These include
bacteria such as Salmonella and Campylobacter, and protozoa such as Cryptosporidium
and Giardia®. Infections with these microorganisms would usually result in short term iliness,
but can range from mild disease of one or a few days duration to severe illness of several
weeks? In rare cases death may result. In a small minority of people, longer term health
effects may occur®. Children under the age of five years, the elderly, pregnant women and
those with damaged immune systems are more vulnerable to the health risks associated
with contaminated drinking water ™

The microbiological quality of stored roof-collected rainwater is directly impacted by roof
catchment and run-off contamination. Faecal contamination comes from birds, frogs,
rodents, possums, dead animals and insects on the roof and in the gutters or in the water
tank itself'".

The risk of contamination with viruses appears to be low, as most viruses affecting humans
do not have natural animal hosts and human faecal contamination of rooftops would be rare.
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Algae and cyanobacteria may grow within water tanks, depending on the light levels,
nutrients and temperature. Some of these could produce toxins which could be harmful to
human health?.

The microbiological quality of drinking water is commonly measured by testing for Eschericia
coli (E. Coli) or faecal coliforms. This provides an indicator of faecal contamination and
hence the possible presence of disease causing micro-organisms'. It should be noted that
there has been some debate about whether the presence of these faecal indicators is
significantly correlated with the presence of disease causing organisms'. There are a
number of studies, conducted both internationally and within New Zealand, which have
demonstrated the presence of faecal indicators in roof collected rain water tanks™ """, For
example a recent five year study conducted in New Zealand examined roof collected
rainwater samples of 560 private dwellings, primarily in the lower half of the North Island.
The study found that over 50% of water samples exceeded the minimal acceptable New
Zealand stands for contamination and 41% showed evidence of heavy faecal
contamination”.

Studies which have looked directly for disease causing organisms within roof collected rain
water tanks are less common. However bacterial pathogens such as Salmonella,
Campylobacter, Legionella and Clostridium perfringens have been isolated from roof
collected rain water samples both in New Zealand and internationally’ 12 142526

In 2001 Campylobacter was found in five percent of roof water samples collected from rural
locations in the North Island of New Zealand®. Crytosporidium was found in 48%, and
Giardia in 26%, of 45 water samples from roof collected rainwater in the United States in
1996%. In contrast a 2001 New Zealand study, found just two out of 50 roof collected rain
water samples contained cryptosporidium and no Giardia was found'.

Disease outbreaks

Reports of illness associated with rainwater tanks are not common, although this is thought
to be due to under-reporting. Most rainwater tanks serve individual households of only a few
people, who are unlikely to seek medical attention unless their illness is severe. For the
illness to be recorded the person must go to a doctor who must collect appropriate samples
for analysis, with only positive results included in statistics. Small outbreaks are likely to be
contained to the number of people in a household and therefore go undetected'.
Contaminated rainwater is more likely to be the source of sporadic disease episodes,
because a proportion of those exposed may have developed immunity over time and others
may experience asymptomatic infection’. Visitors may therefore be at greater risk from
waterborne diseases from contaminated roof water. Certain groups of people may be more
vulnerable to disease from untreated water, such as the immunocompromised, elderly and
young children™. Currently the Ministry of Health recommends boiling water for formula fed
children under 2 years using rainwater as compared to just those under three months for
those on treated reticulated supplies®’.

A small number of outbreaks have been reported in New Zealand which have been
associated with roof collected rain water. Others have been reported internationally™.
Within New Zealand, roof collected rainwater was considered the probable source of
Salmonella typhimurium infection in a family of four in 1997™. A 2003 report of an outbreak
of Salmonella enteric infection in New Zealand found that five of 170 cases had consumed
roof collected rainwater in which the bacteria was detected?.

In 2006 three cases of legionella (resulting in one death) in Beachlands (a small community

in South Auckland) were associated with three different roof collected rainwater household
water supplies®. The supplies were found to be contaminated with Legionella Pneumophila
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SG1 and filters attached to taps were also contaminated. Aerosols containing legionella
were discharged by a marina water blaster, which may have infected the cases directly or
may have contaminated the roof collected rainwater systems resulting in the cases being
exposed by aerosols in the shower.

