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Memorandum

To:

Environment and Community Committee

Subject:

Glenfern Sanctuary – 2017/18 Annual Report and Research
and Environmental Centre Update

From:

Scott De Silva, Northern Principal Ranger

Purpose
1.

To provide the Environment and Community Committee with the 2017/18 Annual Report for the
Regional Parkland at Port Fitzroy, Aotea (Glenfern Sanctuary) and give an update on the
feasibility assessment for the establishment of a Great Barrier Island education/research center
proposed to be located on the park.

Summary


In 2016 Glenfern Sanctuary was purchased as a regional park by Auckland Council with
support from funding partners.



The Glenfern Sanctuary Management Trust was established in 1 April 2017 and is
responsible for the day to day management and administration of the Glenfern Sanctuary.
The Trust operate under a license agreement requiring biannual reporting to Council
against agreed Key Performance Indicators.



Council has received the first biannual report highlighting achievements to date.



At the time Glenfern Sanctuary was acquired, the Parks, Recreation and Sport Committee
supported the commencement of an expression of interest process for the establishment
of an environmental education camp on the park.



Following subsequent discussions between the Glenfern Sanctuary Management Trust
and Great Barrier Local Board, the Local Board funded a feasibility study for an islandbased education/research centre to ensure any investment in such a facility would
maximise opportunities to increase the visitation and growth of Great Barrier Island while
creating a unique education opportunity for tertiary and school aged children.



This feasibility study has identified Glenfern Sanctuary as the most suitable location for
such a centre.



The Glenfern Sanctuary Management Trust is now planning to develop an in-depth
business case to confirm the centre design, funding models and local benefits.



Staff will report back to the Environment and Community Committee once this business
plan has been completed.

Context/Background
2.

Glenfern Sanctuary is located at Port Fitzroy, Great Barrier Island. It contains 83 hectares of
significant ecological value including coastal forests, and threatened fauna such as pateke,
kaka, kereru, black and cook petrels and chevron skink.

3.

The Glenfern Sanctuary is part of the wider Kotuku Peninsular that incorporates several private
land owners and Department of Conservation administered land.

4.

In 2008, a predator-proof fence was installed around the peninsular, and an aerial pest
eradication completed to create the Kotuku Peninsular Sanctuary. The success of the Kotuku
Peninsular Sanctuary is dependent on Glenfern Sanctuary, which provides the operational base
for pest control, monitoring and habitat restoration.

5.

Glenfern was acquired as a regional park in 2016 by Auckland Council with the support of
funding partners: the Great Barrier Island Local Board, the Government’s Nature Heritage Fund,
and Foundation North.

6.

The Glenfern Sanctuary Management Trust (the Trust) was established on 31 March 2017. A
license agreement dated 1 April 2017 was developed to enable the Trust to manage the park on
behalf of council.

7.

The Trust operate under a license agreement, commencing 1 April 2017 for an initial 10-year
term with a 10 year right of renewal.

10.

The Council and the Trust have agreed that the Trust will take on management of the sanctuary
on the terms and conditions set out in the licence agreement.

11.

The Council support the Trust through the regional parks team who provide specific operational
advice and assistance including H&S audits, building maintenance, kauri dieback signage and
associated hygiene supplies and pest control monitoring. Council staff are also working with the
Trust on a planned capital upgrade of the jetty and ford to ensure secure access to the property.

Discussion
2017/18 Glenfern Sanctuary Management Trust Annual KPI Report
12.

One of the requirements of the licence agreement is that the Trust provide Council with a
biannual report summarizing its performance against agreed Key Performance Indicators
(KPI’s).
The KPI’s for the Trust are focused on:
- Environmental Quality and Species Protection
- Advocacy and Outreach (public access and participation)
- Property and Infrastructure
- Administration and reporting

13.

- Collaboration (with other relevant organizations).
The first of the Trust’s biannual reports has been received and is appended as Attachment A.
Particular achievements noted in the report include:
- Promotion of the accommodation provision including the development of a website and link
to the council’s holiday places online content. This has resulted in increased occupancy of
the accommodation facilities by 60%
- Implementing annual pest plant and animal control in accordance with operational plans
- Establishment of, and appointment to, a Sanctuary Manager role
- Development of a program to increase volunteer assistance within the park for maintenance
and animal and plant pest control activities
- Re-establishment of an onsite nursery and undertaking seed collection and propagation
- Installation of kauri dieback signage and improved hygiene stations
- Implemented visitor number monitoring.

Forward Work Program
14.

The Trust and Council staff have identified the following work program over the next year that
will contribute to the development of the park. This includes project such as:
- The upgrade of tracks to reduce the risk and spread of Kauri Die Back
- Upgrade of the jetty to enable guests arriving by water to access the park
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- Replacement of the ford to improve vehicle access and stream protection
- Continue to develop and promote the accommodation opportunities at Glenfern through
appropriate media and advertising avenues
- Continuing to expand the volunteer base to assist the Trust in meeting its objectives and
KPI’s.
Great Barrier Education and Research Centre Feasibility Study
16.

For some time there has been interest from schools and the local community for the
establishment of an environmental education camp on Great Barrier Island. This was
recognised at the time Glenfern Sanctuary was acquired by Auckland Council as a regional
park. At its 21 September meeting, the Parks, Recreation and Sport Committee through
resolution PAR/2016/80 supported the commencement of an expression of interest process for
the establishment of an environmental education camp at Glenfern.

10.

Following subsequent discussions between the Glenfern Sanctuary Management Trust and
Great Barrier Local Board (Local Board) it was agreed that a broader feasibility assessment be
undertaken for an island-based education/research centre to ensure any investment in such a
facility would maximise opportunities to increase the visitation and growth of Great Barrier
Island while creating a unique education opportunity for tertiary and school aged children.

11.

The Local Board subsequently funded a feasibility study, which was undertaken by Envirostrat
Consulting Ltd (Attachment B). The first stage of the feasibility study was to identify potential
users’ groups and suitable locations that could accommodate the size and scale of such a
facility.

12.

After considering several locations, following this first stage, Glenfern Sanctuary has been
identified as the preferred location.

13.

It is now the intention of the Trust to complete a business case for the education and research
centre based on the recommendations set out in the feasibility study. The business case will
provide an in-depth investigation of the centre design and curriculum elements, funding models,
benefits to the local community and significant restraints and risks.

Next steps/implementation
14.

Staff will continue to support the Trust with delivering a park for all Aucklanders, with a focus on
pest management, developing the park infrastructure and track maintenance.

15.

Staff will report back to the Environment and Community Committee on the outcome of the
business case for the education/research center once this has been completed.

