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Purpose of the Pre-Reading Pack

The purpose of this information is to give a detailed level of content prior to the workshop, including :

* Detailed feedback and commentary from the stakeholder engagement work to date, which includes
discussions with

* other local authorities in the ORC boundaries,

 other Regional Councils, Unitary Councils and local authorities nationally,
* central agencies and

* environmental delivery organisations

 Detailed information on what the research and evidence says about ‘large-scale’ and the feedback we had
from others on what ‘large-scale’ means to them

* Detailed information about the possible funding models, their features and SWOT for each

* Pose key questions for your thought and consideration prior to the workshop that will help inform our
assessment of each model

* Allow you to form your own view and opinion (from the information provided), where each model ranks
against a Risk, Value, Cost and Effort Matrix which will drive the further discussion — getting us to the point
of resolution on the model/s for further investigation

* Note that both documents can be read together, although the notes are standalone (and therefore may be
covered in both the reading and slide deck)

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Instructions to Prepare for the Workshop

To set us up for success, and to reach a point of agreement in the Workshop, we seek the following:

Read and review the documentation and notes provided in this page
After reading the information on ‘definition’s please create your own thoughts and bring these to share

Under each of the funding models, review the questions and answer these against each model and bring
your thoughts to share

Rate each option against the Risk, Value, Cost and Effort Matrix, using the definitions and guidance
provided — we will share these and reach an agreed position on each

Allow you to form your own view and opinion (from the information provided), where each model ranks
against a Risk, Value, Cost and Effort Matrix which will drive the further discussion — getting us to the point
of resolution on the model/s for further investigation

Note down any ‘burning questions’ you may still have that you would like the workshop to resolve

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Intended Outcomes of the Council Workshop

By the end of the workshop, Councillors will:

Understand what evidence and best practice tells us about how to invest to support and achieve environmental
gain

Have a greater understanding of how this fund and funding mechanism could impact local TA’s, community
stakeholders and other funders

Discuss a definition of ‘large-scale’ and the high level criteria that will form this definition from the Otago context

Discuss on the ideal long-term aspiration of the Council for the future model of funding — determine the ‘end
game

Understand the implications and timing of the implementation of the large-scale fund in relation to the ORC
Biodiversity Strategy refresh

Be more familiar with the range of funding mechanisms available, their strengths and risks, the potential long
term impacts and considerations, and insight into how the model is currently working in practice

Identify and agree a short list of funding model options, based on an assessment against risk, value, cost and
effort, that require further investigation for the final report to be presented to Council in May 2025.

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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A summary of the key themes from our review of
the research
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Effectiveness of Contestable Funding

e Can foster a level playing field, allowing smaller, newly established groups to compete for funding
opportunities in a transparent process

* Inherently competitive and can stifle collaboration among organisations
* Incredibly time and resource-intensive on both the funder and the providers

* Negatively impact staff retention and contribute to organisational sustainability given short-term
nature, and if salary costs are not covered

e Can drive providers to alter their delivery to funding criteria over delivery against need
* Usually very project based, with ‘new’ initiatives given priority over maintenance of BAU activities

e Limited communication and support can be given between provider and funder to protect
process transparency

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Effectiveness of Direct Funding

* Greater ability for collaborative strategic long-term plans and goals to be developed in
partnership between funder and provider

e Reduced administrative time and effort compared to contestable processes

* Funders can engage directly with groups or providers to address priority environmental
objectives, and encourage/guide collaboration

* Smaller, newer groups, or less well-known groups may be disadvantaged

* Potential loss of transparency in the process if decisions are based on known providers, or due to
individual relationships

e Can contribute to reputational risk if some groups are directly approached and others are missed
out completely

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Effectiveness of Investing to support partnerships, capability and collaboration
(enhancing the system)

* Aligning investment with larger groups or umbrella type organisations has a number of benefits —
such as greater efficiencies across entity and leveraging additional investment

e Groups can help share ideas and information, promote projects, and strengthen group identity

* There is advantage and opportunity to invest in funds to support provider sustainability and to
facilitate collaboration opportunities (not necessarily through this fund)

* Collectives are still relatively new and untested, which introduces additional risk

* Collectives and groups are often geographically restricted and may not align with the ORC region.

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Effectiveness of Devolution (fund management by another entity)

e Can remove the administrative burden from the Council to an entity more experienced in this role
but

* The admin costs of a third party can be significantly higher, depending on systems and processes

* Makes Council a step removed from the funding and decision making processes but , those
knowing what is happening on the ground are then also removed

 Ability to access other funding and donation levers such as growing endowments

e Requires significant management by the funder to ensure transparency of use, and alignment to
values and goals

* Usually requires additional governance structures to support management and administration

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Effectiveness of Establishment of Trust or CCO Model

* Cost to establish, administer, govern and report can be inefficient depending on the level of
investment

* Provides opportunities to off-set costs and gain additional philanthropic revenue
e Can remove investment decisions closer the community and future proofed in election cycles
* Provides formal structures for co-funding and co-investment

* Allows for a brand and identity away from Council, but can also create a disconnect from the
strategy to the implementation (ORC to on-the-ground delivery)

e Without significant collaboration and partnership, can lead to duplication of effort and
investment

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 10
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What we have been told so far
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Stakeholder Engagement

Territorial Councils

Authorities across the
in ORC area motu

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Territorial Authorities in ORC Region

* All Councils consulted with (except Clutha DC) with representation from
many staff and teams. Very engaged and supportive of this project

* Itis not clear what large-scale means in the Otago context

* The contestable funding process places a significant administrative
burden on council staff, especially when funding is over-subscribed and
grant size is small

* Councils are often not well informed about initiatives happening in other
districts and there is likely duplication and gaps in what is being funded

* There is a lack of research and monitoring data to support if the gains
made are sustainable

e Other funders are investing in the same providers and projects that
Council’s are investing in, and there is a need for a more strategic
approach

* Providers are really struggling in the current financial environment &
concern that this could be perpetuated depending on the funding model

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Key Themes:

Region-wide funding strategy
needed

Data and evidence still evolving

Investment decisions would ideally
come following Strategy

Investment focused on outcomes
and intergenerational gain important

Investing in the wider ‘system’ is
equally important as investing in
activities

The environmental issues across
each TA are vastly different, as is
provider capability
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Other Council’s across the Motu

e Range of discussions across City, District, Regional and Unitary Councils

* Many have been on a journey to evolve their funding and grant
processes and models for some time, with many models being tested

* Impact has been amplified where Council’s have been able to prioritise
collaboration or fund collaborative activities or umbrella entities

* There is a move away from short term, contestable funding processes
due to their sustainability, over-subscription, limited connection to
outcomes, and high admin burden

* There is a lack of research and monitoring data to support investment
prioritisation and to know if the gains made are sustainable

* There’s no one-size fits all funding model — is the all dependent on the
risk appetite of Council, the availability of providers and funders in the
region and dependent on the capability and capacity of providers

* Implementing collaborative and connected funding processes is easily for
unitary councils where roles and responsibilities are expanded and
reduced complexity

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Key Themes:

Strategy & evidence before
implementation

Strength of partnership and
collaboration is key

Know the opportunities and
constraints in your region and act
from there

It is a long process to evolve — some
of the current models and initiatives
have been in place 10+ years
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Community Providers and Delivery Partners

* Range of discussions with community providers across the region

* Short-term competitive funding cycles are the biggest constraint to achieving
impact and outcomes and retaining staff

* Having clear definitions and criteria are key to knowing what is priority to ORC
and what will be delivered

* On the ground delivery is enhanced by strong relationships at funder level
(Councils and other funders) and through collaboration on the ground

* Collaboration is more challenging in a competitive funding environment

* Variances in funding timing, requirements, criteria and accountability
requirements is confusing and draining valuable resources

* Activating volunteers effectively is impossible without paid staff to support
delivery

* Most receive funding from multiple sources — often from multiple Councils

* Obtaining funding to maintenance existing delivery, support education and
PR, and to evaluate effectiveness very hard to secure

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Key Themes:

Providers will need time to scale up
and consolidate for new investment

There needs to be clarity of what
ORC wishes to purchase

Regardless of the funding model,
providers need leadership and
ongoing support to be effective

Competitive funding models are
largely ineffective and not foster
collaboration

There are a large number of
organisations trying to achieve the
same thing creating both duplication
and gaps within the system
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Current and Future Funders of Environmental Initiatives

Their investment decisions are usually driven by donor requests
and the parameters of a bequest

Their constitution or strategic plan directs where and who they
will invest in — and environmental investment may not be a high
priority

There is an inherent risk for these entities to partner with
Councils

Partnering with another entity or co-funding still attracts an
administration cost that needs to be covered

Their level of maturity and standing in the community is linked
with their ability to leverage additional funding

Many are moving away from funding level projects to investing
in ‘system level’ capability building and support for organisations

Key Themes:

Stand alone entities have their own
strategies and priorities and able to
invest in areas of their choosing

The willingness and ability to partner
is very dependent on the entity,
their level of maturity and mandate

Aligning geographical coverage is
challenging

Significant deliberate push to better
align funding decisions across
Councils and community funders in
many areas (within and outside the
environment sector)

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 16
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Alignment and Timing in relation to the ORC Biodiversity Strategy

* Intent of the Strategy is to align collective biodiversity outcomes for Otago with the ways we’re going to achieve them, in
alignment with the NPSIB (2023)

Develop draft Public consultation - final strategy adoption Implementation, monitoring and reporting

We are here 30 June 2025 to 30 June 2026 1 July 2027 to 30 June 2034
Work.shop Prepare & Present Final !{ecommendatlons for Implementation of large-scale investment
Options Adoption
We are here 1 March 2025 to 31 May 2025 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2028

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 17
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Definitions from the evidence and proposed
definition for ORC




Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

frequency

What is large-scale?

e Basic definitions — broad, involving many people, extensive, wide-ranging, global
* No clear definition of ‘large-scale’ exists — from an environmental perspective or more generally
* The interpretation of large-scale is highly contextual

* There are many variables that can inform the definition of large-scale

e Spatial scale — from regions to global scale
* Time scale — from years to decades to inter-generational
* Biological scale — level of biodiversity complexity such as entire ecosystems

* Evidence scale — the level to which a project or initiative is deemed a biodiversity priority backed up by data
and evidence

* Implementation scale — the size of the group or organisation leading the change

e Collaboration scale — the level of community activation and collaboration across groups and volunteers,
including involvement of mana whenua

* Financial scale — not only level of investment, but co-investment and partnership investment

19
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By comparison, what is landscape scale?

e Again, no clear agreed definition of what constitutes landscape scale

* Premise that spatial configuration of landscape has profound effect on ecology and biodiversity found
within

* Landscape scale is complex and occasionally contradictory

* Consistent wording in definitions usually relate to

* Interconnected landscapes with many land uses and ecosystems present
* Large geographical areas
* Multiple benefits including environmental, social and economic

* Multiple stakeholder interests

* The ‘right scale’ depends on the features of the landscape, the people and groups of people involved,
recognition of cultural features and ownership of the land (such as protected land vs private land)

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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What others told us
‘large-scale’ meant to
them
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Some concrete examples — ‘large-scale’ definitions and criteria already in place

Auckland Council

e Channel direct funding streams into their ‘large-scale’ initiatives
* For a project or programme to be seen as large-scale, the following conditions need to be met

* multiple land tenure,
e community led,
e mana whenua connected,

* Funding and incentivizing organisations that serve an umbrella function

* Their definition of large-scale is starting to move towards those groups who can start to take on delivery
roles and responsibilities that Council would have traditionally tried to deliver on, but where they’re
better placed to provide.

e AC supports these groups to by investing in their capability and capacity to ensure they are able to
deliver great work in line with Council policy.

22
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Some concrete examples

Waikato Regional Council

e Large-scale definition has six components including:
* Landscape scale
e  Community led and collaborative
* Involvement and support of mana whenua
* Long-term and inter-generational benefits
e Co-funding
* Landowner support and permission

 Each component has a range of elements that make up that part of the definition

 Initiatives/programmes/providers must meet at least one element of each component, except
‘community led” where all elements must be demonstrated

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Proposed Definition for ORC of ‘large-scale’

* No one single definition is likely to be effective at encompassing all important elements
* A high-level definition is proposed (for governance purposes) with
* More detailed criteria explaining the application of the definition at a management/operational level

* The recommended criteria will be included in the final report

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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An Example of a Detailed Criteria Against Definition

This will need to fall under the definition, and some elements could include:

* Contribution to ORC priorities as outlined in the Biodiversity Strategy, and environmental priorities
of the TA partners in the region

* Alignment with intergenerational aspirations of mana whenua, and level of support received by
runaka

* |f the programme is existing, and evidence of its effectiveness and impact

* Allowing for increased scale and/or impact, with providers demonstrating they have the capacity
and capability to deliver at increased scale (such as financial and governance stability)

* Community-led with a high degree of collaboration at all levels

* Investment will be made to a legal entity

* Investment will be a minimum of three-years

* Investment is contingent on co-funding, or being on a path to co-funding

* The value of investment is contingent on how effectively providers achieve against the criteria

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 25
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Some options we created — what are your thoughts?

Option 1

“Initiatives or programmes that address environmental challenges across a significant geographical area or
ecosystem (as defined in our Biodiversity Strategy), and that have the goal and outcome of achieving
landscape-scale or ecosystem-wide improvement. We will align our investment to work that has a high
degree of coordination and collaboration at a community level, is backed by evidence, and can be
sustainable, past the term of ORC investment”

Option 2

“Initiatives or programmes that will contribute to intergenerational enhancements in our environment,
having positive outcomes at an ecosystem level in the areas of biodiversity, water quality, ecosystem
restoration and climate change mitigation. We will align our investment to our strategic priorities and the
priorities or our mana whenua partners”

Option 3

“initiatives or programmes that can achieve intergenerational outcomes at ecosystem or multi-ecosystem
scale, that are community-driven, backed by evidence and science, supported by mana whenua and that
enhance engagement and activation at a community and funder level.”

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 26
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What does your definition look

like? N

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Discussion of six possible options and agreement
on preferred models for further investigation
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Instructions for Assessing the Funding Models

* This section outlines six models for discussion. It also contains information on the ‘other’ models we
found, which are slight variations on the core 6 models.

* Each model is outlined by it’s overall features, the timescale to implementation and an analysis of the
strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks.

. Plezései review the content, and then note your thoughts on the questions we pose as part of each
model.

* Then we ask, using your own judgement, to plot where you think each model ranks on the Risk, Value,
Cost and Effort (RVCE Matrix) at the end of the reading pack.

* The notes contain guidance on how to use this matrix, and our group discussion will focus on getting
alignment/consensus on the where the 6 models fit.

* We will provide A3 print outs of the questions and the consolidated SWQOTs for the workshop.

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 29
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Funding Models for Discussion

4. 5.

Collaborative or Co-
Administration of a Fund by funding model in

a third party partnership with

i.e. existing Trust or CCO - - .
( & ) established organisations
(i.e. philanthropic or other TA’s)

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Likely Timescale per Option

Enhanced Competitive Fund
Direct Procurement or EOI

Administration of a Fund by a third
party

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Medium

(3-5 years)

Funding by Catchment or Biodiversity
Priority

Administration of a Fund by a third party

Collaborative or Co-Funding Model in
partnership with Govt Entity
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Funding Model 1: Contestable Funding Model

Key Features of Governance and Management (in the large-scale context)

* Management of the Fund would be undertaken by ORC internally

* Detailed criteria would need to be developed by mgmt. in line with agreed definition and fund
parameters

* Allocation of project size and value dependent on detailed criteria and agreed funding cycle

* Timing of the fund allocation to be determined against internal and provider capacity

* Governance and allocation decisions could be undertaken via a panel like ECO Fund

* Delivery against agreed outputs and outcomes contractually managed between provider/s and ORC staff

* Will need to determine length of contracting and number of rounds (i.e. $6M allocated every 3 years)

Example of the Model in Practice: Waikato Regional Council’s Natural Heritage Fund

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 32
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Can be administered internally as systems already in place
Implemented effectively in the short term
In the short term, can fill funding void created by JfN ending

Examine and realign all fund types to ensure all ‘needs’ are met across available funding
Consistent investment can result in being able to determine return on investment

Weaknesses

Doesn’t necessarily ensure investment into the right place for the right project
Reduces ability for a collaborative approach between Council and communities
Internal capacity within current resourcing to effectively manage and administer
Limited opportunity for co-funding or relationship with other funders
Investment decisions made before Biodiversity Strategy completion

Risks

Perpetuates the cycle of highly competitive funding

May discourage collaboration between providers

May inadvertently fuel the culture of funding ‘new’ projects rather than maintaining existing
Doesn’t clearly foster or support long-term org. sustainability

Financial Implications

Risk investing in the providers best placed, or with the resources to write the best funding applications

Investment may not be targeted to the highest priorities or the best environmental outcomes

Will need to decide number of rounds and length of investment (i.e. $2M annually, or S6M allocated for three years)
Contestable funds are expensive to administer

If this is a short-term measure, the length of investment needs to be long enough for benefit to the provider and
community

Operational Implications
Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Contestable funds are incredibly resource intensive to effectively manage and monitor
Timing of the fund to either align with, or different timing to the current ECO Fund processes
How evaluation or review of performance may be undertaken

Doesn’t easily allow for opportunities for sector wide, or Council wide collaboration
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 34

Council Meeting - 25 June 2025

794



Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

frequency

Funding Model 2: Direct Funding or EOI

Key Features of Governance and Management (in the large-scale context)

Management of the Fund would be undertaken by ORC internally

Detailed criteria would need to be developed by mgmt. in line with agreed definition and fund parameters
Allocation of project size and value dependent on detailed criteria and funding cycle

Decisions around the type and location of initiatives funded could be Council driven and determined (as opposed to
community driven and determined under a contestable model, or could be community driven)

Providers/suppliers could be required to complete a self-assessment tool against the criteria to determine suitability to
apply (pre-procurement process to get to the start line)

Timing of the fund allocation to be determined against internal and provider capacity

Governance and allocation decisions could be undertaken via a panel like ECO Fund

Delivery against agreed outputs and outcomes contractually managed between provider/s and ORC staff

Will need to determine length of contracting and number of rounds (i.e. S6M allocated every 3 years)

Example of the Model in Practice: Auckland Council’s Direct funding by Biodiversity Focus Areas

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Can direct funding to high priority issues and ecosystems

Can determine suitable (or preclude) providers early due to the procurement process
Can be less resource and time intensive than a competitive process

Can allow for more provider collaboration during the process

Can drive innovation and collaboration

Opportunities Can enable opportunities for Council and providers to work together on long term sustainable funding options
Still requires significant capacity and capability internally during implementation

Weaknesses Can lose some transparency in the process if only certain providers approached
May limit the pool of suitable providers if base assessment too heavily on past performance alone
Criteria may be too narrow and excludes some groups or communities unknowingly

Risks Could damage relationship with existing providers or communities who feel excluded

Provider capability may be stronger in one catchment or geographical area, leading to the perception that only one part of ORC
area is receiving funding

Financial Implications

Risk investing in the providers best placed, or with the resources to write the best funding applications

This can be mitigated by a pre-procurement screening process, but this may result in investment into only one or two catchment
areas

Investment may not be targeted to the highest priorities or the best environmental outcomes

Will need to decide number of rounds and length of investment (i.e. $2M annually, or S6M allocated for three years)
Contestable funds are expensive to administer (even if undertaken via direct procurement)

If this is a short-term measure, the length of investment needs to be long enough for benefit to the provider and community