In 2009, 93 cases of norovirus gastroenteritis were reported amongst Turoa ski feild staff on
Mount Ruapehu. It was hypothesized that snow made from a contaminated pond had
landed on the roofs of buildings, contaminating the water tanks.

Epidemiological Studies

A small number of epidemiological studies have been carried out to investigate the risk of
disease from utilising roof collected rain water for drinking.

In 2006 a South Australian longitudinal cohort study of gastroenteritis, among 1000 four to
six your old children, found that children drinking tank rainwater were not at a greater risk of
gastroenteritis than children drinking public mains water®®. However the children had drunk
rainwater for over a year prior to the study and so may have been exposed to low level
contamination and developed immunity to some organisms. Furthermore no water testing
was performed and a high proportion of the roofs were free from overhanging trees and had
their gutters cleaned within the last year'.

A case control study for giardiasis among school children in Auckland found that
consumption of roof collected rainwater significantly increased the risk of this disease®. A
study of Salmonella infections in Tasmania found that 81% of cases had consumed
untreated tank rainwater®.

A 1997 multicentre analysis of gastroenteritis caused by Campylobacter in New Zealand
found that consumption of roof collected rainwater was associated with a threefold greater
risk of campylobacteriosis than that of non-consumers®. An estimated two percent of
campylobacteriosis in New Zealand was likely to be explained by the consumption of
rainwater™®.

Maintenance

The risk of microbial contamination of stored roof-collected rainwater can be reduced by
preventative measures including appropriate design and installation of the collecting and
storage system, and regular maintenance .

Maintenance activities should include: clearing gutters, leaf guards, and first flush diverters,
cleaning and replacing filters if necessary and trimming back trees overhanging the roof*.
Three monthly inspections for these activities are recommended. An annual inspection
should involve cleaning the tank to remove accumulated sediment™.

Several New Zealand surveys have investigated whether rainwater supplies are designed
and maintained appropriately. Abbott et al. surveyed 560 households and found very little
evidence of any water treatment'". Fifty percent of households surveyed had no measures in
place to safeguard the water against microbiological contamination. Only 10% reported
filtering water but samples taken showed that 71% of the filtered water was contaminated.
Ten percent said they never cleaned their gutters and 30% reported to never cleaning their
tanks. While a third of households did report to having down-pipe debris screens in place, a
number of these were inaccessible for maintenance and cleaning and some sported birds’
nests.
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In 1997, a survey of 40 homes using roof water supplies in Pauatahanui revealed a lack of
maintenance, poorly designed delivery systems and tanks, and failure to adopt physical
measures to safeguard the water against contamination’. A study of 20 households on
Waiheke Island in 2000 found that 55% did conduct maintenance, but of those only 45% had
done any maintenance in the previous six months’. A study of 125 rainwater supplies in rural
Auckland districts in 2000 showed only 35% of households ever cleaned their storage tanks
and 25% never cleaned their guttering.

Foliage was found to overhang the roof in 19% of supplies. In 1996 a study of 20 rainwater
supplies of rural schools in the South Auckland area found that only 20% of schools cleaned
their roofs, 65% cleaned their gutters every one to three years, and only 42% regularly
cleaned their rainwater storage tanks'.

Chemical contamination

Rain water can pick up chemical contaminants as it falls through the atmosphere, or from
dust and contaminants on the roof surface'. Chemical contamination may also originate
from roofing, guttering or storage tank materials.  Rural areas are less likely to have
chemical contamination of water than urban areas, as there is limited air pollution from
industry or traffic. However there is a potential greater risk of contamination from agricultural
chemicals, including pesticides and fertilisers in rural areas.

Rain water has an acid pH compared to tap water. In a clean atmosphere the pH of rain is
approximately five to six, primarily as a consequence of absorption of carbon dioxide from
air’. Rain water may therefore be more likely to leach metals and other contaminants from
storage tanks and plumbing materials than tap water.

There are a number of chemicals which could contaminate roof collected rain water from a
variety of sources. This review will consider some of them.