Attachments
– Glenfern Sanctuary Trust KPI Report 2017-18
– Aotea Great Barrier Island Education/ Research Centre Feasibility Study
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Auckland Council

Aotea Great Barrier
Island Education /
Research Centre
Feasibility Study
Prepared by Envirostrat Ltd

Final Report
June, 2018

Executive Summary
This study into the feasibility of an education / research centre at Glenfern Sanctuary, Aotea Great Barrier
Island was commissioned by Auckland Council on behalf of the Great Barrier Local Board. In addition to the
contribution of the Local Board, other stakeholders that were integral to the feasibility study were the Glenfern
Sanctuary Trust, the Park Services Group of Auckland Council, and Hillary Outdoors.
This feasibility study focusses on Local Board aspirations and builds upon considerable previous work on the
concept of a centre at Aotea undertaken by the Glenfern Sanctuary Trust, Hillary Outdoors, and Kristin School.
Each organisation has its particular goals, scope and language; however the overlap and alignment between
them is significant. Although this study refers to a “centre”, it would comprise a number of buildings including
residential facilities, a separate accommodation block for Glenfern volunteers and Hillary Outdoors staff, and a
visitor centre / research centre available to the local community.
Aspirations
The main aspirations identified by the Local Board for a potential centre were:
•
•
•
•

To promote the unique elements Aotea Great Barrier Island, including endemic species, the predator
free status of Glenfern Sanctuary, and Dark Sky Sanctuary status of the area.
A ki uta ki tai ‘Ridge to Reef’ focus on education, promoting a holistic set of life-long learnings that
encompasses astronomy, terrestrial and aquatic ecology, the natural environment and ‘off-grid’ living.
A ‘citizen science’ element where users are given the opportunity to observe, participate in and
contribute to science in action.
A laboratory facility suitable for university students/researchers, should demand exist for such a
facility.

Recommendations
The study has determined that a centre is feasible, although it will require several parties to work
constructively in a manner that aligns their collective aspirations for future development of Glenfern Sanctuary.
A high quality laboratory facility is not feasible due to a lack of demand, although a basic wet lab would provide
some benefits. The operating model for an education / research centre at Glenfern would need to incorporate
a range of organisations, each with different roles and responsibilities. The diagram below provides an
overview of a suggested operating model based on our analysis of the likely role and contribution of different
stakeholders.
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Next Steps
Provided the Local Board is willing to progress the development of the centre concept, we recommend the next
practical steps should include:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The ‘consolidation of the coalition’ of different organisations with key roles to play.
Develop a detailed business case.
Provisional commitment.
Approach funders.
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Introduction
Purpose
This report assesses the feasibility of establishing an education / research centre in the northern end of Aotea
Great Barrier Island. The purpose of the report is to:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Clarify the likely scope, components and operating model of such a centre.
Provide information on the strategic and operational feasibility of such a centre.
Support discussions among important stakeholders on whether to co-operate further on the idea.
Provide the necessary background information for any further work to progress the centre idea.

The primary audience for this report is the Great Barrier Local Board. Other intended audiences are the
Glenfern Sanctuary Trust and Auckland Council (Customer & Community, Park Services, Community Facilities).
Other recommended audiences for this report are Hillary Outdoors, local Iwi (Ngāti Rehua - Ngātiwai ki Aotea)
and Kristin School.
Background
This study into the feasibility of an environmental education / research centre was commissioned by Auckland
Council on behalf of the Great Barrier Local Board. In addition to the contribution of the Local Board, other
stakeholders that were integral to the feasibility study were the Glenfern Sanctuary Trust, the Park Services
Group of Auckland Council, and Hillary Outdoors.
It is important to acknowledge that this feasibility study was built upon considerable previous work on the
concept of a centre at Aotea undertaken by the Glenfern Sanctuary Trust, Hillary Outdoors, and Kristin School
(in alignment with Auckland Council). Each organisation has its particular goals, scope and language; however
the overlap and alignment between them is significant.
Although this study refers to a “centre”, it would comprise a number of buildings. Probable component
buildings include school residential facilities (i.e. bunkrooms, kitchen, bathrooms), a separate accommodation
block for Glenfern volunteers and Hillary Outdoors staff, and a visitor centre / research centre available to the
local community. Each of these is described and expanded upon further within this report.
Approach
At a high-level, this feasibility study involved four stages; kick-off, research and consultation, feasibility analysis,
and reporting.
The kick-off stage centred upon confirming the expectations of critical stakeholders such as the Local Board,
Auckland Council and Glenfern Sanctuary Trust. Early meetings were held to discuss the centre concept
including the expected scope of operations, success criteria and location. The results from this phase along
with a more detailed approach were summarised into an Expectations document that guided the rest of the
feasibility study.
The research and consultation stage comprised parallel work streams of research into other centres with
similar characteristics, and consultation with different stakeholder groups. The other centres researched
include 4 main categories: public access research facilities; public education facilities; school owned camps; and
independently owned camps.
The main stakeholder types consulted were: potential centre owners; potential centre operators; and,
potential centre users (paying customers). We met with representatives from Glenfern Trust, Hillary Outdoors,
Auckland Council Park Services, Kristin School, St Peters School, Trident School, and Auckland University.
Attempts were made to engage with local Iwi (under guidance from Auckland Council) but this was not possible
within our project timeframes. Local businesses and potential (capital) funders were not approached directly as
the core scope and concept were not sufficiently developed and agreed upon to begin wider engagement. It is
expected that these groups would be consulted as part of any subsequent phase.
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The feasibility analysis stage brought together the results of centre comparisons and stakeholder engagement.
The core concept, scope and operating model for a centre were defined more clearly based upon what had
succeeded elsewhere, and what stakeholders believed wold be successful from their perspective at Aotea
Great Barrier Island. Initial findings were presented to the Great Barrier Local Board and Glenfern Trust for
feedback.
Feasibility Study Approach
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Centre Concept
Local Board Aspirations
The main aspirations identified by the Local Board for a potential centre were:
•
•
•
•

To promote the unique elements of Aotea Great Barrier Island including endemic species, the
predator free status of Glenfern Sanctuary, and the Dark Sky Sanctuary status of the area.
A ki uta ki tai ‘Ridge to Reef’ focus on education, promoting a holistic set of life-long learnings that
encompasses astronomy, terrestrial and aquatic ecology, the natural environment and ‘off-grid’ living.
A ‘citizen science’ aspect where users are given the opportunity to observe, participate in and
contribute to science in action.
To provide a laboratory facility suitable for university students / researchers, should demand exist for
such a facility.

Success Criteria
The Great Barrier Local Board identified success criteria that would be used to measure the success of the
centre if established:
•
•
•
•
•

To grow the profile of the Island and its unique environment – promoting sustainability and ecology
learnings.
Contribute to a better-informed community, including visitors, getting people to “get it” about why we
protect things and limit our impact on the environment.
To be utilised consistently; available to less affluent users as well as those who could afford it.
To achieve financial self-sufficiency with a user pays system.
To grow the ‘astronomy economy’ for the Island.