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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While the procurement process may be less intensive, the ongoing management and monitoring of contracts/programmes is
resource intensive
The SWOT of this model will be largely reliant on the procurement parameters and criteria put in place
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 37
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Funding Model 3: Funding by Catchment or Biodiversity Priority

Key Features of Governance and Management (in the large-scale context)

* Development of the plans would occur under the current structure and partnership

* Plans would be developed as communities became activated and engaged in the process

* Implementation Plans and budgets would follow Plan sign off

* Agreed investment would be given to a community group/entity (which may be new or newly established) or to an
existing community provider or umbrella entity

* Investment would need to be for a set amount and time

* Contractual arrangements and monitoring of delivery would be undertaken internally

* Atimeline and plan for investment would need to be developed and managed to ensure investment would start and
stop at certain times (ensuring the fund doesn’t become diluted)

Example of the Model in Practice: Catlins Catchment Action Plan (Pilot)

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Allows for systematic funding approach that is grounded in evidence and priority
Pilot already completed and best practice approach evolving/developing

Allows for stronger alignment from strategy and data to implementation and action
Develop closer on the ground relationships and collaborations with community groups to lead action

Opportunities More science in action initiatives
May allow for greater partnership and collaboration between existing community groups/providers
Can work with the willing — quick wins to be had
Investment may not go to area of highest biodiversity need but driven by level of community engagement
Likely to be only short-term investment as will dilute value and effectiveness as more plans are completed
Weaknesses Capable providers may miss out on opportunities if community action and engagement doesn’t follow
Impact diluted over time as more Plans are completed
Significant internal resource required to drive the process
May not be a suitable provider in the catchment area to hold and administer the funds on behalf of Council
e Community enthusiasm and engagement may wane over time
ISKS

Sustainability of the work post-investment if the group has no mandate or activity past the implementation of the CAP
May struggle to leverage additional investment if a new group needs to be established (no history of delivery)

Financial Implications

Sustainability of the funding — probably can’t fund all 10 catchments at once

May need a lot of support to transition groups to deliver past the life of the funding (implementation plan may be very
aspirational and/or inter-generational)

Depending on who is funded, capability and capacity may be limited, or no formal entity to fund may exist
Prioritisation and timing of the funding will need to take place, but this may not align with community readiness

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

The internal resource and capacity required will increase as more Plans are developed
Additional resources will be needed to support Plan implementation in addition to Plan development
Resources may become spread thin on the ground over time
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?
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Funding Model 4: Administration of a Fund by a Third Party

Key Features of Governance and Management

* ORC would enter into a service agreement or contract with an existing entity or organisation to
administer the funds on behalf of ORC — could be a Charitable Entity or Community Funder or an existing
CCO (Port Otago)

* The third-party entity would be responsible for the full administration costs of the fund such as the
promotion of the fund, gathering applications, convening review panels, contracting with providers for
delivery

* ORC staff could/would be involved in the allocation process and decision making

* The entity would be accountable under contract for all components of the fund

* In addition, it could be a requirement for the entity to leverage or raise additional funds on top of the
ORC investment, but this may be long term

* Likely in the short term, the purpose would be to develop and administer on behalf of ORC

Example of the Model in Practice: Environment Canterbury and the Christchurch Foundation (Green Philanthropy) or
Destination Queenstown and the Wakatipu Community Foundation (I LOVE Wanaka and | LOVE Queenstown
initiatives)
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Reduces internal administration and capacity for ORC staff
Keeps the fund at arm’s length from Council and can be seen as a community fund rather than Council
Third party may be more cost effective compared to Council overhead costs

Removes Council from direct funding decisions, allowing for greater opportunities to attract co-investment or
philanthropic investment , and lever charitable entity benefits

Enhance relationship and collaboration with external providers

Allows for pooling for funds from multiple local authorities to achieve greater efficiency and impact of investment

Weaknesses

Portion of the funds needed to cover admin of the Fund

Investment decisions are made by those removed from the day-to-day delivery on the ground

Currently unknown if there are any existing organisations with the capacity and capability to deliver this on behalf of
ORC & not currently within PO core business or strategy

Still requires significant ORC management to ensure delivery against contract and KPIs

The ability to lever additional funds or investment will likely take significant time

Risks

Transparency of use of rate-payer funds is potentially reduced

Entity is too far removed from day-to-day work, particularly if environmental funding is not their core business and
investment moves further away from strategy

Reputational risk if contracted entity does not effectively deliver

Financial Implications

Overall investment likely be diluted by circa 10% p/a to account for administration costs which may be able to be met
by other internal ORC sources

Ability (and/or appetite) of a third-party to raise additional funds on behalf of Council may be limited

May not achieve value-for-money if the entity is not capable of delivering in the medium to long term

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

Will take time to get in place, especially if no willing party comes forward or existing relationship is established

No existing organisation may have regional mandate or reach that matches ORC boundaries

Significant level of internal capacity and capability required to ensure that fund is effectively being administered and
ensure alignment is maintained with strategy

Effective investment decisions may be at risk if administering this fund is outside of their core business
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?
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Funding Model 5: Collaborative or Co-Funding Model in Partnership

Key Features of Governance and Management:

ORC would enter into a formal agreement with another party or parties under an SLA, MoU, Shared Services
Agreement or other agreement. Likely partners would be other TA’s, an iwi-owned entity, or a philanthropic
partner

Funding is held by a ‘host’ entity — which could be ORC or another partner

This arrangement is often used for the purposes of pooling funds to achieve collaborative outcomes —to fund a
coordinator or a programme manager or to contribute to achieving shared outcomes (e.g. Regional Software
Holdings Ltd — which is also a CCO)

The next phase of this model could be the pooling of funds that are to be collectively administered for grant
making purposes

An allocation panel, representing the partners would allocate funding under their terms of reference

The ‘host’ or ‘lead’ entity may take an administrative fee to oversee and manage the process

All entities would collectively be responsible for the investment decisions and accountability of deliverables

Example of the Model in Practice: Biodiversity Hawkes Bay Environmental Enhancement Contestable Fund (HBRC & ECCT)

44
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Can be built and eased into over time — from one partner to many, from pooling of funds to leverage additional funds and
additional partners

Greater efficiency for providers in application process and potential streamlined accountability

Greater coordination of investment decisions

Can result in everyone ‘singing from the same song sheet’

Potential to solidify a formal partnership with mana whenua and path to co-investment

Opportunities Potential to solidify a path to formal partnership with a philanthropic entity and a path to co-investment
ORC to demonstrate true regional leadership with other local authorities and community
Challenge to align the environmental and investment priorities of co-funders with Council processes (or alignment across
Council’s)
Weaknesses May require additional time and resource for ORC to act as a ‘host’ or ‘lead’
Can mean that ORC is required to report to many ‘masters’ who may have differing expectations
Achieving alignment on funding priorities, across multiple mandated geographical boundaries can be difficult
ORC value proposition will need to be strong to attract potential partners
Risks The partnership and collaborations need to be already working in practice before becoming formalized — forced partnerships are

rarely effective
Inequity in contribution can disrupt the partnership and balance of power

Financial Implications

Level of investment others are able and willing to contribute

If funding available is to support collective action (such as Kotahitanga mo te Taiao) or if funding is available to support grant
making/programme funding

Whether the administration costs outweigh the benefits by having a co-funding arrangement

The sustainability of the arrangement and investment (obtaining commitment past LTP cycles)

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

A long-term trusting partnership needs to be in place prior to collaborative investment coming

Timing for operational decisions may not align across entities (unless partnering with other local authorities)
Future proofing the arrangement if priorities change for the partner or co-funder

It may be difficult to find the right partner who matches priorities, aspirations and geographical reach

The internal capacity and capability required if ORC were to lead this (which logically they would)
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?
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Funding Model 6: Establishment of New Entity (Trust or CCO)

Key Features of Governance and Management (in the large-scale context)

* Council would establish a new entity as allowed for under the LGA

* Consideration needs to be considered of the rules and requirements, their timing and cost (e.g.
developing a constitution, appointing governance and trustees, appointing staff and clarifying roles and
responsibilities)

* It would likely require a number of appointed independent directors, including a Chair

* This would need to be completed prior to the distribution of funding

* Management of the Fund would be undertaken by the new entity, including development of criteria and
fund parameters

* Governance and allocation decisions could be undertaken by the entity, which could have ORC Councillor
and staff representation

* Delivery against agreed outputs and outcomes contractually managed between provider/s and the Trust

* Until additional funds could be raised, it is likely that funds would just be transferred in and out of the
entity (but with additional overhead and operational requirements)

Example of the Model in Practice: none identified as yet

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 47

Council Meeting - 25 June 2025

807



Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

Can have a separate brand and identify from Council that is meaningful and engaging for communities and potential
funders

Leverage charitable benefits and additional investment

Independent governance board

Increase the overall pot of investment in environmental initiatives

Opportunities Create innovative funding and partnership arrangements
Achieve regional spread and landscape scale environmental outcomes if scale of leveraged investment allows
Time and resource intensive to establish and administer
Weaknesses Requires separate governance, management and reporting structures which all need to be funded
Additional workload and expectations on existing Councillors and/or ORC to ensure effective representation
Investment prioritized directly to community over alignment with Council/Govt
Until such time as additional investment is leveraged, the model can be seen as costly, with little direct benefit to rate
. payers
Risks

ORC expertise and knowledge becomes removed from decision making processes
Investment can lose alignment with strategy

Financial Implications

Annual cost to manage and administer — own financial accounts, likely payment of Trustees/Board members
The charitable incentives from this model, may not out way the additional costs

Sustainability of the Trust in the long term, should funding decisions change with changes politically

May not provide value for money without committed co-investment or funding

May be financially better suited to a delivery partner rather than funding administration

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Time, cost and resource to stand up and set up

Will require constitution, board/trustees and staff to manage if no internal ORC resource is allocated

Will need dedicated resource to attract and confirm co-funding or co-investment arrangements

Will need to meet LGA requirements of a CCO or Trust including separate financial accounts and auditing, as well as
branding, marketing etc
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?
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Other ‘sort of’ Models

In our discussions, we found other models being implemented by Council’s which didn’t quite fit the parameters we
were given. These included:

* Auckland Regional Council — relationship with the NZ Nature Fund
* Taranaki Regional Council — Wild for Taranaki
* Hawkes Bay Regional Council — An Incorporated Society and a Trust in place

* Kotahitanga mo te Taiao (KMTT) — alliance between TA’s, iwi and NZ Nature Conservancy

What we struggled to find (but may still find)

* Partnership between Council’s and an iwi entity where they co-invest and both have funds to distribute

* Partnership between Council’s and a philanthropic entity where they both have funds to distribute

* A stand-alone Trust owned by a Council (or groups of Councils) who have a mandate and role to allocate funding —
most Trust and CCO models are set up as delivery partners — such as Zealandia in Wellington. Hawkes Bay is a partial fit

* Where collaborative or co-funding investment is of ‘large-scale’ — e.g. some models see investment circa S50K

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Assessing each model

against a Risk, Value, Cost
and Effort Matrix
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The RVCE Matrix

 Now that you have read the detail on each model and have considered the questions
please use a Risk-Value-Cost-Effort Matrix to assess each model

e This matrix provides a framework to help prioritise decisions using a criteria (and
definition of each criteria) in a structured and efficient way

* The final prioritisation is best determined as a group to discuss viewpoints and promote
transparency

* The matrix will allow us to assess whether each model requires a low or high level of risk,
value, cost and effort

* Each model must be clearly placed in a quadrant — not on a line
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RVCE Matrix for Decision Making
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Category Definitions

Risk — the level of risk to Council by using this model, which may include relationship risk, loss of
money, risk to achieving your intended goals and outcomes with the funding. It can also relate to
the risk of overall effective delivery, and can extend to the risk that may extend into
communities/catchments

Value - this relates to the alignment to what you want the fund to achieve, the economic value
the investment can bring, as well as value to communities and the environment

Cost — this relates to both the investment to stand up and continue to operate and administer the
model, as well as the ongoing cost implications — such as the level of investment you can make in
initiatives, or how thin you spread the investment

Effort — this is the level of effort required to make the model operational and functional in the
long-term and should take into account quality and quantity of resources needed, management
time, level of in-kind support needed internally and to the sector/partners/communities

54
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Quadrants Explained

* Quad 1: Avoid — these models should be avoided as they are assessed as high cost, high
risk and low/lower value.

* Quad 2: Considered — these models could still be considered as opportunities as they
require low effort, cost and risk to ORC. There value may still be low or unknown.

* Quad 3: Prioritised — these models should be investigated further as we believe they
create high value, and although require high effort, are low risk and cost effective

* Quad 4: Investigated — these models rank highly across all four assessment areas and
they should be investigated further as the payback in time and effort put in may achieve
substantial value
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Follow us on LinkedIn

We look forward to the discussion!
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Appendix 6: ORC Councillor Workshop 2 - Presentation

Development and Implementation of ‘Large-Scale’ Environmental Funding — Appendices
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Council Worksho

Update on ORC Environmental Fundi

18 February 2025
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Workshop Agenda

Time _fem |DiscussionLead
2.00pm — 2.05pm Welcome and Workshop Opening Co-Chairs
2.05pm — 2.15pm Questions and Discussion on Research and Stakeholder Emma Hodgkin

feedback (contained in the pre-readings)

2.15pm — 2.45pm Discussion and agreement on definition of ‘large-scale’ Emma Hodgkin &
Marinah Rondel

2.45pm — 3.00pm BREAK

3.00pm — 4.45pm Funding Model discussion, Q&A and assessment against Emma Hodgkin &
RVAC Matrix Marinah Rondel

4.50pm — 5.00pm Confirmation of agreed models for further review and other Libby Caldwell
agreed actions

5.00pm Closing Co-Chairs

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Intended Outcomes of the Council Workshop

By the end of the workshop, Councillors will:

* Understand what evidence and best practice tells us about how to invest to support and achieve
environmental gain.

* Have a greater understanding of how this fund and funding mechanism could impact local TA’s, community
stakeholders and other funders.

e Discuss a definition of ‘large-scale’ and the high level criteria that will form this definition from the Otago
context.

. Disguss on the ideal long-term aspiration of the Council for the future model of funding — determine the
‘end game’.

* Understand the implications and timing of the implementation of the large-scale fund in relation to the
ORC Biodiversity Strategy refresh.

 Be more familiar with the range of funding mechanisms available, their strengths and risks, the potential
long term impacts and considerations, and insight into how the model is currently working in practice.

e Identify and agree a short list of funding model options, based on an assessment against risk, value, cost
and effort, that require further investigation for the final report to be presented to Council in May 2025.

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Previous Workshop Outcomes

What we heard from you last time:

The scope of this project was to focus on the definition, and use of this new funding only (not all
funding).

A more precise definition was needed to define what “large-scale environmental funding” means
from the ORC context.

Many environmental areas are considered a priority for this funding, apart from Transport.

Investment should be directed towards need, not necessarily allocated out across catchments
evenly.

Supporting salary costs with ORC funding was seen as important to continue.

That ORCs investment into large-scale should be viewed as a ‘hand up’, and that co-funding
arrangements would need to be in place to avoid long-term reliance on ORC funding.

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Previous Workshop Outcomes

Councillors wanted to see further information and analysis on the following areas/topics:
* Research and evidence to inform a local definition of ‘large-scale environmental initiatives'.

* Evidence on the funding mechanisms most effective to contribute to outcomes (e.g. direct vs
contestable funding).

* Evidence on the level of, or duration of funding needed to meet biodiversity or environmental
outcomes.

* Details and analysis of the types of funding mechanisms available to Council to administer these
funds in the short and long-term, with examples of the structures and learnings of other
Council’s.

* Detail of the opportunities open to Council to grow investment through co-funding, CCO and Trust
type mechanisms.

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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A summary of the key themes from our review of
the research and stakeholder engagement to
date
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Key Themes

System Data driven Success

_ o ) _ Contextual
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Alignment and Timing in relation to the ORC Biodiversity Strategy

* Intent of the Strategy is to align collective biodiversity outcomes for Otago with the ways we’re going to achieve them, in
alignment with the NPSIB (2023)

Develop draft Public consultation - final strategy adoption Implementation, monitoring and reporting

We are here 30 June 2025 to 30 June 2026 1 July 2027 to 30 June 2034
Work.shop Prepare & Present Final !{ecommendatlons for Implementation of large-scale investment
Options Adoption
We are here 1 March 2025 to 31 May 2025 1 July 2025 to 30 June 2028

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations "
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Definitions from the evidence and proposed
definition for ORC
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So what is large-scale?
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Our Proposed Approach

* A high-level definition is proposed (for governance purposes) with
* More detailed criteria explaining the application of the definition at a management/operational level

* The recommended criteria will be included in the final report

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Activity 1 N
o E ::
Split into two groups s B T :"‘V"j
~ N
Write down three things that you -
want the fund to achieve /

Present back your outcomes to the
group
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Activity 2

Stay in your two groups

On one piece of paper write your
definition of large-scale

On the other piece of paper, write
your definition of landscape-scale

Think about the funding cycles as
part of this —i.e. is this $2M p/a or
S6M over three years?

Present back your definitions to the
group

831
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Definition of Large-Scale
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Discussion of six possible options and agreement
on preferred options for further investigation
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Quick recap from the feedback and evidence

Contestable funding mechanisms drive competition and are time and resource intensive

Short term funding and focus on ‘new’ creates significant challenges to delivery and
sustainability

Balancing transparency and accountability with good environmental outcomes is difficult
ORC and the sector need to be ‘ready’ for the model ORC wish to
Leveraging additional investment is harder than it sounds

The impact of investment is likely to be greater, where the model allows for continued ORC
leadership and involvement

Feedback tells us that the most effective models function a step removed from elected officials

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations 19
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Funding Models for Discussion

4. 5.

Collaborative, Co-funded

a third party (i.e. pooled funding or joint funding
(i.e. an existing Trust or CCO) with philanthropic entity or other

local authorities

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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The RVCE Matrix

 Now that you have read the detail on each model and have considered the questions
please use a Risk-Value-Cost-Effort Matrix to assess each model

e This matrix provides a framework to help prioritise decisions using a criteria (and
definition of each criteria) in a structured and efficient way

* The final prioritisation is best determined as a group to discuss viewpoints and promote
transparency

* The matrix will allow us to assess whether each model requires a low or high level of risk,
value, cost and effort

* Each model must be clearly placed in a quadrant — not on a line
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Category Definitions

Risk — the level of risk to Council by using this model, which may include relationship risk, loss of
money, risk to achieving your intended goals and outcomes with the funding. It can also relate to
the risk of overall effective delivery, and can extend to the risk that may extend into
communities/catchments

Value - this relates to the alignment to what you want the fund to achieve, the economic value
the investment can bring, as well as value to communities and the environment

Cost — this relates to both the investment to stand up and continue to operate and administer the
model, as well as the ongoing cost implications — such as the level of investment you can make in
initiatives, or how thin you spread the investment

Effort — this is the level of effort required to make the model operational and functional in the
long-term and should take into account quality and quantity of resources needed, management
time, level of in-kind support needed internally and to the sector/partners/communities

22
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Quadrants Explained

* Quad 1: Avoid — these models should be avoided as they are assessed as high cost, high
risk and low/lower value.

* Quad 2: Considered — these models could still be considered as opportunities as they
require low effort, cost and risk to ORC. There value may still be low or unknown.