Lead

Roof harvested rain water can potentially become contaminated with lead from lead based
roof paint, lead headed nails, lead roof flashings and lead solder joining copper pipes. Lead
from exhaust emissions has previously been a source of contamination in urban areas, but
would be now be an unlikely source as New Zealand has changed to unleaded petrol, and
rural areas have low traffic volumes'. The long term consumption of water which contained
elevated levels of lead could pose a serious health threat®. Lead accumulates in the body
over time and can be particularly harmful to children.

Simmons et al. found that 14.4% of 125 roof water supplies in the rural Auckland area
exceeded the Drinking Water Standards maximum acceptable value (MAV) for lead of
0.01mgl/L, despite low traffic densities in the area.

Auckland Regional Council has examined roof run off from different roof types. Lead levels
were low for new roofs made from colour steel tiles, concrete tiles, decramastic and long run
colour steel. However run off from galvanised roofs in fair to poor conditions had a mean
total lead concentration exceeding the MAV".

Spray drift

Agricultural spray drift can be deposited on roofs in rural areas, where it can then be washed
into water tanks. Volatile pesticides will evaporate before being washed into the tank if there
is even a short period of sun between the time when spray is deposited on a roof and
rainfall*®.

29|Page



Ohura Water Supply HIA

A number of Australian surveys of rainwater quality in rural areas found that most samples
did not contain detectable concentrations of pesticides® . Pesticides were detected in some
samples but at concentrations well below Australian drinking water guidelines®. However
precautions should be taken to reduce exposures to pesticides if spraying in the area is
evident, such as disconnecting the water tank until the roof has been cleaned or until after it
has rained. Flushing and replacing the tank water is prudent if spray contamination of tank
water is likely to have occurred®.

Combustion products

Fires produce smoke, soot and ash that may settle onto roofs and have potential to be
washed into rain water tanks causing contamination. Coal and treated timber contains
arsenic and boron which could be present in the soot and wash into rain water tanks".

Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) form from incomplete combustion of organic matter and
are classified as carcinogens. They have been related to the high incidence of stomach
cancers in a part of Iceland where houses were heated with coal and oil. The soot settled on
the roofs and was washed into barrels used for drinking water’. However an Australian
survey of rainwater collected from roofs with wood heater flues did not find PAH at
concentrations above guideline values in the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines®. A
study of rainwater tanks in an area of Victoria affected by extensive bushfires in 2003 also
did not find results greater than the Australian Drinking Water Guidelines for PAH or
arsenic®. All participants reported the presence of smoke on their properties as being very
bad and only nine of 48 participants used first flush diverters, which would be likely to reduce
tank water contamination from fires.

In contrast elevated levels of PAH exceeding their MAV have been found in a study of roof
run off in Auckland in 2004".
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Appendix 4: Stakeholder interviews

During February 2014 Population Health carried out a number of key stakeholders within the
Ohura community and with the Ministry of Health.

A summary of findings are as follows:

Ohura community

The viewpoints of two residents and two businesses were sought. Contact with the Volunteer
Fire Service was unsuccessful.

Key points

The Ohura community was described as having a very good heart, a community very
proud of its town and a community who has a bond and cares for each other.

There was overall support for the reticulated supply to continue. Many residents already
had back-up tanks but these were not used for drinking water. There were concerns and
fears for the many elderly residents in Ohura if the current reticulated supply was lost in
favour of rain-water tanks. Many residents (about 20 people/couples) are in their 70s and
80s. How will they cope if they run out of water? Ohura is geographically isolated. It's
53km to Taumarunui; expensive to travel for bottled water. It is far better to look for
efficiencies in treating the current water. What has Council done to address this? What
has Horizon’s Regional Council done to monitor the source? They should be involved in
this debate.

Ohura has experienced drought conditions in the last two years and they were asked to
conserve water.

Contamination from bird and animal faeces, crop dusting, and volcanic eruptions was of
concern as was the ability of many residents to maintain the quality of water in tanks i.e.
many are elderly and would be simply unable to carry out tasks required to maintain a
rain-water tank supply.