Core Stakeholders
There are a number of stakeholders that are crucial to the concept of an education / research centre in the
northern half of Aotea Great Barrier Island. The interest of each in a centre is described below.
Local Board
The Great Barrier Local Board is democratically elected to advance the interests and aspirations of the local
community. The concept of an education / research centre is listed within the Local Board’s strategic plan, and
they are an important advocate and driving force for the concept.
Glenfern Trust is responsible for coordinating the protection and promotion of the Glenfern Sanctuary located
at Fitzroy, on the the north western coast of Aotea Great Barrier Island. The Trust has developed a site plan for
development of the sanctuary that includes a visitor / research centre able to be accessed by the community
and Glenfern visitors, accommodation for volunteers, and accommodation for students.
Auckland Council Park Services is part of Auckland Council, the landowner of Glenfern Sanctuary as part of its
the Auckland regional parks network. The concept of an education centre located at Glenfern is consistent with
the long term strategic intent of the Park Services Group, and it supported previous work on the idea put
forward by Kristin School.
Hillary Outdoors provides youth learning through adventure and currently operates programmes at its
Tongariro Centre, and from the Orama Christian Camp on Aotea Great Barrier. Hillary Outdoors is seeking new
centres due to significant growth in demand in recent years to support adventure learning and, increasingly
environmental learning. It has previously identified Glenfern Sanctuary as providing the best location for
expansion upon Aotea Great Barrier Island and worked closely with Kristin School in developing a previous
concept.
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Mana Whenua
Ngāti Rehua-Ngātiwai ki Aotea were identified as an important stakeholder in this feasibility study. Both
Auckland Council and Envirostrat have attempted to engage with Ngāti Rehua through appropriate channels,
without success. Hillary Outdoors already works with both marae at the northern end of the Island and Okiwi
school, providing economic benefit to the local community and cultural benefit to visitors.
Kristin School has previously (2016 / 2017) undertaken considerable feasibility work on an education centre at
Glenfern. They see considerable benefit for year 10 students participating in 4-5 week stays that provide
environmental and outdoor education based learning through immersion in a natural setting.

Analysis & Findings
Comparison with other facilities
A comparative analysis of other facilities that shared characteristics of the proposed centre was carried out in
order to identify traits of other facilities that could provide lessons for this study. Four types of facility were
identified:

Table. 1. Types of facilities that shared characteristics with the proposed sustainability
education centre.
Type

Example

Funding

Accommodation

Research Laboratory

Goat Island Marine Laboratory,
Portabello Marine Laboratory

University grants, student fees.

Yes. Host University groups
and full-time researchers.

Council / Charitable Trustowned Facilities

MERC facility at Long Bay, Island Bay
Marine Education Centre

Charitable trust funding,
publicly funded through
Council.

Sometimes. Depends on the
facility – those that operate
like camps accommodate
visitors.

School-owned Camps

Private schools: Kahanui Camp for
girls (St Cuthbert’s), Tihoi Venture
Camp (St Paul’s Collegiate).

Funded by private schools
through annual fees.

Yes. Host groups of
students.

Independent Camps

Third party providers: Orama
Christian Camp, Hillary Outdoors
Tongariro Camp.

Funded through mix of userpays system and grants.

Yes. Host a range of users –
predominantly students.

Of the four types above, school owned / independent camps (in some cases with external providers such as
Hillary Outdoors) were the best models for comparisons due to the overlap with Local Board criteria.
Funding
There was no strong underlying theme in how each of the centre types were funded, however, they could
broadly be categorised into those that were paid for by the ratepayers / Council (publicly-owned; e.g. MERC),
and those that were paid for by institutions (privately-owned; eg. Goat Island Marine Laboratory).
A user-pays system was a common factor between all of the case studies, relying on either students, tourists,
the general public, or a mixture of the three. By establishing a continual revenue stream through paying users
the facilities are able to cover some of the operating costs associated with running programmes or maintaining
the buildings. However, many of the facilities also relied heavily on external funding grants or sponsorship in
order to continue providing their services. Public / Council owned enterprises (e.g. MERC) receive annual
funding allocations subsidised by ratepayers, allowing them to cover operating costs and offer assistance to
under-priviliged users.
Page 7

Research laboratories have fewer characteristics in common with the proposed centre than the other types of
facility examined. In terms of establishment costs, the research laboratories stand out for being significantly
more expensive due to the high-tech equipment costs, making them largely unattainable for organisations
outside of a University.
Demand
The majority of comparitive examples catered to students largely from within their own institutions (e.g.
University of Auckland students attending Goat Island Marine Laboratory). Those that didn’t have students
enrolled at their institution for the most part acted as third party providers of outdoor / adventure style
activities to schools in their community (e.g. MERC). None of the facilities were characterised by ‘walk-ins’ or
casual visitors. Local user-bases were not a key indicator of whether or not a facility was heavily utilised, and
many were attended by non-locals only.
Lessons for a Centre at Aotea Great Barrier Island
Based on the models reviewed, the proposed centre at Aotea Great Barrier Island should:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Not rely on walk-in customers; should target schools as the primary market.
Contract a single long-term user (a private school willing to commit for an extended period for a
significant portion of the year) to de-risk the proposition.
Have a structured programme provided by a third party provider.
Design the governance structure to ensure eligibility to access philanthropic, charitable or public
funding.
Provide suitable accommodation to host groups of students.
Establish clear ownership of assets and management responsibilities.

Location
Glenfern Sanctuary was identified as the preferred location during the kick-off phase by the Local Board, and
was confirmed to be the only feasible location during the research and consultation phase. The reasons why
Glenfern Sanctuary was identified as the only feasible site for a centre are:
•
•

•
•
•

•

Page 8

It is located in the north of Aotea Great Barrier as preferred by the Local Board to bring additional
economic value to the area.
It is public land maintained by the Glenfern Trust so there is no need to purchase additional land, plus
the Council has previously supported the idea of a schools accomodation element of a new centre on
the site.
It is large enough (83ha) to support several new buildings without detracting from the natural
aesthetic value of the land.
There is significant natural value at the Glenfern Sanctuary (walkways, flora and fauna) that support
sustainability and environmental learning, including the predator control programme.
Glenfern is the strong preference of Hillary Outdoors (if it is to be the lead provider) due to its
proximity to the equipment and storage that Hillary Outdoors already have at the Orama Christian
Camp.
It is close to the commercial wharf and facilities at Port Fitzroy plus Glenfern also has its own smaller
jetty on-site, all within a very sheltered location.

Image 1. Aerial photograph of Glenfern Sanctuary showing the existing structures.

Retrieved from Auckland Council GeoMaps.