* Quad 3: Prioritised — these models should be investigated further as we believe they
create high value, and although require high effort, are low risk and cost effective

* Quad 4: Investigated — these models rank highly across all four assessment areas and
they should be investigated further as the payback in time and effort put in may achieve
substantial value
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RVCE Matrix for Decision Making
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Likely Timescale pe

Short

(1-2 years)

Enhanced Competitive Fund
Direct Procurement or EOI

Administration of a Fund by a third
party

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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r Option

Medium

(3-5 years)

Funding by Catchment or Biodiversity
Priority

Administration of a Fund by a third party

Collaborative or Co-Funding Model in
partnership with Govt Entity

25
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How this could work/look in

practice:
Timescale
Short * New contestable fund
(1-2 years) e Upscale existing ECO Fund

e All or only part of the new
funding allocated to this

26
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Can be administered internally as systems already in place
Implemented effectively in the short term
In the short term, can fill funding void created by JfN ending

Examine and realign all fund types to ensure all ‘needs’ are met across available funding
Consistent investment can result in being able to determine return on investment

Weaknesses

Doesn’t necessarily ensure investment into the right place for the right project
Reduces ability for a collaborative approach between Council and communities
Internal capacity within current resourcing to effectively manage and administer
Limited opportunity for co-funding or relationship with other funders
Investment decisions made before Biodiversity Strategy completion

Risks

Perpetuates the cycle of highly competitive funding

May discourage collaboration between providers

May inadvertently fuel the culture of funding ‘new’ projects rather than maintaining existing
Doesn’t clearly foster or support long-term org. sustainability

Financial Implications

Risk investing in the providers best placed, or with the resources to write the best funding applications

Investment may not be targeted to the highest priorities or the best environmental outcomes

Will need to decide number of rounds and length of investment (i.e. $2M annually, or S6M allocated for three years)
Contestable funds are expensive to administer

If this is a short-term measure, the length of investment needs to be long enough for benefit to the provider and
community

Operational Implications
Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

Council Meeting - 25 lhina 20)C
T zo 020

Contestable funds are incredibly resource intensive to effectively manage and monitor
Timing of the fund to either align with, or different timing to the current ECO Fund processes
How evaluation or review of performance may be undertaken

Doesn’t easily allow for opportunities for sector wide, or Council wide collaboration
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Timescale

Short
(1-2 years)

844

How this could work/look in practice:

e Set and agree criteria against
definition

* Provide support & engagement
with interested providers/delivery
partners

* Determine procurement timelines
in partnership to ensure best
outcomes for all parties
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Can direct funding to high priority issues and ecosystems

Can determine suitable (or preclude) providers early due to the procurement process
Can be less resource and time intensive than a competitive process

Can allow for more provider collaboration during the process

Can drive innovation and collaboration

Opportunities Can enable opportunities for Council and providers to work together on long term sustainable funding options
Still requires significant capacity and capability internally during implementation

Weaknesses Can lose some transparency in the process if only certain providers approached
May limit the pool of suitable providers if base assessment too heavily on past performance alone
Criteria may be too narrow and excludes some groups or communities unknowingly

Risks Could damage relationship with existing providers or communities who feel excluded

Provider capability may be stronger in one catchment or geographical area, leading to the perception that only one part of ORC
area is receiving funding

Financial Implications

Risk investing in the providers best placed, or with the resources to write the best funding applications

This can be mitigated by a pre-procurement screening process, but this may result in investment into only one or two catchment
areas

Investment may not be targeted to the highest priorities or the best environmental outcomes

Will need to decide number of rounds and length of investment (i.e. $2M annually, or S6M allocated for three years)
Contestable funds are expensive to administer (even if undertaken via direct procurement)

If this is a short-term measure, the length of investment needs to be long enough for benefit to the provider and community

Operational Implications
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While the procurement process may be less intensive, the ongoing management and monitoring of contracts/programmes is
resource intensive
The SWOT of this model will be largely reliant on the procurement parameters and criteria put in place
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3.

Funding by catchment
or biodiversity
priority/plans
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How this could work/look in practice:

Timescale

Medium
(3-5 years)

847

Set and agree criteria against
definition

Align the planning process and
implementation plans to
investment

Determine order and timing of
delivery and sustainability of
funding investment
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Allows for systematic funding approach that is grounded in evidence and priority
Pilot already completed and best practice approach evolving/developing

Allows for stronger alignment from strategy and data to implementation and action
Develop closer on the ground relationships and collaborations with community groups to lead action

Opportunities More science in action initiatives
May allow for greater partnership and collaboration between existing community groups/providers
Can work with the willing — quick wins to be had
Investment may not go to area of highest biodiversity need but driven by level of community engagement
Likely to be only short-term investment as will dilute value and effectiveness as more plans are completed
Weaknesses Capable providers may miss out on opportunities if community action and engagement doesn’t follow
Impact diluted over time as more Plans are completed
Significant internal resource required to drive the process
May not be a suitable provider in the catchment area to hold and administer the funds on behalf of Council
e Community enthusiasm and engagement may wane over time
ISKS

Sustainability of the work post-investment if the group has no mandate or activity past the implementation of the CAP
May struggle to leverage additional investment if a new group needs to be established (no history of delivery)

Financial Implications

Sustainability of the funding — probably can’t fund all 10 catchments at once

May need a lot of support to transition groups to deliver past the life of the funding (implementation plan may be very
aspirational and/or inter-generational)

Depending on who is funded, capability and capacity may be limited, or no formal entity to fund may exist
Prioritisation and timing of the funding will need to take place, but this may not align with community readiness

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

The internal resource and capacity required will increase as more Plans are developed
Additional resources will be needed to support Plan implementation in addition to Plan development
Resources may become spread thin on the ground over time

council Vieeting - 25 June 2ZUZ5

848




frequency

Discussion Notes

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

Council Meeting - 25 June 2025

Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

849

34



frequency

4.

Administration of a
Fund by a third party
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Timescale

Short
(1-2 years)

Timescale

Medium
(3-5 years)

850

How this could work/look in practice:

e Contracting an existing Charitable
Trust to manage and administer
funds on behalf of council

* Contracting Port Otago to manage
and administer funds on behalf of
council (as ORC only existing CCO)

* Determine procurement criteria,
application and accountability
mechanisms directly with the third
party

* ORC would need to pay an admin
cost

* Role could be to administer and/or
attract additional investment

e ORC staff would still need to
support allocation process 3



Opportunities
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Reduces internal administration and capacity for ORC staff
Keeps the fund at arm’s length from Council and can be seen as a community fund rather than Council
Third party may be more cost effective compared to Council overhead costs

Removes Council from direct funding decisions, allowing for greater opportunities to attract co-investment or
philanthropic investment , and lever charitable entity benefits

Enhance relationship and collaboration with external providers

Allows for pooling for funds from multiple local authorities to achieve greater efficiency and impact of investment

Weaknesses

Portion of the funds needed to cover admin of the Fund

Investment decisions are made by those removed from the day-to-day delivery on the ground

Currently unknown if there are any existing organisations with the capacity and capability to deliver this on behalf of
ORC & not currently within PO core business or strategy

Still requires significant ORC management to ensure delivery against contract and KPIs

The ability to lever additional funds or investment will likely take significant time

Risks

Transparency of use of rate-payer funds is potentially reduced

Entity is too far removed from day-to-day work, particularly if environmental funding is not their core business and
investment moves further away from strategy

Reputational risk if contracted entity does not effectively deliver

Financial Implications

Overall investment likely be diluted by circa 10% p/a to account for administration costs which may be able to be met
by other internal ORC sources

Ability (and/or appetite) of a third-party to raise additional funds on behalf of Council may be limited

May not achieve value-for-money if the entity is not capable of delivering in the medium to long term

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

Will take time to get in place, especially if no willing party comes forward or existing relationship is established

No existing organisation may have regional mandate or reach that matches ORC boundaries

Significant level of internal capacity and capability required to ensure that fund is effectively being administered and
ensure alignment is maintained with strategy

Effective investment decisions may be at risk if administering this fund is outside of their core business
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How this could work/look in practice:
Timescale * Pooled funding across local
5 Short authorities to increase the overall
. (1-2 years) value and ensure more

collaborative investment

e Joint venture with philanthropic
entity to allow greater, more
efficient investment

* Will require a leader agency to
oversee and administer

Collaborative, Co-
funded or Joint

Venture model Timegcale * Could be a scaled up over time
Medium from an MoU, Shared Service
(3-5 years)
Agreement or long-term
arrangement
e Relies on the desire to partner with
Council

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Can be built and eased into over time — from one partner to many, from pooling of funds to leverage additional funds and
additional partners

Greater efficiency for providers in application process and potential streamlined accountability

Greater coordination of investment decisions

Can result in everyone ‘singing from the same song sheet’

Potential to solidify a formal partnership with mana whenua and path to co-investment

Opportunities Potential to solidify a path to formal partnership with a philanthropic entity and a path to co-investment
ORC to demonstrate true regional leadership with other local authorities and community
Challenge to align the environmental and investment priorities of co-funders with Council processes (or alignment across
Council’s)
Weaknesses May require additional time and resource for ORC to act as a ‘host’ or ‘lead’
Can mean that ORC is required to report to many ‘masters’ who may have differing expectations
Achieving alignment on funding priorities, across multiple mandated geographical boundaries can be difficult
ORC value proposition will need to be strong to attract potential partners
Risks The partnership and collaborations need to be already working in practice before becoming formalized — forced partnerships are

rarely effective
Inequity in contribution can disrupt the partnership and balance of power

Financial Implications

Level of investment others are able and willing to contribute

If funding available is to support collective action (such as Kotahitanga mo te Taiao) or if funding is available to support grant
making/programme funding

Whether the administration costs outweigh the benefits by having a co-funding arrangement

The sustainability of the arrangement and investment (obtaining commitment past LTP cycles)

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations

A long-term trusting partnership needs to be in place prior to collaborative investment coming

Timing for operational decisions may not align across entities (unless partnering with other local authorities)
Future proofing the arrangement if priorities change for the partner or co-funder

It may be difficult to find the right partner who matches priorities, aspirations and geographical reach

The internal capacity and capability required if ORC were to lead this (which logically they would)
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0.

Establish stand alone Trust
or CCO entity to administer
and leverage additional
funds
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Timescale

Long
(6+ years)

856

How this could work/look in practice:

Suitable model to be determined
and the ‘why’ clear
Administratively heavily to set up
and cost to administer

May be able to leverage additional
investment but likely take time
ORC staff would need to retain
involvement in decisions to ensure
alignment with policy, strategy and
evidence base
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Can have a separate brand and identify from Council that is meaningful and engaging for communities and potential
funders

Leverage charitable benefits and additional investment

Independent governance board

Increase the overall pot of investment in environmental initiatives

Opportunities Create innovative funding and partnership arrangements
Achieve regional spread and landscape scale environmental outcomes if scale of leveraged investment allows
Time and resource intensive to establish and administer
Weaknesses Requires separate governance, management and reporting structures which all need to be funded
Additional workload and expectations on existing Councillors and/or ORC to ensure effective representation
Investment prioritized directly to community over alignment with Council/Govt
Until such time as additional investment is leveraged, the model can be seen as costly, with little direct benefit to rate
. payers
Risks

ORC expertise and knowledge becomes removed from decision making processes
Investment can lose alignment with strategy

Financial Implications

Annual cost to manage and administer — own financial accounts, likely payment of Trustees/Board members
The charitable incentives from this model, may not out way the additional costs

Sustainability of the Trust in the long term, should funding decisions change with changes politically

May not provide value for money without committed co-investment or funding

May be financially better suited to a delivery partner rather than funding administration

Operational Implications

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Time, cost and resource to stand up and set up

Will require constitution, board/trustees and staff to manage if no internal ORC resource is allocated

Will need dedicated resource to attract and confirm co-funding or co-investment arrangements

Will need to meet LGA requirements of a CCO or Trust including separate financial accounts and auditing, as well as
branding, marketing etc
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Other ‘sort of’ Models

In our discussions, we found other models being implemented by Council’s which didn’t quite fit the parameters we
were given. These included:

* Auckland Regional Council — relationship with the NZ Nature Fund

* Taranaki Regional Council — separate Trust that Council supported the establishment of (not a CCO and no political
representation) and provides funding for administration and delivery

* Hawkes Bay Regional Council — separate Trust and Incorporated Society

* Kotahitanga mo te Taiao (KMTT) — alliance between TA’s, iwi and NZ Nature Conservancy

What we struggled to find (but may still find)

* Partnership between Council’s and an iwi entity where they co-invest and both have funds to distribute

* Partnership between Council’s and a philanthropic entity where they both have funds to distribute

* A stand-alone Trust owned by a Council (or groups of Councils) who have a mandate and role to allocate funding —
most Trust and CCO models are set up as delivery partners — such as Zealandia in Wellington or Wild for Taranaki

* Where collaborative or co-funding investment is of ‘large-scale’ — e.g. most investments cira $50-S100K
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Activity 3 N
Split into two different groups -
~ |
Review each of the six models and
discuss in your group /

Place each model on the RVCE
matrix based on your group
assessment

Remember each model must be
clearly placed in a quadrant — not on
a line!

Report back your placement and
discuss the rationale for your choices
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Questions for Consideration...

1. How does this model align with our game plan? (that is what we want to achieve and the impact we want to have?)
2. Does this ‘model in action’ align with your definition of ‘large-scale’?

3. If we use this model, how will be know if we’re ‘winning’ or working towards achieving our impact/outcomes?

4. s there anything missing from the identified strengths, opportunities, weaknesses and risks identified?

5. Are there any surprises in this or the financial and operational considerations we’ve outlined?

6. What is the level of cost required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

7. What is the level of effort required to get this model up and running effectively (low vs high)?

8. What the level of risk that this model presents and is this appropriate within the context of what we’re trying to
achieve?

9. Does the level of effort required (from us internally and from our providers/community/partners) warrant its further
consideration (low vs high)?
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RVCE Matrix for Decision Making — Group Discussion and Feedback

Low — EFFORT ———— High

High High
Avoid Investigate
RISK COST
1 Consider Prioritize 1
Low Low

Low F——— VALUE —— Hion
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Agreed Actions

e Confirmed definition is...
* Preferred funding models requiring further analysis are...

e Other agreed actions or data sought in the final report and/or final
recommendations are...

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Next Steps

e Continue stakeholder engagement — including individual runaka engagement

Further investigation into the preferred funding models
* Development of a full draft report (due to ORC staff 31 March)

Presentation of a final report and recommendations for Council approval (21
May)

Creating a thriving Aotearoa for future generations
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Follow us on LinkedIn

Nga mihi nui
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Appendix 7: Partner and Stakeholder Consultation Participants

Statutory Partners
= Aukaha
= Te Ao Marama*

Internal ORC Staff

= ORC Strategy team

= ORC Science team

= ORC Environmental Implementation team

= Biodiversity Strategy Working Group (via ORC Senior Advisor — Strategy)
Edward Ellison (ECO Fund Panelist)

Local Authorities in Otago
= Dunedin City Council
= Waitaki District Council

Central Otago District Council
= Queenstown Lakes District Council
Clutha District Council

Other Regional and Local Authorities
= Auckland Council

= Waikato Regional Council

= Hawkes Bay Regional Council

= Taranaki Regional Council

= Environment Canterbury

= Invercargill City Council

Government Departments/ Crown Agencies
= Department of Conservation

= Sport New Zealand

Environmental Organisations / Community & Delivery Partners
= Kotahitanga mo te Taiao (KMTT)

= Biodiversity Hawkes Bay

= WAI Wanaka

= Southern Lakes Sanctuary Trust

= Predator Free Dunedin

= QEIl National Trust

= Te Tapu o Tane Ltd*

= Otago Catchment Communities Incorporated
= Whakatipu Wilding Conifer Trust

= Wild for Taranaki

Community Funders
= Wakatipu Community Foundation
= Otago Community Trust

* Organisation contacted but no formal meeting held
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Appendix 8: Letter to Council Stakeholders
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Briefing for Local Government on the Otago Regional
Council’s Environmental Funding Model Project

1.0 Background

The Otago Regional Council currently allocates just over $2M per annum to support the delivery of
‘environmental initiatives’ around the region. This investment is a mix of contestable funding and funding
that is directly allocated to providers for particular projects and initiatives. The contestable funding is
allocated annually under the ECO General Fund, a large-scale biodiversity fund and a range of incentive
funds that supports sustained rabbit management, native planting for water quality, native planting
following pest plant control, and biodiversity enhancement on protected private land. These funds have
been in place in one form or another since 2018 and fund a number of groups of landowners and not-for-
profit organisations across wider Otago. The maximum allocation, length of investment and fund criteria
differ for each type of fund, and you may be aware of many of the projects and past recipients in your
community. For further background information, please visit ECO Fund.

The direct funding allocated by the ORC supports a range of not-for-profit providers in the delivery of
initiatives across the region, most of which is allocated annually and supports initiatives such as the QElI
Partnership & Nga Whenua Partnership to support the protection of biodiversity, Predator Free Dunedin,
Otago Catchment Communities and a range of Wilding Conifer groups.

Through the 2024/2034 LTP process, the ORC consulted on a proposed increase in environmental funding
of $500,000 per year from 2025/26, recognising that the current funding was significantly oversubscribed
and that there was demand for further investment to support environmental and biodiversity outcomes in
local communities. Following consultation, the ORC approved the allocation of an additional $2 million per
year to fund 7Yarge scale environmental projects, funded by an Otago-wide rate’. long-term-plan-Itp-2024-
34-decisions-following-feedback-table-240612.pdf

2.0 Project Purpose & Scope

Following the Council decision, Frequency NZ Ltd has been contracted by the Environmental
Implementation Team to support Council in determining the best model of allocating the new/additional
funding that will become available annually from 1 July 2025.

An initial workshop with Councillors last month confirmed the following:

e This project will investigate the best use of funding for the additional $2M per annum, with the existing
funding streams remaining unchanged
e The ORC will work in partnership with mana whenua to ensure alignment with environmental priorities
for investment
e Council wishes to invest in initiatives that can/will have a considerable environmental impact in the
region
e Council seeks evidence of effective initiatives already in place across New Zealand and overseas that
are achieving significant environmental impact, and to better understand the evidence around the
effectiveness of ‘large-scale’ in terms of
» Length of investment needed for impact
= Level of investment needed for impact
=  The procurement/funding/contracting model implemented
= How ‘seed funding’ type models of investment work best
= Opportunities for partnership with other entities to further grow investment and return over
time, including but not limited to, other Councils, other government agencies or the private and

philanthropic sectors

Council Meeting - 25 June 2025
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Further information can be found by viewing the Council Workshop online at Environmental Funding

Workshop

We have now entered a ‘discovery’ phase of this project, gathering information and data to support the
development of some high-level feedback and options for Council to consider by end of February 2025,
with the overall intended output of delivering a Final Report and Recommendations to the ORC in
March/April 2025.

A key element of this phase is to meet with a range of stakeholders including Council partners within the
ORC region, other government departments who have responsibility for environmental protection and
enhancement, such as DOC, and a range of community stakeholders and providers across the region. These
community stakeholders include some organisations already receiving funding from ORC or who have large
strategies or future plans in place. These stakeholders have been identified by ORC and are being contacted
directly. This is an open and collaborative process but resources for consultation are limited, and it is likely
that not all community stakeholders you work with will be contacted. Will can share with you those
stakeholders that will be or have been contacted in your local community.

Stakeholders will be contacted from end November, with the intention to hold online interviews during
December 2024 and January 2025. Meetings are initially taking place with Councils and government
agencies first to ensure that there is a clear understanding of what is being planned, delivered and funded
across the region.