If there was a switch to rain-water tanks there would be a number of concerns:

o Cost of infrastructure particularly for the Ohura B& B who report they would most
likely have to close. The B&B currently employs a number of the local residents
part-time. This is set to increase as business expands due to the mountain bikers
(Forest trail/Forgotten Highway), rally cars, camper vans, tourists and the
Forgotten Railway Adventures. The Ohura B&B has retained many features from
the Ohura Prison days and this has become a feature and point-of-difference in
the tourist market.

o Currently around 6 tonnes of coal is burned in the winter for heating and hot
water. Contamination from soot and ash is a concern if rain-water tanks were
required.

o Rain-water tanks capacity would have to be large given the commercial operation
of the B&B. The business would become untenable on rain-water tanks and
would most likely close.

o The Ohura Cosmopolitan Club also expressed concern if the switch to rain-water
tanks went ahead. Concerns include capacity needed for cleaning, commercial
dish washers, toilets etc.

o With 150-200 members patronage can vary from 5 or 6 to 100 on a Friday night.
The Ohura Cosmopolitan Club also doubles as the community’s dairy.
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o There is a concern that once the reticulated supply is closed they (council) will
forget all about us once they get us onto tanks.

o The school would need to purchase rainwater tanks from their five-year property
fund with assistance from the Ministry of Education. Maintenance costs would be
funded from the school’s bulk grant at the expense of other items.

o The school has a vege garden which supplies students and the community in
general with fresh veges. This will not be possible if there is a switch to rainwater
tanks as the garden would not be watered during the dry months.

o The running and maintenance of the school swimming pool would also need to
be reconsidered if the school was to switch to rainwater tanks. There would be
additional stress for the principal in organising and ensuring water quality
compliance.

Ministry of Health

The following represents the Ministry of Health view on closing or transferring the Ohura
Water Supply.

"Drinking water subsidies are intended to help suppliers in small, disadvantaged
communities to improve their drinking-water systems and provide safe drinking water. The
subsidies make funding available to suppliers that demonstrate a need for funding to assist
them in making the most effective use of the equipment that they already have or to upgrade
their facilities, to provide a safe and sustainable water supply. Ruapehu DC was given
assistance on this understanding, and that the water supply would be maintained for the
reasonable future. Abandoning the current supply will waste the Government's investment
and deprive the community of Ohura of their drinking-water supply. Safe drinking water is a
necessity for public health." (Environmental & Border Health, Public Health. Clinical Leadership,
Protection & Regulation, Ministry of Health)
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Appendix 5: HIA Appraisal Workshop

Ohura Community Feedback

Background

A DHB-led consultation meeting with members of the Ohura community was held on
Thursday 27" February. The meeting was facilitated by staff from the Population Health
division of Waikato DHB, including the Medical Officer of Health, and they were assisted by
an external advisor specialising in health impact assessments.

The purpose of the meeting was to explore community perspectives of the health and
wellbeing implications of the alternatives for water supply that were on the table. The
engagement approach was based on an adaptation of established health and wellbeing
impact assessment practice, in which the health and wellbeing consequences of policy or
planning can be tested in a collaborative forum with local people.

Approximately 20 people attended the meeting, which was held at the local memorial hall.
The meeting specifically explored potential issues relating to water supply, quality and
affordability, and potential options going forward.

Water Supply

Key concerns

There was general agreement that the current supply had met local needs, in terms of
access to water, for many years. This enables not only supply to local homes and gardens,
but also supports local services and amenities, such as the fire brigade, public toilets,
clubrooms, backpackers, school and swimming pool.

Despite local droughts, the supply had remained operable, and had been of service to the
local farming community during droughts.

A key concern of locals was the reliability of ongoing water supply in the township, both to
the local population and local services, amenities and the backpackers hostel if there was a
switch to water tanks. At times of drought, the supply would be much less assured, would
incur extra cost if water had to be trucked in, and would undermine people’s ability to grow
their own food and maintain gardens. Some suggested maintaining a dual water supply,
continuing an untreated reticulated supply for non-potable purposes, and using rain water for
drinking.

Some noted that the Ministry of Health had invested substantial amounts in maintaining the
town supply. They were concerned about what would happen to that investment if the supply
was changed; would it be sold or transferred to another area?