Kristin School
The Great Barrier Local Board is not the first organisation to consider establishing a centre of this nature.
Significant previous work was led by Kristin School (with architectural design produced by the University of
South Australia) in 2016.
This previous work included the design of a pre-fabricated sustainable off-grid (energy, water, waste efficient)
student accommodation block at Glenfern Sanctuary, for the purpose of a long stay (~5 week) camp for all year
10 students, in groups of 35-40 at a time. The centre would have been used on a non-exclusive basis i.e. other
schools could have used it when Kristin was not. This work was discontinued in 2017 but could potentially be
revived and result in significant cost savings on design and construction. The Kristin feasibility work did not
include the additional buildings (staff / volunteer accommodation or the visitor / community centre) envisaged
by the Local Board / Genfern Trust, but is otherwise consistent.

Figure 1. Birds-eye view architectural drawing of potential schools accommodation facility.

Supplied by Kristin School. Design produced by the University of South Australia on behalf of Kristin School.

Figure 1 shows bunk-bed units, an attached teacher accommodation block and a bathroom facility on each side
separated by a communal living / education space with a commerical kitchen and dining hall.
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Image 2 and 3. Photographs of ‘Kauri Paddock’; the proposed location for the
accommodation block as part of the Kristin School plans.

Glenfern Trust
In early 2018 Glenfern Trust developed a strategic plan to meet future Sanctuary needs. This included a
“schools residential” area (which despite a different name is the same concept as the centre that is the basis of
this feasibility study). The proposed location for the schools residential area (Image 2 and 3) were the same as
that identified by Kristin School and approved in principle by Auckland Council, Parks Services. Image 4 takes
into account:
•
•
•
•

The need to ensure privacy of the existing rental accommodation.
Separating schools accommodation from other public accessed areas.
A stand alone visitor / learning facility for community and visitor access.
The need for volunteer accommodation.

Although Image 4 identifies sites in 3 stages (with the schools residential being stage 3) this has now been
changed by Glenfern Trust and includes all new buildings as a single stage.
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Image 4. Aerial photograph of Glenfern Sanctuary with existing and proposed buildings
included. Produced by Glenfern Sanctuary Trust as part of their preliminary Master Plan.

Supplied by Glenfern Sanctuary Trust.

Following discussions with Kristin School, Hillary Outdoors and Glenfern Trustees it is apparent the different
organisations support the concepts being tested in this feasibility study although further discussion is required
to ensure alignment of expectation. The previous efforts of Kristin School and current work of Glenfern
Sanctuary Trust are a strong indicator that key stakeholders (including Hillary Outdoors) are aligned in their
thinking. Going forward, we recommend that any further business case development is co-ordinated between
relevant groups.

Proposed Scope of Operations
Student & Visitor Education
Early engagement with the Great Barrier Local Board indicated a strong preference for the centre to provide
visitors with an immersive (i.e. multi-week) educational experience, incorporating ‘ki uta ki tai’ (ridge to reef)
learning with sustainability at the core. The main suggested user type (schools) were supportive of this
alongside other ‘educational themes’ such as environmental science, outdoor adventure, team building, and
citizen science.
Theme

Description

Sustainability

The education centre should incorporate eco-friendly, off-grid ideas into its design and
functionality. This aligns well with the vision of the Local Board and the Island culture of
sustainable living; lending strength to the concept of an off the grid facility where energy
conservation and waste mitigation practices are integrated into the learning outcomes.
Kristin School identified long term scientific research projects and sustainability learnings
as the key focus for their students, wanting to provide experiences that they would
seldom have in the classroom, and to encourage innovative thinking.
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Theme

Description

Ecology &
Environment

Ecological and environmental themes received strong support from potential users who
believed it had great potential to be integrated with ecological aspects that already exist
at Glenfern. It was suggested that a collaborative effort between users, Glenfern Trust and
the Department of Conservation could provide an approach for tackling some ecological
issues in the area (e.g. pest control), plus it would enable students to interact directly with
the people leading these initiatives. Glenfern Sanctuary is uniquely positioned to provide
ecology programmes that contribute to the improvement / maintenance of the reserve
and its biodiversity goals.

Outdoor
Education

Outdoor education would be a core element of the school / cadetship user experience for
visiting schools with physical activities on land and water. All schools interviewed
expressed an expectation that although teachers may attend and participate, they would
want staff employed by Hillary Outdoors to manage the day-to-day operations of the
Centre and to deliver this part of the curriculum. This recognises both the specialist skills
and the health and safety compliance obligations required to deliver such a programme.
Hillary Outdoors are also explicitly expanding their curriculum into sustainability so could
deliver this learning.

Applied
Science

A prevalent idea was that the centre could be uniquely positioned as an ‘applied science
camp’ for students visting for up 4-5 weeks at a time. “Separate them from their devices
and embed them in the natural environment”. There was strong support from schools
interviewed for learning to have a ‘ki uta ki tai’ focus, providing for a range of subjects
such as astronomy, terrestrial ecology and aquatic science.

The opportunity to collaborate with Hillary Outdoors should be emphasised; the level of integration with
potential users differentiates them from other providers. Hillary Outdoors prioritises and welcomes a learning
model that is co-developed with teachers and tailormade to suit each school. This approach is particularly
effective when considering sustainability or ecological education themes which are increasingly desirable
additions to Hillary Outdoors operating model.
Tourism
Glenfern Sanctuary already receives tourists that come to walk the tracks and enjoy the tranquillity of the
location. In addition, Glenfern Trust rents out two buildings to visitors and uses this money to contribute to the
upkeep of the Sanctuary. The centre would significantly grow the number of visitors to Glenfern through
visiting students, particularly during traditional low season periods. It would also provide additional reasons for
‘drop-in’ tourists such as visiting boaties to visit Glenfern with an improved visitor centre experience, and
significantly expanded accommodation facilities when these are not being used by schools.
The main potential tourist periods for renting out the camp-style accommodation are:
1.
2.

The December / January period when inbound tourism demand is high, and accommodation options
at the northern end of the Island are low. The centre would not be in use by schools over this period.
The mid-winter period for inbound Dark Sky Sanctuary tourists. This would need to be managed with
school demand but could perhaps focus on the July school holiday period.