3.0 Timeline

The following high level, indicative timeline for the project and remaining phases is outlined below for your
information.

Key Activities

October November December January February March

April

Councillor Workshop

Mana Whenua

Consultation

Desktop review and analysis of current, existing and legacy arrangements for funding

distribution

Council and Govt Department censultation to understand existing funding arrangements

and initiatives

plus future priorities

Community stakeholder/NGO consultation

‘Other fundet’

consultation

Second ORC Councilor Workshop

Draft Report Preparation and Review

Final Report to Council

4.0 Key Questions for Discussion

We thank you for taking the time to meet with our team and discuss this project. We have a tentative
question list that we will work through, which will hopefully provide you with further context to frame our
discussion. This isn’'t an exhaustive list but a starting point to give you an idea of the type of information we
are looking for. Your responses can remain confidential to the project team if you wish and will be
anonymised unless required otherwise. Permission will be sought before any identifying information is given
to ORC staff or Councillors.

The following questions will form our discussion (which we expect to take around 60-90 minutes)

Part A: Your own Council investment in environmental initiatives

1. What are your Council priorities in this area and what are the main environmental issues in your
communities/area?

2. As a Council are you directly funding or investing in environmental initiatives, and are these

delivered in-house or externally funded?

What organisations are you currently funding and to what level?

What initiatives are you funding and how are these funded (e.g. contestable process etc)?

What is the application process for allocating funding?

How do you distribute your funding—do you provide it as a lump sum or over multiple years?

For funds distributed over multiple years, what is the typical timeframe, such as for a 3-year same

sum distribution?

NOoO arO®
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8. What criteria or process do you use to decide which groups to fund? For example, do you prioritize
first-come applications or use specific evaluation criteria?

9. Do you currently fund or support salary costs and/or admin costs?

10. Can you describe the level of success or impact you have received from your investment? For
example, have you undertaken any reviews or evaluations or impact assessments?

11. Do you currently co-fund or jointly fund initiatives with other entities and/or do you think there are
organizations locally who would be interested in partnering with the ORC to support increased
investment in community driven environmental initiatives?

Part B: Your current relationship with ORC and link to investment in environmental initiatives

1. What is your relationship with ORC in relation to your own Council funding and/or the ECO Fund
process?

2. Are you aware of the initiatives and providers being funded in your community and to what level?

Do you feel there is any duplication in what you are funding or ORC is funding?

4. Do you feel there’s any duplication in what you or ORC are funding with other govt departments
such as MfE or DOC?

5. Are there any gaps that exist between what is needed and what is currently funded? E.g. gaps left
by ending of Jobs for Nature investment?

w

Part C: Future Investment Structure and Priorities

Do you have any concerns regarding the current ORC funding and mechanisms?

Were you aware of the new funding approved by ORC in the LTP?

What does ‘large scale environmental funding’ mean to your Council?

What are the environmental priorities you think this funding should focus on?

In your experience, do you feel there are any providers in your region with the capability and

capacity to deliver a project of this nature and scale?

6. If this funding is to provide seed funding only (which may include a portion of salary costs), do you
believe this is something your Council would either contribute additional funds to or have other
funders who could support it?

7. What do you see as the greatest barriers or constraints to achieving environmental impact from
project delivery/current funding?

8. How would your Council like to be involved in the decision making and allocation of this funding in
your community?

9. Do you believe it should be Council’s role (either Regional, City or District) to fund these types of

initiatives and/or who should be funding/supporting them?

abkrwd=

Part D: Other discussion points
As needed

Further information

Should you wish to discuss this project further directly with an ORC staff member, please contact Libby
Caldwell, Manager Environmental Implementation in the first instance either via email
libby.caldwell@orc.govt.nz or via phone on 021 175 0396.

Ka mihi,

EK Hgpan

Emma Hodgkin

Senior Associate,
Frequency NZ Ltd, Dunedin
emmah@frequency.nz

PH: 021735 337
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Appendix 9: Letter to Community Stakeholders
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Otepoti

27 November 2024 8 Stafford Street
Dunedin

Otago 9016

National offices

Tauranga

Tamaki Makaurau Auckland

Te Whanganui-a-Tara Wellington
Otautahi Christchurch

Otago Regional Council’'s Environmental Funding Model Project - Briefing for Community
Stakeholders

Background

The Otago Regional Council currently allocates just over $2M per annum to support the delivery of
‘environmental initiatives’ around the region. This investment is a mix of contestable funding and funding
that is directly allocated to providers to support specific projects and initiatives. The contestable funding
is allocated annually under the ECO General Fund, a large-scale biodiversity fund and a range of incentive
funds that supports sustained rabbit management, native planting for water quality, native planting
following pest plant control, and biodiversity enhancement on protected private land. These funds have
been in place in one form or another since 2018 and fund groups of landowners and not-for-profit
organisations across wider Otago. The maximum allocation, length of investment and fund criteria differ
for each type of fund, and you may be a current or past recipient of these funds to deliver a project in
your community. For further background information, please visit ECO Fund.

The direct funding allocated by the ORC supports a range of not-for-profit providers across the region,
most of which is allocated annually and supports initiatives such as the QEIll Partnership & Nga Whenua
Partnership to support the protection of biodiversity, Predator Free Dunedin, Otago Catchment
Communities and a range of Wilding Conifer groups.

Through the 2024/2034 LTP process, the ORC consulted on a proposed increase in environmental
funding of $500,000 per year from 2025/26, recognising that the current funding was significantly
oversubscribed and that there was demand for further investment to support environmental and
biodiversity outcomes in local communities. Following consultation, the ORC approved the allocation of an
additional $2 million per annum to fund 7arge scale environmental projects, funded by an Otago-wide
rate’ long-term-plan-ltp-2024-34-decisions-following-feedback-table-240612.pdf

Project Purpose & Scope

Following the Council decision, Frequency NZ Ltd has been contracted by the Environmental
Implementation Team to support ORC in determining the best model of allocating the new/additional
funding that will become available annually from 1 July 2025 (to be spent in the 2025/26 FY).

An initial workshop with Councillors in October confirmed the following:

e This project will investigate the best use of funding for the additional $2M per annum, with the
existing funding streams remaining unchanged (that is the ECO Fund and direct funding already in
place)

e The ORC will work in partnership with mana whenua to ensure investment aligns with their
environmental priorities and aspirations for investment

e Council wishes to invest in initiatives that can/will have a considerable environmental impact in the
region

e Council seeks evidence of effective initiatives already in place across New Zealand and overseas that
are achieving significant environmental impact, and to better understand the evidence around the
effectiveness of ‘large-scale’ environmental initiatives in terms of

= Length of investment needed for impact
= Level of investment needed for impact
=  The most effective procurement/funding/contracting model for impact

= How ‘seed funding’ type models of investment work best

frequency.nz
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=  Opportunities for partnership with other entities to further grow investment and return over
time, including but not limited to, other Councils, other government agencies or the private

and philanthropic sectors

Further information can be found by viewing the Council Workshop online at Environmental Funding
Workshop

We have now entered a ‘discovery’ phase of this project, gathering information and data to support the
development of feedback and some high-level options for Council to consider by the end of February
2025, with the overall intended output of delivering a Final Report and Recommendations to the ORC in
March/April.

A key element of this phase is to meet with a range of stakeholders including Council partners within the
ORC region, other government departments who have responsibility for environmental protection and
enhancement activities, such as DOC, and a range of community stakeholders and providers across the
region.

Speaking with community stakeholders is an important part of the project, and ORC has requested that
the project team speak with you as part of this project. The stakeholders we are approaching include a
range of organisations, some may already receive funding or have done so in the past, they represent a
range of community interests and issues, both geographically and environmentally, and may have
significant large-scale initiatives already in place, or in the planning phases. It is not the intention to
preclude anyone from being part of this process, this is an open and collaborative process, but the
resources allocated by ORC for direct consultation are finite, and it is unlikely that we will be able to
speak with everyone directly. While it is important to obtain the views and opinions of a wide range of
stakeholders, the final decisions around the use, allocation and parameters of the fund, will be made by
the Councillors, and will be considered in line with the strategic priorities of the Council, operational
requirements and policies around the expenditure and use of rate-payer funds, evidence relating to best
practice, research and evaluation as well as the views and feedback from other local Councils,
government partners and community groups.

We have now begun to contact stakeholders that ORC has requested will be part of this process, with the
intention to hold online interviews/discussions during December 2024 and January 2025. Meetings are
initially taking place with Councils and government agencies to ensure that there is a clear understanding
of what is being planned, delivered and funded across the region.

Timeline

The following high level, indicative timeline for the project and remaining phases is outlined below for
your information.

Key Activities

October

November

December

January

February

March

April

Councillor Workshop

Mana Whenua Censultation

Desktop review and analysis of current, existing and legacy arrangements for funding
distribution

Council and Govt Department censultation te understand existing funding arrangements
and initiatives plus future pricrities

Community stakeholderfMGO consultation

'Other funder’ consultation

Second ORC Councilor Workshop

Draft Report Preparation and Review

Final Report to Council

Key Questions for Discussion

We thank you for taking the time to meet with our team and discuss this project. We have a tentative
question list that we will work through, which will hopefully provide you with further context to frame our
discussion. This isn’t an exhaustive list but a starting point to give you an idea of the type of information
we are looking for. Your responses can remain confidential to the project team if you wish and will be
anonymised unless required otherwise. Permission will be sought before any identifying information is

given to ORC staff or Councillors.

The following questions will form our discussion (which we expect to take around 60-90 minutes)
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Part A: The aspirations of your organisation, your services and operations

1.

10.

What is the key role and purpose of your organisation and what services/projects do you currently
deliver?

How are you funded and what level of reliance do you have on Council funding and/or other
philanthropic grants?

Is there an aspiration for your organisation to become self-funded or self-sustaining, what would it
take to achieve this and is that realistic/feasible?

Tell us a bit about the funding you receive - is it contestable funding, multi-year, does it fund
salaries or wages, are you a legal entity or charity?

Do you partner with other organisations or community groups to either obtain funding or deliver
projects (such as paying for grant admin support)?

What are the benefits and risks of the current funding models in place that support your project/s?
How do you currently measure the impact your projects are having on the environment? Are these
measures something your organisation seeks to achieve or that is a requirement by your funders?
What goals do you have in place for the next 3, 5, 10 years?

What are some of the biggest challenges, opportunities, strengths and weaknesses you see going
forward in the delivery of environmental initiatives in the region?

Do you know of other organisations delivering similar projects to you locally, nationally or
internationally?

Part B: Your current relationship with ORC and your link to investment in environmental initiatives

1.

What is your relationship with ORC in relation to the funding your organisation receives and the
projects you deliver?

Do you receive funding from other sources — either other Council’s, philanthropic funds or other?
Of the funding you receive, what costs does this cover? E.g. project costs, salary costs, evaluation
or research etc

Do you feel there is any duplication/overlap in what ORC and other Councils and/or govt depts are
funding?

Are there any gaps that exist between what is needed and what is currently funded? (by ORC or
other funders)?

What opportunities do you see to better coordinate and streamline funding?

What are the greatest risks or constraints in your current funding agreement?

art C: Future Investment Structure and Priorities

G wN TN

10.

1.

Do you have any concerns regarding the current ORC funding and mechanisms?

Were you aware of the new funding approved by ORC in the LTP?

What does ‘large scale environmental funding’ mean to your organisation?

What are the environmental priorities/domains you think this funding should focus on?

In your experience, do you feel that your organisation would have the capability and capacity to
deliver a project of a ‘large scale’ nature?

If this funding was to provide seed funding only (which may include a portion of salary costs), do
you believe this is something your organisation would be able to find additional funds or funders
who could support it?

What do you see as the greatest barriers or constraints to achieving environmental impact from
project delivery/current funding?

What do you see as the greatest barrier or challenge to your organisation becoming sustainable or
self-sufficient without relying on ORC funding?

Do you believe your organisation and/or project is sustainable relying on a volunteer workforce or
are paid staff required?

Do you believe it should be Council’s role (either Regional, City or District) to fund these types of
initiatives and/or who should be funding/supporting them?

Are there other successful initiatives and projects you're aware of that you think ORC should be
looking at investing in, or organisations they should be looking to partner with?

Part D: Other discussion points
As needed
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Further information

Should you wish to discuss this project further directly with an ORC staff member, please contact Libby
Caldwell, Manager Environmental Implementation in the first instance either via email
libby.caldwell@orc.govt.nz or via phone on 021175 0396.

Yours sincerely,

Frequency NZ

EK Higpan

Emma Hodgkin
Senior Associate
021735 337
emmah@frequency.nz
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31 January 2025 8 Stafford Street
Dunedin

Otago 9016

National offices

Tauranga

Tamaki Makaurau Auckland

Te Whanganui-a-Tara Wellington
Otautahi Christchurch

Otago Regional Council’'s Environmental Funding Model Project - Briefing for Runaka
Tena Koe
Background

The Otago Regional Council currently allocates just over $2M per annum to support the delivery of
‘environmental initiatives’ around the region. This investment is a mix of contestable funding and funding
that is directly allocated to providers to support specific projects and initiatives. The contestable funding
is allocated annually under the banner of the ‘ECO Fund’ and your rlinaka may be a current or past
recipient of these funds to deliver a project in your community. The ORC also directly funds a range of
not-for-profit providers across the region, most of which is allocated annually.

Through the 2024/2034 LTP process, the ORC consulted on a proposed increase in environmental
funding of $500,000 per year from 2025/26, recognising that the current funding was significantly
oversubscribed, and the ending of Jobs for Nature funding would see funding reduced across the rohe.
Following consultation, the ORC approved the allocation of an additional $2 million per annum to fund
large scale environmental projects, funded by an Otago-wide rate’.

Project Purpose & Scope

Frequency Ltd has been asked by ORC to support them in determining the model and approach to best
use these new funds, and one workshop was held with Councillors in late October, with a further
discussion scheduled in February. Recent hui with the Mana-to-Mana group, and with Aukaha staff, felt
that it was best to engage with riinaka individually across the rohe to gain your views aspirations for the
use of these funds, and how rinaka may be involved in the future. Please be assured that contributing to
these discussions will have no bearing on the ability for the rinaka to access funding under current (such
as the ECO Fund) or potential future funding opportunities that may come as a result of this work.

Council has asked that we engage widely across partners and stakeholders to valuable insights to
support decision making. The final decisions around the use, allocation and parameters of the fund, will
be made by the Councillors, and will be considered in line with the strategic priorities of the Council, as
well as the feedback and input received.

The project team is available to meet with you to discuss this project and the aspirations and priorities for
your rinaka and this can be done in a number of ways, either collectively with multiple rlinaka, or as
individual runaka, and/or with Aukaha input or support, online, via email or face-to-face. We would like to
conclude these discussions by end-March and are currently meeting with other stakeholders during this
time. It is likely that a final report and recommendations will be presented to Councillors in May.

Further information

Please let me or Kate Timms-Dean at Aukaha know how the riinaka wishes to be involved and should you
wish to discuss this project further directly with an ORC staff member, please contact Libby Caldwell,
Manager Environmental Implementation via email libby.caldwell@orc.govt.nz or phone on 021 175 0396.
We will provide further background information once we know how your riinaka would like to be involved.
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Naku noa, na

Frequency NZ

Ik Hgpan

Emma Hodgkin
Senior Associate
021735 337
emmah@frequency.nz
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Creating a thriving Aotearoa
for future generations

Development and Implementation of
‘Large-Scale’ Environmental Funding

Summary Report

May 2025 | Frequency NZ Ltd
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Disclaimer

This document has been prepared by Frequency for, and only for, Otago Regional Council (ORC).
We accept no liability should it be used for any purpose other than that for which it was prepared.

Important message to any person not authorised to have access to this report.

Any person who is not an addressee of this is not authorised to

have access to this document.

Should any unauthorised person obtain access to and read
this report, by reading this document such person accepts and
agrees to the following terms:

= The reader of this report understands that the work performed

by Frequency was performed in accordance with our agreed
scope between Frequency and ORC and was performed
exclusively for ORC’s sole benefit and use.

= The reader of this report acknowledges that this report was

prepared at the direction of ORC and may not include all advice
and / or procedures deemed necessary for the purposes of the

reader.

= The reader agrees that Frequency, its partners, principals,
employees, and agents neither, owe, nor accept any duty or
responsibility to it, whether in contract or in tort (including
without limitation, negligence and breach of statutory duty),
and shall not be liable in respect of any loss, damage, or
expense of whatsoever nature which is caused by any use
the reader may choose to make of this report, or which is

otherwise consequent upon the gaining of access to the report

by the reader.

= Further, the reader agrees that this document is not to be
referred to or quoted, in whole or in part, in any prospectus,
registration statement, offering circular, public filing, loan,
other agreement or document and not to distribute the report
without Frequency’s prior written consent.

This document may contain information obtained or derived from

a variety of sources. Frequency has not sought to establish the

reliability of those sources or verified the information so provided,

nor carried out anything respects and audit. Accordingly, no
representation or warranty of any kind (whether express or
implied) is given by Frequency to any person (except to the
extent agreed (or otherwise) with our client under the relevant

terms of the Contract) as to the accuracy or completeness of the

document.

The statements and opinions expressed herein have been made
in good faith, and on the basis that all information relied upon is
true and accurate in all material respects and not misleading by
reason of omission or otherwise.

In addition, the following should be noted:

We are not qualified investment advisors, financial analysts or
accountants and therefore we have not considered detailed
accounting or tax implications of the advice in our report.

Our advice and recommendations are made at a conceptual
level, accounting for applicable legislation, rules and
regulations in relation to government contracting and
procurement (that were accurate and relevant at the time of
writing this report), as well as the feedback and learnings from
partners and stakeholders.

Should ORC wish to understand the detailed financial and tax
implications of the funding models outlined in this report, they
should seek the advice from those qualified to make such a
detailed analysis or assessment.

The observations and advice, as relevant, within this report
are made within a historical context (experience and learnings
from others that have already taken place). As events and
circumstances frequently do not occur as expected, there will
usually be differences between predicted and actual results,
and those differences may be material. Accordingly, we
express no opinion as to how closely the actual benefits and
opportunities identified in each funding model will correspond
to those predicted and we take no responsibility for the
achievement of predicted results.

This document references high level analysis to inform our
findings and recommendations. By its very nature this analysis
cannot be regarded as an exact science and the conclusions
arrived at in most cases will of necessity be subjective and
dependent on the exercise of individual judgement.

Any reference in this report to financial parameters and impacts
has been completed to compare options; it does not constitute
formal financial or investment advice and cannot be used or
relied upon for this purpose.

Development and Implementation of ‘Large-Scale’ Environmental Funding — Summary Report
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Su mmary e

Introduction

As part of its 2024-34 Long Term Plan (LTP), the Otago

Regional Council (ORC) identified a significant funding gap for
environmental initiatives, following the end of central government
investment. In response, ORC proposed a new environmental
fund to support large-scale projects, initially committing

$2 million annually from July 2025, funded via an Otago-

wide rate.

This project involved extensive engagement with mana whenua,
local authorities, community and environmental groups, and
other funders, as well as a review of existing funding models.
Councillors participated in workshops to define ‘large-scale’

and identify suitable funding model options, resulting in agreed
principles and a prioritised shortlist of funding models for further
investigation.

This report consolidates the research, engagement insights, and
funding options aligned with government procurement rules.

It offers recommendations for implementing the new fund and
enhancing ORC's overall approach to environmental investment,
planning, monitoring, and evaluation.