Potential health impacts: Water supply

Ohura people raised the following potential health and wellbeing issues:
o Loss of ability to water vegetable gardens in times of drought

e Loss of functionality of key local amenities
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Water quality

Key concerns

Concerns were expressed with quality of water, both with the current supply and with a
switch to water tanks. Some were unsure about the quality of the existing supply, and were
concerned that the current supply passes through an old dump site, and can be
contaminated by topdressing. Some people noted that a few years earlier, there were
contaminants that required the water to be boiled for a time. For some, rainwater tanks were
seen as providing a safer water quality option than the existing supply.

Others however were of the view that the current supply was generally good and would
continue to serve the area well. They were also concerned that rainwater tanks have their
own quality issues, including needing maintenance and treatment, possibility of plastic
leaching, and contaminants such as bird droppings, lead-based fittings and material on roofs
(such as topdressing spray).

Potential health impacts: Water quality

Ohura people raised the following potential health and wellbeing issues:
¢ lliness from contaminated water (whether town supply or rainwater)

o Health concerns with existing water treatment processes

Water affordability

There was widespread concern among community members about the affordability of the
options put forward by council. The DHB was told that the average income in the area was
only $10,000, and the water rates being applied were prohibitively expensive. There was
concern that the direct rating applied would only increase in years to come.

The rainwater option was similarly seen to be prohibitively expensive. The properties that
had been assessed to date indicated that the building work needed to bring houses to a
state (e.g. new roofing and spouting) that they could take rainwater tanks would be well over
$20,000 for many households, and many would not be able to repay loans from the council,
particularly retired populations taking on debt. Some queried if the council was genuinely
interested in turning the town around and support growth.

Potential health impacts: Water affordability

Ohura people raised the following potential health and wellbeing issues:
e Stress and erosion of mental health from financial pressure of water costs

o Erosion of social fabric of township as more leave due to unaffordability

Responses to options put forward

Among those attending, there was no single option that all agreed with, but there was a
general concern about the implications of the costs that will be borne by either system.

Some suggested a subsidised or fully-funded shift to rainwater tanks; others were in favour
of retaining the current supply at an affordable rate. Some suggested a mixed system of
local supply for gardening and other purposes, and rainwater tanks for drinking water. Some
favoured a district-wide water rate, which would spread the costs more equally across the

34|Page



Ohura Water Supply HIA

district. This however had already been rejected by council. Others suggested transition
arrangements to enable people to shift to a different system more affordably.

There was a widespread call for better engagement with the community on this, and for
other options to be explored with the community.
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Appendix 6: HIA Workshop data

Ohura Community workshop feedback feedback — Thursday 27 February 2014

Supply

¢ Need to supply local facilities such as fire brigade school, public toilets, cossie club,
church, backpackers, rugby club, gardens, swimming pool.

Will those in flood areas be OK for tanks?

Don’t want it to go dry.

Don’t want to lose it — rate payers rights.

Is present system the best option — costing lots to get to drinkable quality.
Who will fill the tanks if not full.

Are there other options — more options from council.

Water from Dam for washing, cleaning etc. Tanks for drinking, cooking.
Who'’s investment is the current system?

Group 2
¢ No current issues. Haven’t run out during drought. Last year drought declared by govt.

supplied farming community with water — fire service — fundraising — used for stock.
This year no rain for 3 weeks.

Drought 2008. Happens every 5 years.

Farms get subsidies during drought but towns don't.

What if there’s a flood? Can tanks get washed away — last flood 1998.

Gardeners — no water for watering.

$300-$500 for 10,000 litres.

Could get water out of river — untreated.

Community could pool money for community collection of water.

Majority/some are elderly.

Quality
e Present quality monitoring? What is happening now?

¢ Health issues with tanks. Free from contaminants birds, planes (air pollutants in
rainwater), eruptions, lead based fittings etc.

Possible present source could be dump site.

Cleaning routines of tanks.

Would current water source be acceptable under current day?

Don’t want plastic (leaching) prefer concrete.

Tanks have environmental supply issues.

Taumarunui supply also not good (query council quality of water).

What would be the health benefits and gains if going to tanks.

Will there be a transition period?