Cultural Exchange Working with Local Iwi & Schools
The existing 3-4 week camps run by Hillary Outdoors at Orama provide a working reference model for how
cultural exchanges could be run between visiting students and the local community. Both of the local marae
and Okiwi school are involved in these exchanges. These provide an opportunity for both visitors and locals to
learn about eachother’s way of life and culture, and also provide economic benefit to the local community.
Although local iwi were unavailable for discussions about how ongoing interaction might occur with a centre
based at Glenfern, all of the schools spoken to as well as Hillary Outdoors were keen to include bicultural
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learning as part of their overall curriculum. This would be an important topic to test with local iwi as part of
any future consultation.
Citizen Science
The Local Board expressed a desire for citizen science initiatives to be incorporated within the centre, and
there was support for this from schools. Citizen science is defined as “the collection and analysis of data
relating to the natural world by members of the general public, usually as part of a collaborative project with
professional scientists”1. The rapid development of technology has fuelled growth in the citizen science sector,
with enhanced communicative abilities people from all over the country can participate in nationally-run
programmes. Glenfern Sanctuary offers a plethora of options to establish a citizen science programme.
High schools are increasingly wanting to provide applied science opportunities to their students. These
programmes have a good reputation due to their ability to fit within the school curriculum, and because they
give students authentic experiences that allow them to contribute in practical ways. Existing programmes in
New Zealand run through science institutions such as Landcare Research2 and SeaWeek cover a range of
subjects including bird counts, pest weed tracking, insect diversity monitoring, intertidal monitoring. The Local
Board has also recently funded the training of a WaiCare coordinator on the Island who can assist with water
quality monitoring and reporting.
Curious Minds
The schools programme could align with the MBIE funded Curious Minds programme which encourages and
enables science and technology engagement for all New Zealanders. Since 2015, 175 projects have been
funded; ranging from social-science through to field survey scientific studies. The Curious Minds Participatory
Science Platform supports collaborative, community projects that bring together locals and scientists or
technologists on research investigating locally-important questions or problems3. This platform builds upon the
concept of citizen science by promoting ongoing relationships where the particpants can contribute in
meaningful ways to the progression of the study. Funding for this programme is for amounts up to $20,000;
although this fund is in a pilot phase in South Auckland, Taranaki, and Otago, Great Barrier may qualify for this
fund through a structured application and well-conceived study design.
Unlocking Curious Minds is another contestable fund that supports initiatives to facilitate the engagement of
young New Zealanders who have limited opportunities to experience and connect with science and technology.
Up to $2M is available with two levels of grants: up to $30,000 for local projects and up to $150,000 for
regional or national projects. This funding platform has a broad set of criteria consistent with the centre being
considered in this study, including:
•
•
•
•

to support education and community outreach initiatives that focus on science and technology;
to broaden participants’ ability to engage with science and technology;
to promote the relevance of science and technology in their lives; and
to encourage engagement in societal debate about science and technology issues facing the country.

There are third party organisations who may be able to deliver a citizen science programme at Great Barrier;
partnering with these groups would help ensure quality control on study design, add another educational
aspect to the facility on Aotea Great Barrier Island, and may open up new funding opportunities. Discussions
with Experiencing Marine Reserves (EMR) – a programme of the Mountains To Sea Conservation Charitable
Trust – suggest that this could be one logical partner. EMR is a national programme of experiential learning
about marine conservation, aiming to increase awareness and encourage action and support for marine
conservation. EMR is also affiliated with the Marine Metre Squared citizen science programme, collaborating
with schools in Northland to undertake surveys of marine life around the coastline to contribute to a national
database.

https://scistarter.com/citizenscience.html
https://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/information-for/citizen-science/mothnet
3 https://www.curiousminds.nz/funding/participatory-science-platform/
1
2
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Figure. 2. Examples of Citizen Science initiatives operating in New Zealand.

User Types & Demand
Schools
The unmet demand for fully-immersive sustainability / environmental centres aligned with a successful existing
outdoor education programme run by Hillary Outdoors is significant based on the interviews conducted with
schools and Hillary Outdoors, and research undertaken for this feasibility study. According to Hillary Outdoors
there is strong demand from schools for a third party provider to accept liability for health and safety reasons.
Existing facilities at Orama are reportedly at or near capacity and are unlikely to have space to accommodate
additional users in large numbers. Hillary Outdoors is in discussion with a number of schools that are interested
in participating in a camp of this nature, beyond those that are already using Orama.
The proposed centre (using the indicative design provided by Kristin School and ratified in discussion with
Hillary Outdoors) would host up to 40 students at a time for a period of up to 5 weeks.
The Local Board, Glenfern Trustees and Auckland Council Park Services are clear that this facility would be
made available to public schools in addition to private schools and that no single school be allowed sole access
to the centre. It is important however that a ‘cornerstone tenant’ school is willing to commit to a significant
portion of available time per year for a number of years. This would significantly derisk the capital
requirements of building the centre as it would provide ongoing, reliable cashflow.
Private Schools
Demand exists from private schools to secure a long-term arrangement with Hillary Outdoors to run immersive
4 - 5 week long school camps for all students in a year group (probably year 10). Off grid, sustainability-themed
immersive camps are a highly effective way to introduce lifelong learnings to students, providing an
opportunity for kids to challenge themselves, develop strong friendships and leadership skills, experience the
outdoors, and learn about the environment. The success of programmes run by Hillary Outdoors at Tongariro
and Orama, as well as private school ventures such as Tihoi (St Pauls Collegiate), Kahunui (St. Cuthbert’s
College) and King’s College Adventure Challenge have created a positive reputation for these type of
experiences, driving the demand for similar programmes to be provided to both private and public schools
across New Zealand. One private school principal we interviewed noted that “not having a long term camp is
almost becoming a differentiator for private schools in the modern era”.
Public Schools
Public school students in the same age bracket also make up this user group, however funding constraints likely
make it more difficult for them to establish themselves as a reliable long-term tenant (i.e. an entire year group
as opposed to groups of 40 students as a cohort of a year group). Public schools also expressed strong demand
for this type of experience for their students, however, cost is a significant limitation. Cost limitations are able
to be addressed in a number of ways including:
•
•
•
•

Reduce the length of the camp in order to reduce costs to the students.
Providing camps to a more limited number of students (as opposed to an entire year group).
Third party providers (i.e. Hillary Outdoors) or the school itself sponsor individual students or offer
reduced pricing for the entire cohort through grant funding opportunities.
Philanthropic foundations provide grants to offset costs.

Hillary Outdoors already receives grant funding from foundations and commercial sponsors; this funding is
used to offset operational costs and to subsidise course fees for some users. Hillary Outdoors does not cover all
of the costs associated with the course and the accommodation, instead promoting fundraising campaigns by
the students and schools to meet the remaining balance.
University Students
One of the Local Board aspirations for the centre was that it would offer researchers and students a high-tech
laboratory facility with the capacity for extensive fieldwork operations. Based on our interviews with potential
users there is little to no demand for these facilities. A major constraint facing post-graduate students is their
ability to fund research, so thinking of them as a potential source of revenue to fund the ongoing costs of a