Problem Statement and
Project Scope

Public consultation during the LTP process, highlighted strong
community support for this investment, with calls for clearer
funding direction and broader inclusion of initiatives such as
flood resilience, climate change, water and air quality, pest
management, biosecurity, education, research, and community
upskilling.

To support the establishment of this new fund, Frequency was
engaged in September 2024 to investigate how ORC could
strategically allocate and administer the funding. The project
scope evolved from focusing on all environmental implementation
investment, to focus solely on large-scale funding and was
delivered in three key phases:

= Phase 1- Strategic Priorities: Facilitated workshops with
councillors and engagement with mana whenua to define the
fund’s strategic outcomes and priorities.

= Phase 2 - Analysis and Review: Reviewed current ORC funding
models, consulted with stakeholders, assessed national and
international best practices, and evaluated future funding
model options.

= Phase 3 - Final Recommendations: Insights from Phases 1 and
2 informed the development of final recommendations to guide
fund implementation.

Strategic Context for Large-Scale
Environmental Funding at ORC

The ORC is required to align its large-scale investment decisions
with legislative and strategic frameworks, ensuring its funding
initiatives contribute meaningfully to environmental outcomes.

Long-Term Plan (LTP)

Mandated under the Local Government Act (2002), the LTP

sets ORC'’s ten-year strategic direction, including investment
priorities aligned with regional goals for environmental protection,
enhancement, and sustainability. The goals of the ORC’s
Strategic Directions 2024-24 serves as the current guiding
document.

National Policy Requirements

ORC must give effect to national policy instruments under

the Resource Management Act (1991) and Biosecurity Act
(1993), including National Policy Statements (e.g., Freshwater,
Indigenous Biodiversity, Urban Development) and national
directions. These inform regional planning documents and
investment strategies.

National Biodiversity Strategy

Te Mana o te Taiao (2020) and its Implementation Plan (2022)
guide biodiversity restoration and protection nationally. ORC
is a key regional delivery partner, and large-scale funding can
contribute to achieving the strategy’s 2050 goals.

Regional Strategies and Plans

A suite of ORC and regional plans—including biodiversity, air
quality, biosecurity, climate, and infrastructure strategies—inform
funding priorities. The current review of the Biodiversity Strategy
(due 2025) is a notable consideration for future investment
decisions.

Catchment Management Approach

ORC's Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) model focuses
on community-led Catchment Action Plans (CAPs) to deliver
long-term environmental outcomes. The Catlins pilot and Upper
Lakes CAP are early examples, with more to follow. ICM is seen
as a potential framework for allocating large-scale funding.

Development and Implementation of ‘Large-Scale’ Environmental Funding — Summary Report
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‘Large-Scale’ Definition and Criteria

The concept of ‘large-scale’ funding within the ORC context

is both complex and deeply contextual. In developing an
appropriate definition, the project team undertook an extensive
review of literature and consulted stakeholders and partner
organisations to understand the various interpretations of
‘large-scale’ and ‘landscape-scale.

The literature suggests that while common features exist — such
as spatial, temporal, biological, and financial dimensions - there
is no single, universally accepted definition. Definitions vary
widely depending on ecosystem size, biodiversity complexity,
timeframes, collaboration levels, investment size, and the
degree of community involvement. The term ‘landscape-scale’
also emerged as a well-established, albeit broad, concept in
environmental literature, focused on interconnected ecosystems
over wide areas that deliver both environmental and socio-
economic benefits.

Stakeholder engagement reinforced that ‘large-scale’ is
perceived differently depending on local context, governance
structures, and community experience.

Council was heavily involved in the definition process, and
following two Councillor Workshops, ORC chose to adopt a
principle — and outcome-based approach, agreeing that the
ORC's approach to large-scale would be guided by the following:

Our investment will have contributed to creating
intergenerational impact - that is making investment decisions
to support initiatives and projects that are focused on enhancing
biodiversity and environmental outcomes for the benefit of future
generations. These will either be mana whenua led or supported
and will be undertaken in partnership with mana whenua and
communities.

We will have strengthened and enabled collaboration across the
system by providing clear leadership — this recognises that while
the ORC has a statutory and regulatory role in environmental
stewardship, they also play a key role in leading the wider
environmental system (in partnership with key government
agencies and local authorities). Through this funding, ORC will
work to lead and enable collaboration on the ground that will
enhance community leadership and action.

We will have made investment decisions that align with our
strategic priorities, in partnership with our communities - this
recognises the importance of connecting our organisational and
strategic priorities to implementation priorities, and then ensuring
our investment contributes towards these. It is ensuring we use
our scarce resources effectively to have a positive environmental
impact while also delivering value for money to our ratepayers.

It was also agreed that the principles would be supported by

an eligibility criterion to ensure investment decisions reflect
ecological significance, community leadership, partnership with
mana whenua, scalability of existing initiatives, and organisational
capability. Ultimately, this approach seeks to balance ambition
with practical flexibility, enabling ORC to fund initiatives that drive
meaningful, enduring change across landscapes and generations.
This approach also recognises the role of ORC as a ‘seed funder’
to support organisations and projects as they build to become
self-sustaining.

Literature Review

Phase Two of the project undertook a comprehensive review
of New Zealand Aotearoa and international literature to explore
trends, challenges, and best practices in environmental and
community funding. The focus was to identify effective grant-
making models, delivery mechanisms, and long-term funding
strategies relevant to ORC.

Key themes that were identified include:

* Fragmented and Unsustainable Sector
The community sector plays a significant economic and social
role, yet it is fragmented, with many overlapping organisations
and duplicated efforts. Funding has become constrained, with
philanthropic contributions stagnating and reliance on short-
term government contracts increasing.

= Capacity and Capability Gaps
Many community-led environmental groups lack the
administrative, technical, and strategic capacity to manage
large-scale projects and funding effectively, particularly where
volunteers form the backbone of delivery.

= Limitations of Contestable Funding
Competitive, short-term grants often create instability, limit
strategic planning, and disadvantage long-term outcomes.
These models can drive inefficiencies, undermine staff
retention, and lead to mission drift.

= Need for Flexible, Multi-Year Models
Evidence supports the use of longer-term, lower-competition,
high-trust funding that supports operational support and
encourages collaboration. Such models improve impact but

require careful governance and accountability to mitigate risks.

= Council’s Role Beyond Funding
Councils can shift from funders to strategic enablers—
supporting system-wide collaboration, fostering innovation,
and aligning efforts across agencies. ORC has an opportunity
to provide leadership by coordinating investment,
strengthening delivery partners, and embedding strategic
funding models.

The review highlighted a clear case for ORC to reconsider
traditional funding approaches in favour of long-term, capability-
focused, and collaborative models that align with sustainable
environmental outcomes. These models demand robust
governance but offer greater impact and resilience across the
community sector.
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Partner and Stakeholder Consultation

As part of the project, a comprehensive consultation process was
undertaken with a wide range of partners and stakeholders to
gather insights on current and future models for environmental
funding in the Otago region. This engagement aimed to help
shape the development of inputs needed for an effective
‘large-scale’ fund.

Consultation included mana whenua, territorial authorities,
environmental groups, community and philanthropic funders,
government agencies, other local authorities across Aotearoa,
and ORC Councillors. The process prioritised open, honest
feedback while maintaining confidentiality where necessary due
to the sensitivities of some of the discussions.

Key findings include:

= Mana whenua highlighted water quality and access to mahinga
kai as critical intergenerational priorities. While no formal hui
with riinaka occurred, Aukaha facilitated engagement, and it
is recommended that further direct consultation be conducted
before confirming the fund’'s parameters.

= Territorial authorities identified challenges such as unclear
definitions of ‘large-scale,” administrative burdens of
contestable funding, and concerns about duplication and
sustainability of community-led initiatives. A strong preference
emerged for a more strategic, region-wide approach to funding
with emphasis on intergenerational and ecosystem-level
outcomes.

= Environmental groups and delivery partners are diverse in
scale and scope and often rely on multiple funding sources,
including ORC, philanthropic grants, and other government
support. These groups noted the growing importance of
coordination via umbrella organisations to deliver landscape-
scale impact and improve operational efficiency.

= The consultation confirmed widespread support for strategic
alignment, long-term investment approaches, and stronger
regional collaboration to achieve meaningful environmental
outcomes. The insights and recommendations from these
engagements will inform the future structure and focus of
ORC's proposed ‘large-scale’ environmental fund.

Community and Government Funders

Consultation with a small number of community funders and
government departments revealed that while many entities
contribute to environmental initiatives, their funding is often
constrained by strategic mandates, constitutions, or donor
intent. These constraints can limit flexibility for co-investment
with government entities unless deliberate changes are
made. Nonetheless, there is growing interest in longer-term,
systems-level investments rather than one-off or annualised
grants. Broader engagement is recommended to explore
collaborative funding opportunities for future large-scale
environmental projects.

Other Local Authorities

Discussions with a range of councils across Aotearoa revealed a
shared shift away from short-term, project-based funding toward
more strategic and collaborative models. Councils are exploring
or implementing longer-term funding arrangements, supporting
umbrella groups, and evolving their models to address internal
resourcing challenges, align with desired outcomes, and to meet
community expectations.

While no single model fits all, councils emphasised the
importance of partnership strength, internal risk appetite, and the
capacity and capability of community organisations. The findings
underscore the need for ORC to develop a tailored funding
approach that reflects regional context and invests in building
collaboration and capability over time.
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Funding Model Analysis and Discussion

This project undertook a thorough and methodical analysis

of potential funding models for delivering ‘large-scale’
environmental investment, exploring six different options
ranging from scaling existing grants to devolving funds to third
parties. The assessment used a consistent approach for each
model to determine its suitability for use within the ‘large-scale’
environmental funding context. This approach consisted of a
review of the model against the following:

= Permitted activities under the Local Government Act
(LGA) 2002.

= Permitted for use or application under the New Zealand
Government Procurement Rules (4th ed.)"and

= Alignment with the Office of the Auditor General Government
Procurement Guides.

= Existing evidence, literature or evaluation on the effectiveness
of the model.

= Experiences and lessons learned from entities who already
have this model in place within their organisation (or who have
used the model previously).

= The likelihood of the model contributing towards the
achievement of the three key principles agreed by council that
constitute ‘large-scale’ in the ORC context.

Given ORC's responsibility to spend ratepayer funds wisely,
transparency, value for money, and strategic alignment were
central to the evaluation. Procurement best practices emphasised
independent decision-making, accountability, and avoiding
conflicts of interest—particularly excluding elected officials and
closely involved staff from the funding review process.

The Council applied tools like the RVCE Matrix (Risk, Value,
Cost, Effort) and quadrant analyses to prioritise models based
on cost-effectiveness and risk. This structured approach
allowed for objective comparison and helped eliminate less
viable options early. Ultimately, the models that advanced

for further consideration demonstrated a strong capacity to
deliver ecological impact, financial prudence, and community
collaboration—all in line with the Council’s vision for
transformative, long-term environmental change.

The six models that were initially considered were:

= Large-scale contestable funding or grant making activities (an
expansion of the existing ECO Fund).

= A structured procurement approach — such as an ROI, RFP or
direct engagement as a relational purchase.

= Funding ‘large-scale’ initiatives via the Integrated Catchment
Management (ICM) Programme or by Catchment Action Plans
(CAP).

= Devolving ‘large-scale’ funding to a third-party entity (such
as a charitable entity or council-controlled organisation
[CCO]) to administer on behalf of ORC. This could include the
requirement to also grow the value of the investment available.

= Entering into a joint venture (such as a collaborative funding
arrangement or co-funding arrangement) with entities which
could include neighbouring local authorities, philanthropic
funders or a mana whenua partner.

= Establishing a new council-controlled organisation as a non-
profit making entity (such as a Trust) to administer the funding
on behalf of ORC. This could also include the requirement
to leverage additional bequests, donations and investment
to grow the overall value of funding available to invest in
large-scale initiatives.

A summary of the analysis undertaken of each model is
outlined below:

Large-Scale Contestable/Grant Making Fund

Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

The proposed large-scale contestable funding model draws

on ORC'’s existing ECO Fund processes, offering a substantial
increase in funding to support biodiversity and environmental
initiatives. The additional funding would either be integrated into
the current ECO Fund or allocated as a separate ‘large-scale’
category. This model offers a potential fast implementation,
aligning with the existing fund’s framework. However, careful
planning would be needed to determine whether the new fund
operates within the existing cycle or as an independent funding
round, and to determine how overlapping structures would be
effectively managed. A key consideration would be to clearly
communicate the differences between the two funding streams
to avoid confusion and misapplication.

Governance of the Model

Governance would follow similar procedures to those under

the current ECO Fund, with final decisions being endorsed by
the Council, ensuring adherence to best practices in grant-
making. The Council would receive regular updates on the fund’s
performance, but the responsibility for the detailed allocation
decisions would remain operational, ensuring appropriate
management oversight.

Fund Allocation Process

A new, tailored set of criteria would be required to reflect the
unique nature of the large-scale funding, potentially complicating
the current process. If integrated into the existing grant cycles,
the fund could be offered annually, adding significant operational
burden.

A dedicated independent panel would be needed to evaluate
the applications, with successful projects being funded until

the available budget is exhausted. However, managing both the
ECO Fund and the large-scale contestable fund would demand
additional internal capacity, particularly in application review and
ongoing project monitoring.

Ongoing Management of the Model

The day-to-day management could be handled by the
Environmental Delivery Team, in line with current practices.
However, the larger scale of funding would likely require
additional resources for administration, monitoring, and managing
contracts, given the complexities involved in handling high-value
grants. The existing team may need further support to effectively
manage this expanded responsibility.

Likely Timescale to Full Implementation

The implementation could proceed quickly due to the existing
structures in place. However, comprehensive communication and
marketing strategies would be required to clarify the differences
between this new funding model and the existing ECO Fund,
potentially delaying the fund’s launch but ultimately reducing
confusion and inefficiencies.

1 Our assessment of suitability has been made against the current Rules (4th edition) and not against the draft Rules outlined in the 5th edition. The future suitability of these models should be revalidated if substantial changes to

the Rules are made prior to ORC implementing a ‘large-scale’ funding model or procurement approach.
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Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

While this model supports short-term investments with a focus
on specific projects, it does not necessarily foster a collaborative,
system-level approach to investment. The rigid nature of the
contestable fund limits innovation and may restrict alignment
with long-term strategic goals, although it could be adapted to
better address the desired outcomes if necessary.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses
and Challenges

This model offers several advantages, such as leveraging existing
administrative structures, facilitating quick implementation, and
addressing gaps left by previous funding sources. However, it
also presents significant challenges. The competitive nature

of the funding process could limit collaboration, and the

existing capacity for managing such a large-scale fund is likely
insufficient. The model may inadvertently prioritise projects
based on the quality of applications rather than environmental
impact, and it risks creating duplication or missed opportunities
for co-funding with other partners. Additionally, the potential for
short-term investments to undermine long-term sustainability
could limit the overall effectiveness of the fund.

Financial & Operational Implications

The model’s reliance on competitive processes and short-
term funding could lead to inefficiencies. The resource-
intensive nature of administering contestable funds also
presents a financial challenge, as significant investment is
required to manage the process and ensure that funds are
used appropriately. Short-term investments may struggle to
demonstrate value for money or deliver lasting environmental
impact.

A clear strategy would be needed to avoid confusion between
the ECO Fund and the large-scale fund. Additionally, increasing
the number of funding rounds and applicants would strain both
internal capacity and the workload of community organisations.
The current reporting and monitoring systems may not be
equipped to handle the scale of larger investments, requiring the
development of new criteria and processes to ensure effective
oversight. Moreover, the competitive nature of the fund limits
collaboration across sectors and with other councils, hindering
broader systemic engagement and reducing potential for more
holistic, long-term partnerships.

Structured Purchasing Approach — Registration of
Interest (ROI) and Request for Proposal (RFP)

Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

This model involves the allocation of large-scale funding through
a structured procurement process, which can either be a minor or
major relational purchase, depending on the value and complexity
of the purchase. Unlike conditional grants, the process is more
detailed, requiring Council to actively define its purchasing needs
and the criteria for assessment. The procurement could occur

in two stages: first, a Registration of Interest (ROI) to assess the
eligibility of organisations, followed by a Request for Proposal
(RFP) to gather detailed plans from those who qualify. A direct
sourcing approach may be considered if no suitable organisations
are identified, but this would require clear justification.

The process encourages more open collaboration and open
communication between the Council and potential providers,
ensuring that large-scale funding aligns with strategic outcomes.

Governance of the Model

The governance of this procurement process will align with
Council’s existing policies, where Council oversees the adherence
to procurement best practices and ensure value for money.
Councillors would not directly review funding applications

or make funding decisions but would approve procurement
recommendations. Regular updates on project implementation
and performance will be provided.

Fund Allocation Process

The two-stage process begins with the ROI, where organisations
assess their eligibility to submit a full proposal. Successful
organisations then submit detailed proposals through the RFP
stage. This allows for a clear understanding of the funding
requirements and the expectations for the outcomes. Once
proposals are submitted, they are assessed by an independent
evaluation panel, with recommendations sent to Council for
approval. Successful organisations sign detailed contracts
outlining key deliverables and monitoring processes. This
process is managed through a formal and approved procurement
management system such as GETs.

Ongoing Management of the Model

The Environmental Delivery Team within ORC could manage the
process, from procurement to contract delivery and monitoring.
Although this model is resource-intensive in terms of initial
procurement, it allows for administrative efficiencies in the long
term. A single funding round over two years is recommended,
with mechanisms to renew funding for high performing
organisations. Ongoing contract monitoring will ensure that the
funded initiatives meet the expected outcomes.
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Likely Timescale to Full Imnplementation

Implementation could occur in the short term, with funds
allocated by the end of this calendar year. Effective
communication and support will be essential to ensure the
successful execution of the procurement process. Once
allocated, contracts would remain in place for a minimum of
two years.

Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

This model supports long-term impact by focusing on building
relationships and partnerships rather than funding individual
projects. It encourages collaboration and innovation through
the procurement process, allowing providers to propose how
they will meet Council’s priorities. Additionally, it aligns with
ORC'’s strategic direction by facilitating a collaborative and more
flexible approach to funding allocation than grant making alone
can achieve.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses,
and Risks

The model offers clear procurement processes with defined
outcomes and criteria, making it easier to identify suitable
providers early on and saving time and resources. It promotes
innovation and collaboration, particularly with opportunities

for market briefings and multi-stage processes. Furthermore,

it supports long-term funding arrangements and more robust
contracting than traditional grant-making processes. However,
the model also faces challenges, including the significant internal
resources required for its initial setup, potentially risks enforcing
an eligibility criterion that is too narrow, and the risk that only

a small pool of providers may have the necessary capacity,
especially in certain geographic areas. Additionally, there may be
a negative impact on relationships with existing providers who
feel excluded or overlooked, or if the distribution of funding may
appear unequal across regions.

Financial and Operational Implications

The cost of administering the model in the short term may be
higher, as the procurement process itself is likely more complex
than approaches traditionally undertaken by ORC. Operationally,
while fewer applications may reduce the initial administrative
burden, ongoing contract management and monitoring will
demand specialised skills and significant resources. Effective
implementation relies on carefully timed procurement
parameters, ensuring both adequate preparation time for
respondents and sufficient internal capacity to manage the
process and monitor progress.