Believe council have not fulfilled statutory requirements.

Group 2
e No current sign of ill health — few years ago water not so good. Run of people to doctors

— may have been caused by town water. Local knowledge saying it was the water
causing diarrhoe and vomiting.

e Other communities have problems with town supply as well.

e Good free water from sky. Why are we not using this?

o Current supply i.e. creek is polluted by top dressing, farm animals/wool sheds, old dump
site etc. Can use carbon filter, UV system to clean up.

36|Page



Ohura Water Supply HIA

Need both tanks and town supply i.e. tanks for drinking — sustainability.
Alumn/chlorine added to water causing contamination.
Have asked Horizons to test water.

Affordability
Group 1

Cost of current system expensive.

Could we weight up use of old Railway Dam source which would be gravity fed?

Large cost to options offered — access, quality, cost — council should be addressing in a
way that works locally.

e Low income 10% of income on water. $10,000 average income.

o Life of plastic tanks. When would they need to be replaced?

e Higher house and content insurance cost.

o Retired population taking on debt.

e Ability to repay loans — keep current flat rate.

¢ Adds to high lines company/electricity costs.

¢ Flat water rate across district — we are paying for them as well as them for us.

¢ Has the old source been thoroughly investigated?

e Previous source before amalgamation of councils/borough had sufficient supply for town
which had large population (railway dam).

¢ Why would we give up present system when its OK as is.

o Cost of present system increasing (chemical cost and maintenance).

e Cost of system individually analysed again.

o Cost on top of tanks with roofing/spouting etc to provide tank supply.

¢ Ongoing cost of a tank system.

e High cost on council estimates query how high they are.

o Costs of inspectors to have building work done + builder — it's the added costs

e 69 occupied homes. Tanks gifted because of high decile rate of community — exchange
for equipment in existing system. Cost compared to current of treatment plant would way
up against gifting tanks.

e Pumping from river.

Group 2

¢ Many will need new roof, spouting.

e Won't reduce the cost as will be paying off loan for 15 years. Might need new tank in 15-
20 years.

¢ Where will the tank be put? Would require additional earth works to get in right location.

o Retrograde step — always had water supply.

e Maintenance costs

e Source of water important to Maori — our livelihood. Ohura water flows through to

Whanganui — source of life. Pray to water.

Top dressing planes fly close to township — garden suffers. Fertiliser — Ohura should be
a no fly zone.

Price of reticulated water going up.

Once you lose reticulated water you won'’t ever get it back.

Unintended health costs

Sewerage — flushing loos less. No long-drops in the built up area.
Gardening — watering garden, growing kai, live off veges.

Stress for community.

Not a clear picture.
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Adding more debt — rates high costs.

Financial stress.

No public transport.

Fire brigade — safety houses burning down.

Supply and costs for the school.

Club has used 23,000 litres in last 3 months — not even a tank.

Personal health impacts

¢ Mental health. Stress of knowing current water has risk of contamination.

e Less gardening so less fresh food — fruit and veges.

¢ Need to conserve water — won't flush toilet as often — problems with septic tank.
e People will leave area as can’t afford tanks.

o 3 xtold not to drink water — i.e. boil water notice (last year boiled for 2-3 weeks).
o Would like reticulated water and water tanks for drinking.

Social cost

o People will leave area.

e Quoted $22k but phone around and could get it for $8K.

o Need to get young people involved to fix up all buildings and water system. Rejuvenate
the town.

e Council could foster community through tank conversion — buy in bulk.

¢ National Park now dropped to less than 200 people — they may face same issue.

o If water rates decreased then properties might be more saleable. Ohura would be more
desirable to move to.

o Flat water rate will continue to increase.

¢ Have council looked at other options for treatment? i.e. sand filters — water trickles
through shingle and comes out pure. Other options may be cheaper.

e Water tanks won’t involve increasing costs? Maybe.

Who will be most impacted?

e Community.
o Flat water rate — Ohura community benefits.

Other things for Population Health

¢ Mental health — suicides — only recently been 3-4. Support for locals who are dealing
with these instances.

e Lack of care for these people.