laboratory is unlikely, not to mention the cost of travel to Great Barrier vs mainland sites. The current trend is
that post graduate students doing field work are more frequently being embedded in other organisations that
are already established in remote areas (e.g. Department of Conservation) for health and safety reasons.
Although a high-tech laboratory facility is unlikely to receive funding from tertiary institutions, we believe that
a case could be made for a low-tech wet laboratory suitable for citizen science programmes – which have been
identified by key user groups as a desirable inclusion.
We have however identified potential demand for facilities that are able to host 1 to 2 week long tertiary field
courses for small groups of university students; ideally at locations with close proximity to areas of
environmental significance. The feasibility study also identified short-stay tertiary students as a potential user
group. This group consists of small numbers (typically, < 20 at a time, once per year, per class) of undergraduate / post-graduate university students on academic field courses. These users already participate in
similar programmes elsewhere, for example; the University of Auckland sends students on annual residential
field trips to Manaia Baptist Camp, Whangarei Heads for a 5 day intensive marine ecology project – something
that could easily be replicated on Great Barrier Island. Transport costs are however a deterrent from staying at
Island destinations compared with the mainland. Provided that the transport to and from Great Barrier Island
and the cost of staying onsite remains competitive, this user type could be another reliable long-term tenant
that brings a unique scientific quality to the experience. University users would internalise all of the
educational aspects and simply require the use of the facilities; this type of demand is unlikely to catalyse the
creation of more jobs on Great Barrier.
Cadetship Programme
Another possible user type identified through this process is a newly formed ‘cadetship’ programme. This,
whilst formative, intends to provide 17-20 year olds with a three year cadetship programme exposing school
age / school leavers who would not be going to university or doing a trade apprenticeship exposure to different
elements of the corporate workforce. A key element of this, currently being co-designed with Hillary Outdoors
would be an ongoing block of time at a centre; 12 days in year one, five days in year two, and five days in year
three. The cadetship programme will comprise of 200 individuals each year, which offers a significant potential
demand for a centre.
Dark Sky / Summer Tourists
Since the primary users are limited by the school year, there would be a ‘low season’ at a centre coinciding with
the summer holiday period. This could enable tourists to become users on a pay-per-night basis, but would not
be part of a structured education programme per se. The demand for dark sky tourism facilities could also
potentially result in a centre being available for rent during the middle of winter; perhaps coinciding with the
July school holidays.

Competition
We do not anticipate that the proposed centre will directly compete with existing operations on Aotea Great
Barrier Island. Since there is demand for more accommodation and due to the fact that existing facilities are
operating at/close to maximum capacity, we do not believe that the construction of a new centre will
negatively affect current businesses.
Orama Christian Camp is the only facility in close proximity that offers a similar experience to the proposed
education centre. Currently, Hillary Outdoors bases its operations on Great Barrier at Orama and has invested
considerably into equipment, storage facilities, a boat shed and constructing a rope course to deliver their
programme.
The only relevant competitors elsewhere (of size and scale) are in-house providers of outdoor education (i.e.
King’s College, St Cuthbert’s School); however these are exclusive programmes and are unlikely to encroach
upon this market. Health and safety regulations make it unnattractive for many schools to develop the capacity
to run these programmes in-house, decreasing the likelihood of competition.
A new facility at Glenfern would provide Hillary Outdoors with an opportunity to continue existing programmes
at Orama whilst leveraging the close proximity of Glenfern to utilise the assets held at Orama. The proposed
centre should be considered as additional demand, rather than a cause for competitive concern.
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Wider Community Benefits
The feasibility study suggests that a centre would have positive impacts to the local economy, including (but
not limited to):
•

Providing economic growth during low and shoulder season at the northern end of the Island.
-

In excess of 11,000 extra bed nights generating income.

-

7-9 additional full-time employees living and working in the northern end of the Island.

-

Boost to transport links (ferry and bus service).

-

Increased interaction with local schools, mainland schools and iwi.

-

Opportunity for Dark Skies provider to be included in the curriculum.

•

No impact from school users on Christmas / high season period, but potential to use facilities for tourists
and boaties seeking accommodation.

•

Provide the local community access to the visitor / learning centre facilities.

•

Separate accommodation block shared between facility staff and sanctuary volunteers – more room for
volunteers to be involved at Glenfern.

Risks
There are several risks to the viability of the proposed Centre and associated activites, including:
Risk

Likelihood

Mitigation

Key partners fail to form a coalition.

Medium

Significant effort to go into working with each
potential partner to seek alignment, followed by
joint working sessions to agree core proposition
acceptable to all parties.

A lack of alignment between funders,
the Local Board or key users.

Low

Early engagement with potential sources of
funding, immediately following agreement of
coalition partners.

Shoulder season / dark skies tourism
is not viable due to a lack of demand.

Medium

Effort into marketing accommodation options,
ensure price competitiveness for similar offerings
elsewhere. Work with dark sky tourism operators.

Anchor tenant is unwilling to
commit.

Medium

Early engagement so all key parties understand
expectations of anchor tenant. Ensure centre is fit
for purpose and aligned with school expectations.

Lack of demand means revenue
targets are not achieved.

Medium

Work with Hillary Outdoors to generate school /
other demand as soon as possible.

Support is not given by Auckland
Council.

Medium

Local Board and key Council staff to ensure senior
management / councillors understand and support
the concept, and any expectations are understood
early in the next stage.

The CapEx costs of the Centre
become too high to attract funding
for all elements.

High

Careful design, willingness to consider alternative
options such as staging, debt funding, or temporary
buildings if costs are too high to attract funding.
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Cost and Revenue Estimates
Capital Expenditure & Funding
Estimated Build Costs
It is not possible at this early stage to accurately determine the capital costs of building a centre at Glenfern
Sanctuary. This is because the different parties that we believe need to be involved have not yet agreed a final
design and submitted this for construction estimates. However, it is possible to provide a broad estimate based
on the preliminary design work of some of the parties involved.
The following design assumptions underpin the capital cost estimates that follow:
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

There will be three new buildings constructed: a student accomodation block; a vounteer and Hillary
Outdoors staff accomondation building; and, a visitor centre / community learning centre with basic
wet lab.
All buildings will be a sustainable ‘off-grid’ design with solar power, rainwater storage, and on-site
waste water treatment.
The student accommodation will have capacity to accommodate up to 40 students and 6 adults
(teachers) per night. It will include washing, cooking and dining facilities. Architectural drawings
produced for Kristin School by the University of South Australia architecture school provided an
indicative cost for this facility (albeit from 2016) of between $2.4 million and $3.4 million for
construction. The significant cost range is due to the option of using University of South Australia
architecture school students to build the facility versus using a commercial building company.
The volunteer and staff accomodation will have capacity to accommodate approximately 10 adults at
a time with washing, cooking and dining facilities. The building is shown in Glenfern Trust’s strategic
site plan, but no architectural drawings have been produced yet so no indicative costs are available.
This building is a priority for the Glenfern Trust which wants to accommodate volunteers, but it is not
crucial for the school visitor operation as operational staff could rent private accomodation off site.
The vistor / community centre and basic lab does not yet have agreed parameters for size or facilities,
but is likely to contain an open space for displays / lectures, a smaller room for basic lab facilities, and
bathrooms for visitors to use. The building is shown in Glenfern Trust’s strategic site plan, but no
architectural drawings have been produced yet so no indicative costs are available. This building is a
priority for the Glenfern Trust but is not crucial for the school visitor operation. In addition to
providing information for tourists (e.g. boaties in the summer peak season), it could be used by visiting
scientists and the local community. This study was not able to quantify the level of tourist or local
community demand for this building.