Funding via the Integrated Catchment
Management Programme or by Catchment

Action Plan
Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

The Integrated Catchment Management (ICM) approach is
designed to address environmental issues at a landscape scale
by integrating social, economic, and environmental factors. By
focusing on catchments rather than individual environmental
issues, the ICM approach aims to bring about holistic, sustainable
environmental change. ORC's commitment to this model was
formalised through its 2021-31 Long-Term Plan (LTP), which
allocated resources for developing and implementing Integrated
Catchment Action Plans (CAPs). As part of this initiative, ORC is
collaborating with iwi, communities, and stakeholders to develop
CAPs, each tailored to a specific catchment area.

Despite the current limitations of funding for CAPs, ORC has
recognised the need for a more robust funding mechanism to
support the implementation of these plans as they are finalised.
The challenge lies in ensuring that future funding is both
sustainable and adequate to deliver the intended outcomes.

Governance of the Model

The ICM programme is governed at multiple levels, with overall
oversight resting with the ORC Council, which is responsible
for approving plans and funding. At an operational level, the
ICM Working Group, which includes representatives from

ORC, mana whenua, and community organisations, oversees
the programme’s development and execution. Community
governance is managed by Integrated Catchment Groups (ICGs),
who are responsible for developing the CAPs and presenting
them for Council endorsement. Once approved, implementation
is overseen by local governance groups, supported by the

ICM team.

The governance structure for funding decisions, however, will be
distinct from the broader ICM governance. ORC proposes to use
existing procurement frameworks to guide funding allocations
for CAP implementation, ensuring that all decisions adhere to
procurement best practices and align with Council policies.

Fund Allocation Process

At present, no standardised process exists for allocating funds to
support CAP implementation. While a direct funding mechanism
has been initiated for the Catlins CAP, a more structured
approach is necessary for larger-scale funding as more CAPs are
developed. Under the proposed model, funds would be allocated
based on detailed implementation plans, with annual budgets
prioritising activities for each catchment area. However, a major
challenge is the long-term funding commitment required, as
these plans are expected to span a decade.

As the number of CAPs increases, a prioritisation process
would be necessary to ensure that the most urgent and critical
areas receive funding. This could involve comparing the relative
importance of each CAP, which would require clear criteria

for assessing need and impact. Additionally, as many CAP
governance groups may lack the legal status or capacity to
manage large-scale funding, it may be more efficient for ORC
to directly manage the allocation of funds, rather than creating
multiple decentralised procurement structures.

Ongoing Management of the Model

The management of the ICM programme and the allocation of
funding will require ongoing collaboration between ORC staff
and CAP governance groups. The ICM team will need to continue
supporting catchment groups in securing additional funding
beyond the ORC investment. The capacity of ORC'’s staff to take
on this expanded role must be carefully assessed to ensure that
the long-term management of the funding allocation process is
sustainable.
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Likely Timescale to Full Imnplementation

The full implementation of this funding model could take up to
five years, with a phased approach to completing CAPs across
the region. During this period, many communities may face
delays before they can access funding. This delay may create
challenges for communities that are still in the early stages of
the CAP process, potentially leading to dissatisfaction from
ratepayers and environmental groups in those areas.

Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

The proposed funding model aligns with the goal of
intergenerational environmental impact, as it supports long-term,
community-driven planning efforts. The ICM process inherently
encourages collaboration, making it an ideal mechanism

for achieving system-wide environmental improvements.
However, the allocation framework must avoid introducing

overly competitive grant processes, which could undermine the
collaborative nature of the work.

The funding approach is also in line with ORC's strategic
direction, provided that the prioritisation of funding is carefully
managed. The challenge will be ensuring that the implementation
of the plans remains focused on the most impactful actions,
rather than prioritising smaller, easily achievable projects in the
short term.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses
and Risks

The model offers a structured, data-driven approach to funding
that aligns well with ORC'’s strategic goals and encourages
community collaboration. It incentivises communities to engage
in planning and provides clear pathways to support CAP
implementation. However, its reliance on community readiness
and participation could lead to disparities in funding allocation,
with underserved catchments potentially missing out.

The model's success depends on strong governance and
coordination, and if these are lacking, the model risks creating
inefficiencies and uncoordinated project delivery. Financially, the
model may strain ORC's resources, especially if external funding
sources are not secured, and operational capacity will need to
scale to meet the growing demand.

Financial and Operational Considerations

The sustainability of funding is a key challenge, as the growing
number of CAPs and their implementation needs may reduce the
impact of investments over time. Communities may also come

to expect ORC as the sole funder, which could strain long-term
feasibility. Additionally, managing the process may require more
internal resources than ORC can currently provide.

If MfE funding ends, ORC will need to identify alternative sources,
potentially increasing pressure on internal budgets. As CAP
implementation expands, resource demands will rise, risking
inefficiencies if initiatives are addressed on a catchment-by-
catchment basis instead of through regional strategies. Effective
management and strategic adjustments will be necessary to
ensure long-term success.

Devolving ‘Large-Scale’ Funding to a Third Party to

Administer and Grow
Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

Devolution, in this context, refers to ORC transferring some

of its authority to a third-party entity to manage large-scale
environmental funding. This model involves ORC either allocating
the funds to an entity within the ORC legislative system (such

as Port Otago) or to an external entity with expertise in grant-
making or fundraising. Under this model, the third-party
organisation would manage the funds and possibly leverage
additional investment. The devolution arrangement would be
formalised under a service agreement, ensuring clarity on service
levels, performance measures, costs, and risk management. This
model aligns with Section 17A(5) of the Local Government Act
(LGA, 2002), which allows the delegation of responsibilities to
third parties, provided the arrangement meets specified legal and
contractual requirements.

Governance of the Model

For effective implementation, ORC would need to identify a
suitable third-party partner, negotiate terms, and establish a
contract to ensure the strategic goals of the funding align with
ORC's objectives. The governance responsibility would shift to
the contracted entity, with ORC'’s role being largely oversight-
oriented, ensuring the contract is adhered to, rather than
managing the allocation of funds directly. If Port Otago were
selected as the partner, funding allocation would fall under their
Statement of Intent and Annual Report, requiring ORC's sign-
off. Note that Port Otago has not yet been consulted as part of
this project.

Fund Allocation Process

Once a third-party entity was contracted, it would establish
systems to allocate and administer the large-scale funding. The
process would align with Government Procurement Rules and
ensure transparency. ORC might retain a role in monitoring the
process, potentially having representatives on the evaluation or
fund allocation panels. The third party could also be responsible
for leveraging additional funds, with the arrangement managed
through a suitable contracting mechanism. Post-fund allocation,
the third-party entity would report to ORC on outcomes, ensuring
transparency and accountability.

Ongoing Management of the Model

Day-to-day management of the fund would be transferred to
the contracted entity, reducing ORC’s administrative burden.
However, ORC would still need to monitor the contract to ensure
effective delivery, with regular reports on performance against
KPIs. While the third-party entity would take on the primary
management, ORC would retain obligations to ensure the public
funds are used effectively. This would require ongoing internal
capacity to oversee the contract and ensure value for money.
The third-party entity would also likely charge an administrative
fee, depending on their existing capabilities.

Likely Timescale to Full Implementation

This model could be implemented in the short term if a suitable
third-party entity is identified. However, leveraging additional
funds to expand the pool of available investment would likely
take longer.
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Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

The success of this model in achieving intergenerational impact
depends on how well the third-party entity prioritises funding and
aligns this with ORC'’s strategic goals. While the entity may bring
expertise and efficiency, maintaining a strong alignment with
ORC's strategy and fostering collaboration across the system
could prove challenging. Additionally, there is the risk of reducing
direct council influence over funding decisions, making it harder
to ensure investments align with long-term environmental goals.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses,
and Challenges

The model's key strengths include reducing the internal
administration burden on ORC staff, enabling more efficient
procurement outcomes through specialised expertise, and
allowing ORC to remain at arm’s length from the process, thus
minimising perceived conflicts of interest. This could also make
the fund more appealing to co-investors and provide cost-
effective solutions for ORC. Opportunities presented by the
model include potential for increased leveraging, co-investment,
and philanthropic opportunities, along with more equitable
funding decisions by pooling funds across organisations. It may
also provide access to charitable tax exemptions, enhancing the
fund’s value.

However, weaknesses include the need for a portion of ORC’s
investment to be allocated as overhead costs, a potential lack
of suitable entities to administer the model, and the requirement
for significant ORC oversight. The model may also take time to
become operational and achieve its intended outcomes. Key risks
involve reduced transparency of ratepayer funds, the challenge
of finding an entity with the appropriate local knowledge, and
potential reputational risks to ORC if the contracted entity fails
to meet expectations or causes misalignment with community
values. Following this analysis, the Councillors opted to exclude
this model from further consideration as a suitable mechanism
for large-scale environmental funding allocation.

Financial and Operational Implications

The financial implications of devolving large-scale funding to a
third-party entity include the potential dilution of available funds,
as a portion would be allocated to cover the administration

costs of the contracted entity. This could reduce the amount

of funding available for direct investment in environmental
initiatives. Additionally, the ability of the third-party entity to
leverage additional investment for ORC may be limited, and there
may be concerns around achieving value for money if the entity
lacks the capacity to deliver effectively. Operationally, the model
would require substantial internal capacity from ORC to oversee
the third-party arrangement, monitor contract performance, and
ensure alignment with ORC'’s strategic goals. The process of
identifying and establishing a suitable third-party partner could
take time, and there may be challenges in finding an entity with
the regional reach and expertise necessary to manage the funds
effectively. Furthermore, the model may create inefficiencies if
multiple entities are required to cover different regions or if the
contracted entity lacks sufficient experience or regional coverage
in environmental funding initiatives.

Joint Venture — Collaborative or
Co-Funded Arrangement

Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

Under Sections 12 and 14 of the Local Government Act (2002),
regional councils can collaborate with other local authorities

and organisations to enhance community benefits, provided the
arrangements serve the broader district or region. The proposed
model leverages joint activities or co-funded arrangements to
promote environmental outcomes by combining resources and
expertise. Collaborative models range from informal partnerships
to formal joint ventures, with the latter being more structured and
appropriate for large-scale environmental funding allocations.
This approach can involve multiple partners, such as other local
authorities, community organisations, or iwi-based entities,

and may include co-investment agreements or philanthropic
partnerships.

Governance and Management of the Model

Collaboration requires strong governance and management
frameworks, adaptable to the needs of the partners.

Successful collaboration depends on shared leadership, regular
engagement, and clear decision-making roles. At the governance
level, this could involve formal partnerships or a Memorandums
of Understanding (MoUs) outlining responsibilities, with an
emphasis on transparency and accountability. Key management
considerations include resource allocation, cost management,
and evaluating the success of the collaboration. Clear roles and
shared objectives at both governance and operational levels are
essential for maintaining a successful joint venture.

Fund Allocation Process

In a collaborative model, funds would be managed by a collective
governance group (representing all the partners), with one
partner taking a leading role in administering funds. The fund
allocation would likely start with a conditional grant process and
evolve into more structured procurement over time as the venture
matures. The collective goverance group, would be responsible
for overseeing the allocation and monitoring of funds, ensuring
that decisions align with the joint venture’s goals. Over time, the
scale of the investment and the partners’ roles may evolve, which
could influence decision-making and funding priorities.
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Likely Timescale to Full Inplementation

Establishing a successful collaborative model is a long-term
process, often taking several years to develop and implement.
Factors like organisational alignment, leadership commitment,
and funding cycles must be synchronised across all partners.
Given the strength of existing relationships, implementing this
model could take up to five years, although it may progress more
quickly under favourable conditions.

Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

This model supports long-term, intergenerational environmental
impacts through collaboration, especially with mana whenua and
other key partners. For it to succeed, partners must align their
priorities and strategies to maintain the collaboration beyond
individual budget cycles. The model also fosters a culture of
innovation and coordination, with ORC taking a leadership role in
facilitating collaboration across levels of local government and
with external partners.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses,
and Challenges

The collaborative joint venture model offers several strengths,
including the potential to scale up time, reduce administrative
costs, and leverage additional funding for better environmental
outcomes. However, challenges include aligning priorities across
diverse partners, achieving equitable funding contributions, and
managing the political risks associated with joint ventures.

Financial and Operational Considerations

Financial and operational implications, such as aligning planning
cycles and ensuring the sustainability of the arrangement,

must also be considered. The model’s success relies on strong,
trust-based relationships and clear, consistent leadership across
all partners.

Establish a Council Controlled Organisation (CCO)

Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

The Local Government Act (2002) allows local authorities to
establish Council Controlled Organisations (CCOs) for both
commercial and non-commercial activities. A CCO could take
various forms, such as a Trust, Joint Venture, or Partnership, and
would be responsible for administering environmental funding

or grants on behalf of the ORC. Amendments to the Act (July
2004) provided clarity on CCO structures and functions. The
establishment of a CCO could allow ORC to manage large-scale
environmental projects independently, leveraging additional
investments and potentially gaining tax incentives. However, the
model’s success depends on governance, financial oversight, and
alignment with ORC's objectives.

Governance of the Model

Establishing a CCO requires significant time and resources. The
process includes community consultation, policy development
for appointing directors, and establishing governance structures.
Initially, ORC would retain some governance oversight but
gradually move to an arm’s-length relationship once the CCO
was operational. The CCO would then manage funding allocation
processes independently, in alignment with ORC’s broader
objectives.

Fund Allocation Process

The CCO would assume responsibility for allocating
environmental funding, with transparency ensured by aligning
with Government Procurement Rules. The process could initially
involve conditional grants, with opportunities for future co-
investment and leveraging additional funds. ORC would maintain
oversight through contractual agreements, ensuring the CCO’s
activities aligned with expected outcomes.
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Ongoing Management of the Model

Once established, the CCO would operate independently, with
funding decisions made by its governance board. ORC would
monitor performance through contracted outputs and outcomes
but would not directly control funding decisions. There is
potential for the CCO to attract additional funding through
donations and bequests, further enhancing its capacity to invest
in environmental initiatives.

Likely Timescale to Full Inplementation

Establishing a CCO would involve a detailed statutory process,
including community consultation. Given the time and resources
required, full implementation is expected to take at least five
years, if consultation on this model was included as part of

the 2027-2037 Long Term Plan cycle during the 2027-2037
Long-Term Plan cycle.

Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

The CCO model can provide intergenerational impacts by
operating outside of local government planning cycles, allowing
for more sustainable funding of large-scale environmental
projects. However, there is a risk of misalignment with ORC’s
strategy, particularly if the CCO receives funding from other
sources with differing priorities. Collaboration and community
engagement could be enhanced through this model, but careful
management is required to ensure alignment with ORC'’s long-
term objectives.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses,
and Risks

The strengths of the model include the ability to establish an
independent entity with a separate identity, which could enhance
engagement with communities and attract funding from a
broader range of sources, including donations, bequests and
philanthropic contributions. The model also allows for charitable
tax advantages and introduces a skills-based governance
structure, enabling more commercially focused decision-making
while protecting Council from financial liability.

Opportunities were identified in the potential to leverage
additional investment to increase the total funding pool for
environmental outcomes. The model could support innovative
funding arrangements and enable greater regional reach and
community empowerment through more direct involvement in
funding decisions. It also creates access to revenue streams not
available to Council, broadening the base for investment.

Despite these advantages, the model has a number of
operational and financial drawbacks. It would require significant
time and resources to establish, including the development

of separate governance and accountability frameworks. The
administrative and governance costs may outweigh the benefits,
particularly in the short term, and additional workload would
likely fall to existing Councillors and staff. There are also risks
that investment decisions could shift away from ORC'’s strategic
priorities, potentially reducing transparency and accountability to
ratepayers.

Key risks include the model being perceived as costly with limited
immediate benefit, especially if additional investment is not
secured early. There is also a risk that Council's environmental
expertise becomes disconnected from decision-making, and

that reputational risk becomes more difficult to manage at

arm’s length.

Financial and Operational Implications

The CCO model requires ongoing operational and financial
commitments from ORC, including staffing, governance, and
monitoring responsibilities. Financial sustainability is a key
consideration, and the potential for leveraging investment must
be carefully evaluated. The model's success depends on ORC'’s
ability to maintain oversight while allowing the CCO to operate
effectively and independently.
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Prioritised Funding Model Analysis

Following the presentation of the above models, Council was
guided through a prioritisation exercise which determined the
following:

= Increasing the scope of the current ECO Fund model to
support large-scale environmental initiatives was deemed
inadequate to achieve the council's desired outcomes and was
thus excluded from further consideration.

= A more defined, contestable investment model with clear
criteria and qualified suppliers was considered promising.
However, it was agreed that further investigation should
explore this option alongside a model that supports the
implementation of the Integrated Catchment Management
(ICM) process and associated Catchment Action Plans.

= Models involving third-party organisations to administer or
grow funding were discounted due to concerns over eroding
transparency for ratepayers.

= A collaborative, co-funded model was seen as an aspirational
goal, though ORC recognised that its implementation would
require time and a well-defined plan. This model will be
explored for potential medium- to long-term development.

= The establishment of a separate entity, such as a Trust or
CCO, to manage and grow ORC funds was recognised for
its potential to attract additional philanthropic investment.
However, ORC noted that this approach involved significant
upfront costs, time, and trust-building efforts. Further
investigation into this model’s viability over the long term
should be undertaken.

A summary of the prioritisation decisions for each model is
summarised below:

Model Prioritised for

A0 L e Further Consideration

Large-scale contestable or
grant making Fund

Structured Purchasing
Approach

Funding via the ICM
Programme or by CAP

Devolving ‘large-scale’ funding
to a third party

Joint Venture

Establish a CCO

OO © ®

Prioritised Funding Model 1 - Structured
Procurement Aligned to CAP Implementation

Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

Following the second Councillor Workshop, a hybrid funding
model was proposed that integrated a structured procurement
approach with the Integrated Catchment Management (ICM)
framework. This model aims to align funding decisions with
Catchment Action Plans (CAPs), ensuring that large-scale
environmental initiatives are supported with greater clarity,
efficiency, and transparency. The model suggests a multi-stage
procurement process, where organisations first complete a self-
assessment against eligibility criteria, followed by submitting a
Request for Proposal (RFP). This does not imply that an overly
complicated or lengthy process needs to be established, with
the requirements of the ‘proposal’ being at the discretion

of ORC.

The funding would be linked directly to CAP implementation,
ensuring investments are informed by scientific evidence,
community needs, and mana whenua engagement. This
structured approach would aim to strengthen the alignment
between funding decisions and the Council’s strategic objectives
for environmental management.

The model addresses the current gap in funding available

for CAP implementation. While there is a one-off $100,000
investment for the Catlins CAP, no ongoing funding mechanism
currently exists for the broader rollout of CAPs across the region.
By using a structured procurement approach, ORC could ensure
fair, transparent funding allocation based on pre-determined
eligibility criteria. However, it's acknowledged that this hybrid
model has limitations, particularly in the short term, as not all
CAPs are yet completed, and there is variability in the level of
CAP development across communities.

Governance of the Model

The governance structure for this hybrid model would follow
standard procurement practices, with oversight provided by ORC
to ensure adherence to procurement best practices and policies.
Councillors would play a key role in ensuring transparency,
though they should not be part of the Evaluation Panel to avoid
conflicts of interest, particularly as multiple catchments may
compete for funding. Given the significant involvement of ORC
staff in the ICM and CAP processes, they too should be excluded
from decision-making to maintain the integrity of the funding
allocation process.

Fund Allocation Process

The funding allocation process could be a two-stage process:
first, interested organisations would submit a Registration of
Interest (ROI) to assess their eligibility to apply for funding. This
will be followed by a more detailed proposal submission through
an RFP process. Alternatively, ORC could consider a closed
competitive or direct sourcing model, particularly for specific
CAPs that are region-specific.