Transport to appointments - 80 year old with son 30-45 years with cerebral

palsy/muscular dystrophy looking after son on his own for 15 years since his wife died.

Added stresses (benefit cuts, depression, self-isolation).

Not having vaccinations due to cost/distance to appointments.

Access to services.

Health days popular in community to have checks.

Good community — share and care looking after each other.

Council don’t seem to want to turn things around and support growth, distance

themselves — are they interested at all?

e Abandoned land because of stress.
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Group 2

50kms to nearest doctor. Blood tests Taumarunui each week. Cost of getting to
Taumarunui — need bus service or doctor to come here. Used to be doctors room in Hall
9 years ago. Used to have health days — blood person etc.

Recent suicides — 2 in 12 months — people are socially isolated. Need some mental
health care. People with mental health issues move here because its cheap.

There’s no access to WINZ — need them to come out.

Most houses were insulated under free scheme. Some missed out. Could do stocktake
and community help with others.

Lines company bill separate from electricity — expensive as costs more to get electricity
out here. Line company bill stays the same however much is used — can’t economise.
More health harms from cigarettes, alcohol marijuana than water.

No cell phone coverage — risks in emergencies. Have broadband and landline.

Other options

Analysis of current system (independent consultant) — water, cost.
Clarity and support from council
Rumours on council would like Ohura to die are worrying.
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Appendix 7: Water supply calculations

The predicted volume of water in a rain water tank can be calculated using a number of
assumptions and historical rainfall data. The calculations and assumptions are shown
below.

Quotable Values (QV) estimates that the average floor area of a house in the Ruapehu
district is 114sqft.

Model assumptions

Fixed Daily water consumption of:
- 866 litres per day per connection, the current council estimate which is based on a
three person household in Ohura.
- 600 litres per day, an estimated water utilisation during efforts to conserve water.

House size = average floor area of a house in Ruapehu district is 114 m? which equates to a
roof surface area of 144 m? when taking into account a 30 degree roof angle and .75 m
house eave.

Every 1 mm of rain over a 1 m? area of roof area equates to 1 litre of water. This number is
multiplied by the runoff co-efficient (.95) to estimate the volume of water than is likely to be
diverted to the storage tank during any given rain event.

Storage capacity of tank = 30,000 litre
Model predictions
Winter/Autumn

Assuming that the household starts with a full tank (30,000 L) at the beginning of winter (1%
June), based on historical rainfall data, our model predicts that a house in Ohura relying
solely on tank water would have received sufficient rainfall during the winter/spring period
(even during the driest and wettest winter/spring periods over the previous ten years) to
meet the current household demand of 866 litres per day for a three person household living
in a house with an average sized floor area within the Ruapehu district (114 m? which
equates to a roof surface area of 144 m?) and having a 30,000 litre tank attached to the
house.

Summer/Autumn

Assuming a household starts with a full tank (30,000 L) at the beginning of summer (1st
December) our model predicts that a three person Ohura household relying solely on tank
water would have likely experienced a water shortage during the wettest summer and
autumn period (2010/11) and significant water shortage during the driest summer/autumn
period when using 866L per day (figure 3 and 4). If conserving water to 600L per day, water
shortage would occur during the driest summer/autumn period (figure 5), but not the wettest
summer/autumn period in the last 10 years (figure 6).
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Appendix 8: Other health concerns

Ohura residents were also asked about other health issues in the community that the DHB
should be aware of. A wide range of concerns were raised:

Mental health of some in the area. A number of suicides were noted, and concern
about the lack of care for these people, as well as the impact this has had on some
local people.

Health and social service access: an example was given of an elderly person with a
son with cerebral palsy/muscular dystrophy who had been looking after him for 15
years. More generally, the cost and distance involved in getting to Taumarunui, and
lack of transport support options.

Not having vaccinations and other preventative care due to cost/distance to primary
care.

Access to other services such as WINZ.

Fuel poverty i.e. cost of line rental for electricity.

Ohura residents were in favour of Community Health Days, which would include health
checks such as cholesterol, vaccinations, blood pressure, health education and the like.

There are a number of facilities that could host community health days such as the
Community Hall or the Ohura Bed & Breakfast.
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