Broad estimates based on the above assumptions suggest that it may be possible to build the three buildings
for between $4.5m and $6.5m. This is based on:
•

•
•

Student accomodation block costing between $2.8m – $3.9m. This is a higher figure than provided in
the Kristin architecture design ($2.4-3.4M) as it assumes a 10% increase in building costs since 2016,
and a 5% transport premium for building in a remote location.
Volunteer and Hillary Outdoors staff accomodation costing between $1m – 1.5m. This is a placeholder
figure until an initial design and construction estimate is available.
Visitor centre and basic lab costing between $0.7m – 1.1m. This is a placeholder figure until an initial
design and construction estimate is available.

Raising the capital to build all three buildings at the same time may prove challenging. This is because some
funding sources require a co-funding element, or expect to see an ongoing operating surplus with some return
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on their investment in addition to the social impact of the centre (e.g. impact investors). Some alternate
construction phasing options include:
A. The student accommodation block could be built first as it does not require the other two buildings.
An important advantage of this is that it provides a regular revenue stream that would help facilitate
partial debt funding if needed of the other buildings.
B. The volunteer/staff accommodation block could be built at the same time as the student accomoation
block as there is confirmed demand for both. A temporary visitor centre could be ‘dropped in’, or a
permanent facility built later when demand has been confirmed and separate funding secured.
Sources of CapEx Funding
No single obvious CapEx funding option has been identified yet. The primary users (schools) are unlikely to
contribute to the upfront capital required to construct the facilities. Due to the nature of the proposed centre
and the type of activities that will be hosted there, we anticipate that capital funding for this project is likely to
come from either (or a mix of) grants from philanthropic organisations, government (local and central), or
impact investors.
Philanthropic organisations provide funding to organisations and communities for capacity building,
employment, environmental care and community development.
Impact investment is becoming increasingly more common in New Zealand as philanthropists, trusts and
investors look to affect positive change beyond simply obtaining a financial return. Impact investments refers
to investments "made into companies, organisations, and funds with the intention to generate a measurable,
beneficial social or environmental impact alongside a financial return. 4” This type of investment has become
attractive to philanthropic institutions who have recognised that by achieving a return on an investment, they
can reinvest the money back into the respective programmes (rather than simply providing grant funding).
In the public sector, the largest single source of potential funding comes from the newly formed Provincial
Growth Fund. It is seeking to allocate $1 billion per annum over three years to invest in provincial New Zealand.
The priorities of this funding are to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Enhance economic development opportunities;
Create sustainable jobs;
Enable Māori to reach their full potential;
Boost social inclusion and participation;
Build resilient communities; and
Help meet New Zealand’s climate change targets5.

The proposed centre meet many of these funding criteria although it is essential that the project demonstrates
genuine alignment across a range of stakeholders, as well as some co-funding element. Great Barrier Island
comes under Auckland Council’s jurisdiction, but the separation from Auckland City, along with relatively few
new employment opportunities, may enable this project to qualify for this funding option.
Another option is retained earnings or debt funding for some of the required Capex funding. The revenue
received from the operation of the student programmes in its early years could be used to pay for the
construction costs of the other buildings out of retained earnings, or to help secure debt funding to do this.
Early discussions with the Glenfern Sanctuary Trust on this subject suggest that this is not a preferred option
due to the time delays it could introduce for the other buildings.

4
5

https://thegiin.org/assets/GIIN_AnnualImpactInvestorSurvey_2017_Web_Final.pdf
http://www.mbie.govt.nz/info-services/sectors-industries/regions-cities/regional-economic-development
Page 19

Operating Revenue and Expenses
Revenue
Provisional revenue estimates from renting out the student accommodation block to different user types are
set out in the table that follows. It is important to note that these reflect the steady state revenue of a mature
operation so, in reality, it may take 12 months or more to achieve this level of revenue. However, this risk is
greatly reduce by way of a school ‘anchor tenant’, and from the demand pipeline that Hillary Outdoors can
supply.
Specific assumptions are noted within the table, while general assumptions for the revenue estimates are:
•
•
•

During the summer (or mid winter dark skies) tourism period, all student accommodation is available at
commercial rates to tourists.
Assume beds available during school year and for cadetship programmes is limited to 40.
The $20 / night rental fee for schools / cadets is an estimate based on our understanding of fees paid at
other organisations. The $50 a night for tourists is also an estimate, but in times of high demand and
limited availablility we believe it would be a competitive price for a high quality facility.

Operational expenses
Most operational expenses will come from running school based programmes out of the student
accommodation block. The suggested operating model for school programmes uses an outsourced programme
provider (Hillary Outdoors) that is responsible for all associated operating costs, and pays a site rental fee to
the building owner (via a governance committee – discussed in the next section). This keeps things very simple
from the perspective of the governance committee and building owner (Glenfern Trust) which receives a
regular income, without dealing with the complexity of running (and paying for) operations.
Any Hillary Outdoors staff staying in the additional accommodation facility would pay a rental, which is
consistent with the model it uses at other facilities. This is expected to largely cover operating costs.
Assuming the facilities are constructed to be self-sufficient for energy, water and waste, then the bulk of
operating expenses for the programme provider will be in the form of staff. Hillary Outdoors has estimated
that it would need five instructors, a centre manager and two support staff. These would be paid from school
programme fees after deducting a site rental charge per student. Details of these costs have not been included
here as they would be the responsibility of Hillary Outdoors.
During the December - January summer tourism (and potentially the Dark Skies July tourism period), there
would be some operating costs associated with cleaning and maintaining the student accommodation block as
part of renting it to tourists. The simplest way to handle these costs would be for the governance committee to
pay a set portion of the cost of regular cleaning and maintenance staff to Hillary Outdoors. This would come
out of the extra revenue received from tourists renting the student accommodation.
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349

60

20

Cadetship programme
(years 2 and 3))

Tourism
TOTAL

24

105

Schools - other

Cadetship programme
(year one)

140

Schools - anchor
tenant

User Type

60

40

40

40

40

3600

800

960

4200

5600

$50

$20

$20

$20

$20

Total
Number of
Total bed Estimated $
Estimated beds available
nights
rental per
Useage
(for revenue potentially night to
Nights / year
purposes)
available
Glenfern

Table 2. Estimates of potential revenue generated by the proposed centre.

Assumptions

$411,200

Assume facilities available for
hire Dec and Jan at higher rate
$180,000 than schools / cadets would pay.

80 attendees in 4 intakes of 40
beds each intake @5 nights. 4
intakes represents both year 2
$16,000 and 3 of cadetship programme.

80 attendees in 2 intakes of 40
beds each intake @12 nights for
$19,200 first year of cadetship.

Assume 5 week programme, 3
$84,000 schools, 40 students each intake.

1 anchor school; 5 week
programme, 4 intakes of 40
$112,000 students.