This hybrid model could include a structured procurement
approach that incentivises communities to align with the

CAP framework, the structured procurement process with
incentives for communities to align with the CAP framework.
This would include stringent eligibility criteria weighted towards
organisations actively engaged in the CAP process or those with
an endorsed CAP Implementation Plan.

Key elements of the allocation process would include the

use of a suitable procurement platform, clear procurement
documentation, and an independent Evaluation Panel to assess
proposals. Successful applicants would enter detailed contracts
with ORC outlining deliverables, milestones, and monitoring
expectations. Additionally, robust contract management
processes will be established to ensure effective monitoring and
evaluation of funded initiatives.
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This model would aim to balance transparency, fairness, and
the need for structured procurement, while also incentivising
the development and adoption of CAPs across communities.
However, careful consideration must be given to the diversity
of communities and their readiness to meet procurement
thresholds.

Ongoing Management of the Model

The Environmental Delivery Team at ORC could be responsible
for managing the procurement and delivery under this model.
While the team is equipped to oversee delivery and monitoring,
additional resource may be required to establish procurement
structures and processes. The model’s administrative efficiency
allows for a single funding round over two years, streamlining
allocation of the $4 million that is currently approved.

Contracting mechanisms such as rights of renewal and stop-
go clauses are recommended in contract processes. Effective
contract monitoring and a resource mapping exercise are
necessary to ensure ORC has the right capacity and capability.

Likely Timescale to Full Implementation

Implementation is feasible within the year, with recommended
contracting period of 1 January 2026 to 30 June 2027. Meeting
Government Procurement Rules and ensuring strong internal
and external communication will be key to delivering the model
on time.

Suitability of the Model Against ‘Large-Scale’ Funding
Outcomes and Principles

This model strongly aligns with the goals of intergenerational
impact, system-wide collaboration, and strategic direction.

It supports long-term, community-led CAP implementation
underpinned by evidence and mana whenua engagement. Risks
remain where CAP development is uneven or delays funding
eligibility for some communities. Strategic alignment may be
challenged if short-term wins are prioritised over higher-impact,
complex work.

Analysis of the Model’s Strengths, Opportunities, Weaknesses
and Challenges

This model offers strong alignment between ORC's organisational
strategy and community priorities, as it is underpinned

by data, evidence, and community-led planning. The

approach establishes a clear pathway from development to
implementation, enabling a region-wide, consistent process that
gives communities confidence their priorities will be supported
once a Catchment Action Plan (CAP) is in place. Internally, ORC
already has structures in place supporting the ICM process and
the sequencing of CAP development across all catchments. This
existing framework provides a strong foundation for scaling the
model.

The collaborative nature of the CAP process—which brings
together ORC, mana whenua, landowners, and community
groups—fosters meaningful partnerships. The model incentivises
communities to engage in the planning process, particularly when
there is a clear signal that implementation funding may follow.
With community engagement likely to increase, ORC has an
opportunity to strengthen its credibility by committing to support
action following the completion of CAPs.

Moreover, the CAP process is designed to generate robust data
and evidence, which can assist ORC in measuring environmental
impact. Until CAPs are completed across all catchments, existing
strategies and frameworks could help guide equitable funding
allocation. Overall, this model creates a promising platform for
enhanced collaboration, stronger relationships with partners, and
increased coordination between stakeholders.

There may be limited capacity within some catchment groups to

manage and administer funding. Internally, while ORC has strong
technical expertise for CAP development, additional procurement
capacity may be required to deliver and administer funding under
this model effectively.

Short-term equity in funding distribution is another concern.

If eligibility hinges on having an approved CAP, those without
one may be disadvantaged, creating perceptions of unfairness.
Not all communities have mature entities able to receive and
manage funds, which could limit access further. There is

also a risk that new processes could inadvertently duplicate
existing mechanisms, such as the ECO Fund or other small
grant programmes, particularly if large-scale funding is then
redistributed to support smaller local initiatives.

Financial and Operational Implications

Clear guidance will be required to define appropriate use of
funds once they are allocated, ensuring new or duplicative grant
processes are not inadvertently created.

From an operational perspective, as CAP development and
implementation activities increase, ORC will likely need to adjust
internal work programmes and consider how to effectively
support delivery. Managing community expectations could also
be a key challenge, particularly in areas where CAPs are under
development but not yet approved. In addition, developing
projects on a CAP-by-CAP basis may result in duplication or
inefficiencies, especially if broader regional approaches are
overlooked.

The model may also require differing funding criteria and
prioritisation frameworks, depending on the stage of CAP
development in each community. While this may help achieve
broader geographic coverage, it introduces the risk of
inconsistency and confusion, particularly if variable approaches
are not well-communicated or coordinated.

Pathway and Conditions to Model Implementation

The model is viable in the short-to-medium term, with a focus

on establishing robust procurement and relational agreements,
targeting capable providers, and clearly defining eligibility
criteria. For full CAP alignment long-term, further feasibility

work is needed. This includes exploring funding equity for areas
without CAPs and potentially accelerating CAP development
through investment in community readiness and internal capacity
building.

Prioritised Funding Model 2 - Investing in
Large-Scale Environmental Initiatives via a
Joint Venture or Co-Funding Arrangement

Introduction to the Model and Procurement Approach

This model presents a medium to long-term opportunity for

ORC to co-invest in large-scale environmental initiatives through
collaborative arrangements such as joint ventures or co-funding
partnerships. Initial engagement with potential partners has been
encouraging but remains at a preliminary level, with no formal
commitments secured.

Pathway and Conditions to Model Implementation

Although promising in concept, the feasibility of this model
depends on a range of factors that have yet to be explored in
depth. ORC would need to undertake a staged process over the
next two to three years to test viability, starting with internal
feasibility and cost-benefit analyses. Strategic discussions
should be initiated with both statutory partners (particularly
mana whenua and local authorities) and potential philanthropic
investors such as Otago Community Trust and Central

Lakes Trust.
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If interest is not established locally, exploration with national
partners such as DOC, MfE, or private environmental funders
may be warranted. Internally, resource planning and policy
development would be required to build a suitable governance,
contracting, and accountability framework.

Given the complexity and scale of what this model entails,

it is anticipated that a minimum of three to five years would

be required to fully operationalise a joint venture or co-

funded model. Its success will depend on Council’s long-term
commitment and the prioritisation of investment and relationship-
building to support this collaborative approach.

Prioritised Funding Model 3 - Investing in
Large-Scale Environmental Initiatives via a New,
ORC-Owned CCO

Introduction to the Model and Proposed Procurement Approach

This model explores the establishment of a Council-controlled
organisation (CCO) or charitable trust owned by ORC, as

a mechanism for administering large-scale environmental
funding. While it has been included at the request of ORC for
consideration as a medium to long term option, further feasibility
work is required to fully assess its viability in the long term.

Pathway and Conditions to Model Implementation

The report stops short of recommending whether ORC should
proceed with this model at this stage, as further analysis is
required. Specifically, the appetite of ratepayers for creating a
new entity and the actual costs of management, governance,
and compliance under the Local Government Act (2002) have not
been assessed.

Should ORC wish to explore this model further, several key

steps will be required over the next two years. These include a
comprehensive financial and feasibility study to assess setup
and operating costs, and formal community consultation either
through a standalone process or as part of the Long Term Plan
2027-37 consultation process to assess the level of public
support for this approach. In parallel, ORC would need to allocate
internal resources to define the required governance, legal,
policy, and accountability structures needed to establish and
manage the CCO. Consideration should also be given to whether
this model could administer a broader suite of environmental
funding beyond the current ‘large-scale’ fund.

While potentially offering a long-term solution for delivering
regional environmental outcomes, the model will require
significant time, resource, and public backing to become
operational, and is therefore best considered as a medium to
long-term option.

Recommended Approach

Recommended Procurement Approach

We recommend that ORC adopt Prioritised Option 1 - Structured
Purchasing through ROI, RFP or Direct Engagement processes,
aligned where appropriate to the Catchment Action Plan (CAP)
implementation process. While this may not fully align with the
hybrid model initially proposed, we believe it offers the most
workable solution for effective fund allocation in the short to
medium term.

This approach considers ORC'’s current appetite for risk, internal
capacity, the strength of existing partnerships, and the uneven
readiness of communities and entities to deliver at scale. It also
addresses the potential inequities of a model that relies too
heavily on the evolving CAP framework.

We assume that critical enablers such as a clear definition of
‘large-scale’, robust eligibility criteria, and strong procurement
practices are developed and implemented in support of this
approach.

Recommended Governance Model

We recommend that the governance of this model sits with the
CEO and Council, consistent with existing procurement protocols
and the CAP process. Continued engagement with mana whenua
at a governance level remains a key feature of this model.

Recommended Fund Allocation Process

The proposed fund allocation process mirrors the approach
outlined in Section 8.2 of our full report. To ensure the success
of this model, we recommend complementary actions such as
developing communications material, and retaining a portion of
funding for evaluation, education, and capability development.

Recommended Ongoing Management Model

This model does not exclude prioritising the CAP process

as an eligibility criterion or using the fund to encourage CAP
engagement. However, the CAP framework should not be the
sole determinant of fund allocation.

Recommended Timescale for Use

This model is ready for immediate implementation, with
allocations possible by the end of the calendar year. Contracts
would begin from January 2026 and run through to 30 June
2027. We recommend that this model guide the first two to five
years of the fund’s operation, including the current commitment
and into the next Long-Term Plan cycle.

15
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Proposed Plan and Timeline to Implementation

Using our recommended funding model and approach outlined in Section 9.1 of our full report, we have provided a high-level timeline of
key deliverables and dates that ORC will need to refine and confirm if large-scale funding is to be allocated before the end of Q2 of the

financial year (that is 31 December 2025).

Our recommended implementation plan including key activities and likely due dates is outlined below:

Phase 1 - Confirm the Recommended Approach and Obtain
Required Signoffs

Deliverable Due Date

Gain endorsement of the recommended

approach internally within ORC Sl T 2829

Report presented to Council for
decision making

Wed 21 May 2025
(Council meeting)

Phase 2 - Confirming the Eligibility Criteria and Procurement Timeline

Deliverable Due Date
Develop and agree internally eligibility criteria 6 June 2025
and pre-procurement approach

Prepare and agree internally high-level 6 June 2025

procurement plan

Prepare and submit Council Report including
eligibility criteria and detailed procurement
plan

11 June 2025

Wed 25 June 2025
(Council meeting)

Obtain sign off from Council on eligibility
criteria and detailed procurement plan

Phase 3 - Communication and Engagement with the Sector including
mana whenua on agreed approach

Deliverable Due Date
Develop and agree a communications and

engagement plan including key messages

and timeframes for delivery

Update mana whenua and local authority
partners on the project and the outcomes of

the review and report Throughout July and

Update stakeholders who contributed to the AUEIEL 2028

project on the outcomes of the review and
report

Prepare and circulate key messages to
ensure accurate messaging to those not
directly involved in the consultation

Deliverable

Draft procurement documentation completed
and ready for release to GETs (or other
suitable procurement platform).

At a minimum, documentation should include:
- RFP documentation

- Draft contract

- Evaluation criteria and scoring system

Procurement live on GETs
Hold a supplier briefing with interested TBC

ROI process closes with those organisations
meeting the ‘pre-procurement’ eligibility
criteria submitting their intentions formally

Formal RFP closes with short listed
applicants having the opportunity to present
their proposal in an alternative format (such
as presentation)

Responses are formally evaluated by an
appointed evaluation panel that includes
ORC management and other experts (but not
elected members)

Due diligence is conducted

Report procurement outcomes and
recommendations to Council for
endorsement and/or approval

Negotiations and contracting commences
with preferred suppliers

Contracts are awarded and unsuccessful
organisations debriefed

Research and evaluation frameworks and
parameters are established

Contracts are enacted and delivery
commences, with contract monitoring
taking place regularly between ORC and
organisations

Investigations into the feasibility and validity
of other preferred funding model options is
undertaken.

TBC due to Council
diaries

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

1 January 2026 to 30
June 2027

Phase 4 - Procurement Planning and Implementation

Due Date

Development and Implementation of ‘Large-Scale’ Environmental Funding — Summary Report

Council Meeting - 25 June 2025

895

16



Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

Recommendations

Eligibility Criteria and Definition Related Recommendations

= A detailed eligibility criteria to allow community organisations
to assess whether they align to ORC'’s intended outcomes and

expectations is needed to support implementation of the fund.

At a minimum, we propose that this criterion should include
how organisations will demonstrate the following:

— Achieve alignment to intergenerational aspirations of mana
whenua, with a demonstrated level of support obtained for
the initiative from mana whenua/papatipu rinaka.

- Directly contributes towards achieving priorities identified by
ORC and provide a line of sight to those priorities outlined in

documents such as Catchment Action Plans.

- Initiatives or projects sufficiently meet the intent of ‘large-
scale’ from an ecological perspective (that is, a multifaceted
approach to enhancing the overall biodiversity of an area,
rather than focusing on one element such as invasive
mammal control).

- Investment allows for an increase in scale and/or impact
of those projects and initiatives that are already in place
(rather than funding new projects or ideas), that are already
contributing towards environmental outcomes and that
demonstrate value for money.

- They are a legal entity, able to demonstrate they have
capacity, capability, and stability (governance and financial
for example) to deliver ‘large-scale’ initiatives.

— Initiatives that are community-led with a high degree
of collaboration at all levels of the system (including
local authorities, mana whenua, landowners and other
stakeholders).

— The extent to which they can act as an umbrella entity
and/or collectives of organisations (this should be
encouraged but only where appropriate governance and
management structures are in place to effectively deliver on
requirements).

— Their commitment to work together in partnership (with
ORC and others), to further enhancing collaboration,
community activation and sustainable funding and leverage
opportunities beyond the initially agreed investment term.

= Continue to engage and consult with mana whenua through
the next phases of fund development and implementation.

= Determine and agree the size and scale of investment that
ORC deems reasonable and appropriate in relation to this
fund (for example, is a $100,000 or a $500,000 investment

considered reasonable) and the overall risk appetite of Council.

General Procurement and Funding Recommendations

= Agree and communicate internally and externally, a clear
implementation plan that sets out reasonable timeframes for
the process to procure, review, and award funding, allowing
communities and organisations to plan and upscale where
needed. This will ensure that communities and providers are
not set up to fail.

= Following the procurement process, enter into multi-year
funding agreements with organisations that aligns with the
budget decisions under the LTP (that is $4 million over two
financial years), noting that this is likely to only be around 18
months under the current approved funding.

= ORC should consider including a stop/go mechanism or
right of renewal clause in funding agreements for successful
organisations (up to a maximum of five years would be
recommended - that is 2+3 years) to align with future LTP
cycles. This would reduce the procurement administration
required to administer a fund and provide reasonable
timeframes for initiatives to achieve ‘large-scale’ impact
(outcomes cannot be achieved in 18 months).

= The investment and permitted use of the funds allows for all
types of costs to be met that are deemed reasonable and
relevant including staff and personnel, administration costs,
and costs to support education, evaluation, and monitoring of
deliverables.

= Within the parameters of the fund, ORC allows for the use of
some funds to support and enhance organisational capability
(management and governance) to strengthen the overall
system, as well as to support education, and evaluation and
monitoring initiatives.

Specific Recommendations in Relation to Each Prioritised
Funding Model

We have outlined a number of recommendations that ORC

could consider across the three prioritised funding models. The
outcomes from our recommendations under each model will help
inform what the most appropriate long-term model to govern
large-scale environmental investment will look like for ORC (for
example, the outcome of community consultation in relation to
establishing a CCO or Trust will contribute towards whether this

model is likely in the long-term).

These recommendations were outlined in Sections 8.2-8.4 of the
full report but are summarised below:

Structured Procurement Aligned to CAP Implementation

Determine a process for equitable distribution of funding to
those catchments that still will not have a CAP in place by
2028/29 or accelerate the timeline for development of CAP’s.

Ensure that all elected members as well as those staff
working directly with communities in the development and
implementation of CAPs are excluded from procurement
evaluation and decision-making to manage perceived or actual
conflicts of interest.

Undertake further analysis and feasibility to the ongoing use
of the model to ensure an equitable process for distributing
‘large-scale’ funds to those communities/catchments that do
not or will not have an approved CAP in place by 2028/29.

Develop a comprehensive assessment and prioritisation criteria
to allow for objective investment decisions to be made as to
the use of ‘large-scale’ funding. This recognises that as more
CAPs are completed, not all activities within a CAP, and not all
CAPs will be able to be funded.

Consider the long-term allocation criteria of this funding model
and the reach and impact that can be achieved if it becomes
diluted across multiple CAPs.

Joint Venture of Co-Funding Arrangement

Undertake detailed feasibility and financial analysis to better
understand the internal and administrative costs required to
govern, manage, and administer such an arrangement. This
should provide an assessment of the costs and benefits to
ORC and the community by having such a model. This may or
may not be an initial first step and may need to be conducted
once partners have been identified and indicated a high-level
intention to partner or co-invest.

Begin more formal conversations with potential statutory
joint venture/co-funding partners to determine the scope
of opportunity that is available. Initial discussions should be
prioritised with mana whenua as well as the existing local
authority partners in Otago.

Development and Implementation of ‘Large-Scale’ Environmental Funding — Summary Report

Council Meeting - 25 June 2025

896

17



Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

= Depending on the outcome of the recommendation above,
begin more formal conversations with potential community
or philanthropic joint venture/co-funding partners. Initial
discussions should be prioritised with Otago Community
Trust (as they have already expressed an interest), as well as
other funders operating within ORC boundaries, particularly
Central Lakes Trust, Whakatipu Community Foundation and the
Community Trust of Southland.?

= If this model cannot be progressed locally (due to insufficient
interest or commitment), seek to begin discussions with other
potential joint venture or co-funding partners outside of the
Otago region. Possible entities to engage could include (but
are not limited to) DOC, MfE, The Nature Conservancy, NZ
Nature Fund and NEXT Foundation.

= Direct internal resources to work through the policy,
contracting, financial and accountability requirements needed
to establish a structure under this model. This will also need to
determine the levels of internal resource that will be needed
to establish as well as maintain a joint venture or co-funded
model. This should also consider the opportunities to expand
the scope of funding included within the arrangement outside
of the current ‘large-scale’ budget.

-~

Establish a Non-Commercial CCO such as a Trust

= ORC undertakes or commissions a detailed feasibility and

financial analysis to better understand the internal and
administrative costs required for the CCO/Trust to meet its
planning, management and auditing requirements under the
LGA (2002). The findings of this should be included in the
community consultation process to allow ratepayers to make
their own value for money assessment of the model.

ORC undertakes community consultation as required under
the LGA (2002) to determine the level of support for the
establishment of a CCO/Trust. For efficiency, this should be
undertaken as part of the consultation process for the ORC
Long Term Plan 2027-2037.

Direct internal resources to work through the policy, financial
and accountability needed to establish an entity (if approved).
This will also need to determine the levels of internal resource
that will be needed to establish as well as maintain the
CCO/Trust, including the development of a constitution or
Trust Deed, policy for the appointment and remuneration

of Directors/Trustees, and the procurement or contracting
policies that may be needed to oversee the allocation of
funds to the new CCO/Trust. This should also consider the
opportunities to expand the scope of funding included within
the arrangement outside of the current ‘large-scale’ budget.

2 Note that we did not consult with CLT or CTOS through this process so are unaware of their level of interest to engage in further discussions at this point.
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7.4.6 Establish a Council Controlled
Organisation (CCO)

7.4.5 Joint Venture - Collaborative or
Co-Funded Arrangement

7.4 Large-Scale Contestable/Grant

7.4.2 Structured Purchasing Approach -
Registration of Interest (ROI) and Request

7.4.3 Funding via the Integrated Catchment
Management Programme or by Catchment Action

7.4.4 Devolving ‘Large-Scale’ Funding to a

Making Fund Third Party to Administer & Grow

Strengths

Opportunities

The administration and management of the
funds can be undertaken internally within the
existing systems that are already in place.
This model could be implemented within a
short time frame (quick to stand up).

Has the ability to fill an immediate gap

created by the ending of Jobs for Nature
funding.

Allows ORC to examine and realign all types
of funding under the broad ECO Fund banner
to ensure that all types of ‘needs’ are met
across the range of available funds.

A consistent approach to fund establishment,
allocation and management can provide
opportunities to better understand and
articulate return on investment.

for Proposal (RFP)

Clearly defined procurement process and
can direct funding to address higher priority
issues or communities.

Allows ORC to establish and communicate
clear outcomes, requirements and criteria
for which purchasing decisions will be made.
This can help identify a short list of suitable
providers early in the process, and let
others know whether they align with Council
expectations. This can save everyone time
and money.

It is likely to be less time and resource
intensive than a competitive grant allocating
process and there is only likely to be one
funding round over the three years (allowing
for three-year contracts to be put in place).

It can allow for greater innovation and
collaboration during the procurement
process, particularly if the council provides
a market briefing at the start of the
procurement process, allows Q&A's to be
submitted as part of the process, or where a
multi-stage process is run.

It can drive innovation and collaboration
and gives communities a greater ability to
propose and outline how they will address
the Council’'s issues/priorities/requirements.

Can enable opportunities for Council and
providers to work together on long term
sustainable funding options.

Allows for more robust contracting processes
that are available through conditional grant
making processes.

Given the longer term and higher value,
the council has the ability to allow for more
robust planning, monitoring, and evaluation
activities under the agreement.

Plan

Provides a systematic and structured approach to
funding that is grounded in the key principles and
outcomes Council seeks to achieve.

Allows for a stronger alignment of organisational
strategy to community strategy and implementation and
community action.

Can allow for a phased implementation of the funding
approach, that can align to CAP development.

A precedent for the process is already set with the
CAP process in place. This will continue to evolve and
develop in line with best practice.

Supports the implementation of a data driven approach
which is already supported by ORC and other key
partners and is endorsed by mana whenua.

The implementation plans are endorsed and supported
by ORC, mana whenua and the community and are
therefore ‘implementation ready’ and will require little
planning and lead in time before delivery can begin.

There is an internal structure already in place to
support the coming together of catchment groups and
supporting plan development. Allocation of funding
through this model could be achieved quickly and cost
effectively (but would still require additional resource).

Supports cross sector and cross partner/stakeholder
collaboration.

Provides an incentive for communities to come together
and commit to the planning process if they know that
they will be financially supported by ORC to implement
the plan.

It allows for greater opportunities to plan and evaluate
the projects/initiatives delivered and inform future
decision making through data and evidence gained
through the development of intervention logic
(conducted during the development of the CAP).

Provides a framework and funding to directly support
communities to implement the CAPs that currently does
not exist (linked to incentivisation).

Can remove some of the confusion around ‘large scale’
funding and the decisions around its purpose and
process of allocation.

Can enhance on the ground collaboration and
coordination by actively bringing together mana
whenua, community stakeholders and ORC.

Can cement ORCs leadership role in the sector by
demonstrating an ongoing commitment to support both
CAP and implementation in communities.

It reduces the internal administration
and capacity requirements on ORC staff
to administer and manage the funding/
procurement process.

It can allow for more efficient and effective
procurement outcomes if contracted entities
acting on behalf of ORC have the skills and
expertise currently not held within Council.

Can keep the Council at arm’s length from
the procurement process and delivery, which
can reduce the perception of conflicts of
interest, make the fund more attractive to
co-investment opportunities, and may be
viewed more favourably by the community
and stakeholders.

The contracted entity may be more cost
effective in providing skills and expertise
needed depending on overhead structures
and costs.

May open doors to additional leveraging and
co-investment, or philanthropic investment
opportunities if the fund is operated outside
of the ORC structure and political process.

Could allow for funds to be pooled across
different organisations that can then be
allocated and administered independently
so not to favour one organisation or funder
over another, contributing to more equitable
funding decisions.

Provides opportunities for the fund holder to

benefit from charitable tax exemptions which
could positively affect the overall value of the
funds available to grant/allocate.

The model can be developed and scaled

up over time - it can grow and evolve as it
becomes more mature and embedded, for
example, growing the number of partners
involved, the level of funds committed or the
addition of non-government partners in the
joint arrangement.

Has the ability to reduce administration
and compliance costs of grant making and
procurement activities in environmental
initiatives across local authorities in the
region.

Greater coordination of investment decisions
across local authorities can strengthen
capacity and capability in this area.
Provides opportunities for ORC to leverage
additional investment and funds that
contribute to enhanced environmental
outcomes.

Allows ORC to take a clear leadership role
with their stakeholders and partners.

Potential to solidify a formal partnership with
mana whenua and path to co-investment
with mana whenua.

Potential to solidify a path to formal
partnership with a philanthropic entity and a
path to co-investment with a philanthropic
investor.

Has the ability to reduce duplication in grant
making and procurement activities in this
area, as well as streamlining the application
and accountability processes for community
groups and providers.

Has the potential to increase trust between
partners — at all levels within the system.

May provide ORC with opportunities to
access systems and processes that are
not currently available to the organisation,
that may arise as a result of a collaborative
arrangement. For example, access to
sophisticated grant/funding allocation and
accountability technology or frameworks a
partner may have access to.

The entity can have a separate brand

and identity that distances it from the
Council. This can allow for more meaningful
engagement with communities and potential
funders/donors.

The entity could access charitable tax
benefits and leverage charitable benefits and
additional investment.

The entity can leverage additional investment
in the way of donations, bequests or
investments. People may be more likely to
make these types of directed donations to a
charitable entity over a council entity.

An independent governance board and
structure removes funding decisions from
political decisions.

A skills-based governance board allows
for improved commercial and investment
decision making.

Financial risk is ring-fenced under a
charitable or incorporated society structure
which protects ORC from financial liability
from an activity or another party.

Separation of financial from political decision
making.

If additional funding is leveraged, it can
Increase the overall pot of funding available
to invest in environmental initiatives.

It could lead to the creation of innovative
funding and partnership arrangements, led
by ORC.

Could achieve regional spread and landscape
scale environmental outcomes if the scale of
leveraged investment allows (for example,
additional funding secured from a funder that
has cross-regional coverage).

Can lead to greater community empowerment
as a Trust model allows for communities to
have a closer involvement in decision making.

The entity can access additional revenue
from a wider source of funding options
than would be available to Council - such
as receiving bequests, donations and
grants from individuals or other Trusts and
philanthropic investors. It may also create
opportunities for alignment to the tourism
and commercial sectors.
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7.4.6 Establish a Council Controlled
Organisation (CCO)

7.4.5 Joint Venture - Collaborative or
Co-Funded Arrangement

7.4 Large-Scale Contestable/Grant

7.4.2 Structured Purchasing Approach -
Registration of Interest (ROI) and Request

7.4.3 Funding via the Integrated Catchment
Management Programme or by Catchment Action

7.4.4 Devolving ‘Large-Scale’ Funding to a

Making Fund Third Party to Administer & Grow

Weaknesses

Allocating large-scale funding under existing
structures does not ensure that investment
is made into the right places, projects and
initiatives at the right time.

A highly competitive process reduces the
ability for Council to work in collaboration
with stakeholders and communities to
understand where and how investment
should be made.

A highly competitive process reduces
opportunities for collaboration between
communities and providers.

It is unlikely that the internal resources
currently managing the ECO Fund process
will have the capacity to stand up and
administer a new funding stream of this scale
without additional support.

This model limits the opportunity for
collaborative co-funding discussions with
other funders or potential partners.

If detailed guidance was not provided around
suitable criteria and scale of investment, ORC
may make investment decisions based on

good ideas rather than science and evidence.

This model perpetuates the cycle of highly
competitive funding.

The short-term nature of the current ECO
Fund model reinforces short term funding
arrangements which do not support staff
continuity and financial sustainability for
community organisations.

It is likely to discourage collaboration
between providers/suppliers which may
impact on the level of biodiversity outcomes
that can be achieved.

May inadvertently fuel a culture of funding
‘new’ projects rather than maintaining
existing initiatives (particularly if the current
ECO Fund criteria were used to make funding
decisions).

May create duplication or enhance gaps

in areas in priority areas have been
identified through other processes such
as the Integrated Catchment Management
programme.

for Proposal (RFP)

This model will require substantial upfront
internal capacity and capability to get

the process established. Planning and
undertaking a comprehensive procurement
process can take significant time and
resources to execute effectively.

The criteria could be too narrow to attract
a good range of respondents to the
procurement.

Depending on the agreed criteria, there

may be a limited number of community
organisations with the capacity and capability
to deliver the requirements, or those with
capacity and capability may be confined to
one geographic area of the region.

There may be limited capability of some
providers to respond to a formal procurement
process such as this which may impact on
their willingness to respond. This may place
further pressure on small numbers of staff or
volunteers within these organisations.

This process may impact on existing
relationships between community
organisations, the ORC if those organisations
feel they are being excluded from a process if
they do not meet the criteria set out in either
the ECO Fund or the ‘large-scale’ fund. They
may not feel that their work is valued by the
council.

Provider capability may be stronger in one
catchment or geographical area, leading to
the perception that only one part of ORC area
is receiving funding or that funding is not
distributed equitably.

Plan

Investment decisions will be driven to those
communities ‘ready’ and ‘willing’ to develop a CAP with
catchments with high environmental needs or priorities
missing out or being deprioritised if there is not an
achieve CAP process in place.

Currently there is not the appetite or resourcing to
expedite the development of CAPs across all catchment
areas simultaneously. This means that the funding may
incentivise communities to develop a plan, but ORC will
not be able to effectively meet demand for this within
the current ICM approach.

The value of the funding available and the level of
investment that can be made will dilute over time. For
example, Catlins as the only approved plan, could seek
the full amount of the funding available in the ‘large-
scale’ fund, but competition for the available funding
would increase significantly with more CAPs being
implemented.

In some catchment areas, suitable governance

and management structures may not be in place

to hold/spend/allocate ORC funds to support CAP
implementation. This is especially true where delivery
against the plan needs to be completed by a third
party (such as a contractor). These community groups
may not have the capacity and capability to manage
ratepaying funding in this manner.

Capable and reliable community organisations may not
have the opportunity to deliver projects or initiatives
of ‘large-scale’ if funds are only able to be allocated

to community organisations working in areas that

have an approved CAP in place. This may lead to lost
opportunities as a response to ‘waiting’.

ORC's ability to adhere to procurement best practice,
accountability and transparency requirements may
be limited if funding is not able to be allocated to an
experienced community organisation or legal entity to
oversee CAP implementation.

If entities leading the implementation process are
required to allocate grants and small-scale funding to
other groups within the community to deliver against
the plan, this could create significant inefficiencies
by recreating multiple allocation and accountability
structures at catchment levels.

If CAP implementation is not effectively coordinated
and managed to achieve landscape scale impact,
the intent and purpose of ‘large-scale’ funding could
be lost, giving rise to ad hoc delivery of a variety of
projects that are uncoordinated and unconnected.

Community enthusiasm and engagement (and access
to suitable volunteers to drive implementation) may
wane over time. It is important to note that this could
occur regardless.

The impact of the investment and outcomes that can
be achieved in each community may wane over time as
more CAPs are developed and funding is diluted.

Work needs to be done to support communities to
identify and secure sustainable funding streams to
support ongoing delivery (if ORC does not intend on
being the sole, long-term funding partner to the CAP
implementation process).

Groups and communities may struggle to leverage
additional investment or resources if they are a newly
established group (established in response to there
being no suitable legal entity for ORC to invest in) and
do not have a strong track record of delivery).

A portion of the ORC investment will need to
be retained by the entity as an administration
or overhead fee, or this fee will need to be
covered from additional ORC funds.

Investment decisions are made by people
removed from day-to-day delivery who may
hold important contextual information and
existing relationships.

It is not currently known if there are any
suitable entities in the region who have the
desire, capacity or capability to partner with
ORC to implement this model in the short
term.

Port Otago, as an existing CCTO, is not

set up to undertake charitable activities,

and this fund does not align with their
priorities outlined in their Statement of
Intent. Therefore, ORC may need to seek an
arrangement with an entity that is completely
outside of the local government legislative
and regulatory framework.

The model will still require significant ORC
oversight and management to ensure delivery
against KPIs and contract is being achieved.

May take some time to stand up and be
fully operational, and the ability of this
arrangement to leverage additional funding
will likely take significant time to achieve.

Transparency of the use of ratepayer funds
is reduced by devolution to an entity outside
of ORC.

The entity contracted could be too far
removed from the day-to-day work
happening in the region, particularly if
their core business is not supporting
environmental initiatives or investment.

The ORC may not be able to find a suitable
entity to contract to administer funding on
their behalf, or those with suitable capacity
and capability may not have a regional
mandate across the region (and therefore not
know the communities or understand their
issues).

There is a reputational risk to ORC if the
contracted entity does not effectively
deliver what was intended, or there is a
misalignment in values between the entities,
or communities do not feel implementation
has been fair, equitable or transparent.

It may be challenging to align the
environmental and investment priorities
of partners under a joint arrangement,
particularly given regional variance.

It is unlikely that other potential partners

will have the scale of responsibility and
investment available that matches ORC -
creating an imbalance of power and potential
risks to collaborative decision making.

Achieving alignment of funding priorities
across multiple mandated geographical
boundaries can be difficult.

ORC cannot implement this model alone,
and regardless of the readiness and desire
of ORC to progress this, implementation will
require the existence of at least one other
partner who is at the same state of maturity
or readiness to also commit/come together/
co-invest.

The political and media environment may
identify any negative situation that arises
from a joint arrangement as a ‘failure’ or
‘waste’ which may cause reputational damage
for all parties.

The internal cost to establish a collaborative
or joint arrangement can be high, including
time of internal staff resources to identify,
negotiate, and manage joint arrangements, as
well as legal costs.

There may be disruptions to the existing
arrangements or funding allocations while
ORC transitioned to a new joint arrangement.

The value proposition and benefit of a joint
arrangement may not be strong enough for
ORC to attract potential partners.

The partnership and collaborations need
to be already working in practice before
becoming formalised - forced partnerships
are rarely effective.

It may be difficult to identify and implement
an equitable joint arrangement, if, in a co-
funding arrangement, all partners are not
able to equally contribute. This may create
challenges with perceived power imbalances
or imbalanced distribution of funds.

It will take considerable time and resources to
establish and to be fully operational.

Will require separate policies to outline the
governance, management and accountability
requirements of the entity to ORC.

The new entity will require funding to
administer and run its operations, including
remuneration of directors/trustees and it may
not be cost-effective to do so.

There will be additional workload and
expectations placed on existing Councillors
and/or ORC staff to ensure the new entity
has effective representation.

Investment decisions could become more
closely linked to community expectations
rather than council priorities or strategy.

This can lead to reduced direct accountability
to ratepayers for the funding and allocation
decisions made by the Trust/entity.

The Trust will incur additional ongoing costs
to manage and monitor the performance of
the entity that can dimmish the value of the
investment that can be made directly into
communities.

Until such time as additional investment is
leveraged to support initial ORC investment,
the model can be seen as costly, with little
direct benefit to ratepayers.

ORC policy and environment expertise
and knowledge becomes removed from
the decision making and grant allocation
processes.

Investment decisions can lose alignment with
strategy and ORC priorities.

There is a reduced ability for Council to
manage risk —arm’s length delivery can make
managing reputational risk more challenging

If ORC seeks to appoint Councillors as
directors, this raises a concern in relation
to management of conflicts of interest
and potential double payment to elected
members for undertaking a role they were
already undertaking before the entity was
established.
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7.4.1 Large-Scale Contestable/Grant

Making Fund

Can risk investing in the providers/
organisation’s that are able to or have
the resources to write the best funding
applications.

Investment may not be targeted towards the
highest priorities or the best environmental
outcomes.

Depending on the value of funds available
and funding rounds held, it could create
financial inefficiencies given the resource
intensive nature of administering funding
rounds and then managing and monitoring
delivery - contestable funds are expensive to
administer.

Council Agenda 25 June 2025 - MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

7.4.2 Structured Purchasing Approach -
Registration of Interest (ROI) and Request
for Proposal (RFP)

Risk investing in the providers that are best
placed, or with the resources to write the
best funding applications.

This can be mitigated by a pre-procurement
screening process, but this may result in
investment in only one or two catchment
areas.

Investment may not be targeted at the
highest priorities or the best environmental
outcomes.

It will likely require an up-front commitment
and commitment to invest the full value of
approved funding in one procurement round
(rather than by annual or one-off grants).

7.4.3 Funding via the Integrated Catchment
Management Programme or by Catchment Action
Plan

Sustainability of the funding - the impact and value will
become diluted over time as more CAPs develop and
the implementation requirements will be ongoing.

Potentially sets the precedent and expectations within
communities that ORC is the sole funder of CAP
implementation.

Risk that some communities will not have the
opportunity to access funding, regardless of need, if
there is no CAP in progress or in place.

May require significant internal resourcing and support
to establish and support community ‘readiness’ for
CAP implementation. This is currently being managed
internally within existing resources to support the
Catlins, but it is not likely sustainable once the process

7.4.4 Devolving ‘Large-Scale’ Funding to a
Third Party to Administer & Grow

The funding available for investment will

be diluted (circa 10% p/a) to cover the
administration costs met by the contracted
entity.

The ability (and/or appetite) of an outside
entity to raise additional funds/investment on
behalf of ORC may be limited.

The Council may not achieve value for
money if the entity is not capable of effective
delivery.

May create duplication or gaps in the transfer
of information, data, and grant information
between organisations.

Duplicate funding allocation decisions may

7.4.5 Joint Venture - Collaborative or
Co-Funded Arrangement

It may be difficult to obtain equality in
investment across partners able/willing

to collaborate. This can create challenges
and tensions in achieving equity in funding
allocation and investment decisions (e.g.
those with more money wanting to have
more power in decision making).

The collaborative partnership will need to
clearly determine and agree the scope of
the partnership — whether that is to work
together for better environmental outcomes,
or whether they will contribute joint funding
to support grant funding or investment into
community initiatives.

The administration costs (both internally to

7.4.6 Establish a Council Controlled
Organisation (CCO)

There will be an ongoing annual cost to
manage and administer the entity as it will
require its own financial accounts, staff to
administer the activities of the entity and
possible renumeration of Trustees/Directors.

The charitable incentives that could be
achieved through this model may not out
way the costs, especially considering
possible proposed tax changes for charitable
entities.

ORC needs to determine the long-term
sustainability of the Trust in the long term
and whether leveraged investment is likely,
or whether the interest earned off the
initial endowment is sufficient to sustain
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= Engaging with accountability and reporting
documents prepared by the entity and
= Meeting the ORCs own accountability and
reporting requirements under the LGA
(2002).
= ORC will need to ensure that the LGA
(2002) requirements of a CCO/Trust are
met including the preparation and auditing
of separate financial accounts, as well as
branding, marketing etc.
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