Total
Potential
Revenue

Recommendations and Next Steps
Operating Model
The operating model for an education / research centre at Glenfern would need to incorporate a range of
organisations, each with different roles and responsibilities. The diagram below provides an overview of a
suggested operating model based on our analysis of the likely role and contribution of different stakeholders.

We recommend that representatives of the organisations formalise the operating model, respective roles and
responsibilities and ongoing commitment through a joint governance committee or similar structure. This
would be underpinned by a charter that commits organisations and a funding model that provides revenue
from paying users to support new and expanded roles. Our indicative view of the respective roles includes:
Land Owner (Auckland Council)
•
•

Have ultimate authority over use of the land including granting concessions for use and any resource
consents required.
Determine strategic priorities for the use of regional parks.

Centre Owner (Glenfern Sanctuary Trust)
•
•
•
•
•

Own any new buildings for the centre within the constraints of any lease or concession.
Responsible for maintenance of the visitor centre / community learning facility and volunteer
accommodation.
Continue current site management including organising volunteer activities, maintenance of existing
buildings, and undertaking ecological management and pest control.
Maintain a close working relationship with land owner and centre education operator.
Responsible for Glenfern Sanctuary operations staff (e.g. caretaker, park rangers) but not Hillary
Outdoors staff.

Education Centre Operator (Hillary Outdoors)
•
•
•
•

Outsourced provider of education programme and and curriculum including responsibility for the
health and safety of all education users.
Responsible for generating and maintaining demand from schools / cadetship etc.
Repsonsible for operational costs of the accommodation facility including employing staff (except
during the summer shoulder season when the facilities are vacated for tourist rental).
Responsible for maintaining the schools accommodation facility.

School User ‘Anchor tenant’ (Kristin school or similar)
•
•

Commitment to significant useage of approximately 20 weeks per year of full capacity for extended
period (e.g. five year minimum).
Provide long-term guaranteed revenue thereby reduce risk of capital investment.

Centre Governance
•
•
•
•

Operate in accordance with a centre charter that sets out goals and responsibilities.
Likely to comprise all the main stakeholder groups: land owner; centre owner; education centre
operator; anchor tenant; and Local Board.
Oversight of centre operations including significant decision on centre use and development, but not
extending into broader Glenfern Sanctuary Operations (retained by the Glenfern Sanctuary Trust).
Oversee capital investment and distribution of operating surplus with the majority expected to be
returned to the Glenfern Sanctuary Trust.

Next Steps
Provided the Local Board is willing to progress the development of the centre concept, we recommend the next
practical steps should include:
1.

The ‘consolidation of the coalition’

In order for this project to progress further it is critical that the key parties involved are brought together to
determine commitment to proceed and ensure alignment. We recommend:
•
•

•
•

Circulation of the final report among stakeholders that would likely form a coalition.
If all agree, confirm the coalition, decide on membership of a governance committee, determine the core
spatial design, and to confirm the core operational design (users, providers, volunteers, accommodation
etc).
Form a project subcommittee to oversee the business case development.
Reach agreement on design; including the consideration that the Kristin facility if adopted would provide
significant cost reductions.
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•

Confirm the business case assumptions and scope.

2.

Develop a detailed business case

An in-depth investigation to confirm the centre design and curriculum elements, further develop financial
model and benefits to the local community, users, and providers, and identify any significant constraints / risks.
3.

Provisional commitment

Ensuring that the key ‘tenant’ is committed - pending Capex funding – plus the written support of ‘gatekeepers’
will lend strength to the progression of the project, and provide assurances to investors / funders that the
viability of the centre is not in question. We recommend actions in the following order:
•
•

Consultation with local community and iwi. Auckland Council may want to do this prior to the
development of the business case.
Provide charter document confirming commitments, then approach funders.

4.

Approach funders

Although we have indicated where CapEx funding might come from in this report, further investigations into
grant schemes and discussions with investment partners is required so that we may approach funders with
confidence. We recommend:
•
•
•

Develop an understanding of the funding landscape and shortlist targets based on likely alignment.
Develop commercial proposition.
Engage with potential funders.
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Independent Camp

School-owned Camp

Public / Charity-owned Facility

Research Laboratory

Example

User Group

Wide variety of user: Corporate
team building groups.School
groups (range of ages, mainly high
school).
Duke of Edinburgh Hillary Award
Groups. International student
groups. Home school
groups.Tertiary Institution groups.
Approx 7000 students per annum.

Hosts entire year 10 student
group (approx 30 each visit). Year 10 school girls at St Cuthberts.
4 week long stay in groups of 30 students in each group.
8.

None.

$4.5 million dollar
donation from Edith
Blackwell Foundation as
part of a $10 million dollar
upgrade to the lab
facilities including the
new bunkrooms.

Funding

Hillary Outdoors is a
charitable trust that
relies on funding partners,
sponsors and donors.
Hillary Outdoors charges
fees for its courses and
these are heavily
subsidised by the trust.

School owns the land and
facilities - retired and
outfitted timber mill,
since 1979.

3 main types of user: walk ins, fieldcourse groups, event hire patrons. Funded by Wellington
Approx 25,000 students per
Marine Conservation
annum.
Trust.

3 main types of user: walk ins, fieldcourse groups, event hire patrons.
Up to 24 people can be
Walk ins are generally visitors to
hosted at a time.
the marine reserve and either: 1)
Shower/bathroom facilities don't want to enter the water and
(approx 8 showers, 8 toilets). want to do something, 2) make a
planned trip to include the centre,
3) foreigners.

Accommodation

Hillary Outdoors is a charitable trust that provides outdoor
education primarily to young people. Hillary
Outdoors opened its first centre in 1972 beside the Tongariro
Orama Oasis: <120 guests.
National Park. In 2006 a second centre opened on Great
Barrier Island with a marine focus. The organisation also runs
Hillary Outdoors Tongariro:
a very successful series of nationwide adventure-based
<150 guests.
events throughout the year. Hillary Outdoors is a not-forprofit organisation run by a charitable trust.

Kahunui is a 117ha remote campus, in the Bay of Plenty.
Students spend 28 days here in Year 10, tramping, kayaking,
fishing and learn basic survival skills, culminating in going
“solo”. Students also protect and preserve Kahunui for future
students by contributing to many sustainability projects.

The Island Bay Marine Education Centre is a not-for-profit,
education facility operated by the Wellington Marine
Conservation Trust (1996). The main purpose is to inspire
people, especially children, to learn about Wellington's and
all New Zealand's marine environments.

The Goat Island Marine Discovery Centre
educates people about the marine environment and the
research activities of the Institute of Marine Science at the
University of Auckland's Leigh campus. Staff are also current
students at the lab and provide visitors with a personalised
learning experience about their research. Modern building
(2008) adjacent to the marine laboratory at Goat Island.

Description

Appendix: Summary of comparative centres

