
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

  

ORDINARY MEETING 
 

OF 
 

ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

Time: 09:15 am 
Date: Thursday, 26 November 2015 
Venue: Committee Room 1 

Ground Floor, Council Offices 
101 Wakefield Street 
Wellington 

 
 
 

MEMBERSHIP 
  
Mayor Wade-Brown  
  
Councillor Ahipene-Mercer Councillor Marsh 
Councillor Coughlan Councillor Pannett (Chair) 
Councillor Eagle Councillor Peck 
Councillor Foster Councillor Ritchie 
Councillor Free Councillor Sparrow 
Councillor Lee Councillor Woolf 
Councillor Lester Councillor Young 
 
 

Have your say! 
You can make a short presentation to the Councillors at this meeting. Please let us know by noon the working day 
before the meeting.  You can do this either by phoning 803-8334, emailing public.participation@wcc.govt.nz or 
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AREA OF FOCUS 
 
The Committee will focus on climate change initiatives, enhancing the city’s open spaces, 
protecting biodiversity in plant, bird and animal life, and ensuring there are high quality 
outdoor areas for residents and visitors to enjoy.  The committee is also responsible for 
waste minimisation, energy efficiency and the three waters (drinking water, stormwater and 
wastewater). 
 
Quorum:  8 members 
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1 Meeting Conduct 
 
1. 1 Apologies 
The Chairperson invites notice from members of apologies, including apologies for lateness 
and early departure from the meeting, where leave of absence has not previously been 
granted. 
 
1. 2 Conflict of Interest Declarations 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when 
a conflict arises between their role as a member and any private or other external interest 
they might have. 
 
1. 3 Confirmation of Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 15 October 2015 will be put to the Environment 
Committee for confirmation. In addition the minutes of the Proposed Happy Valley 
Subcommittee meetings held on 4 November and 12 November 2015 will be put to the 
Environment Committee for confirmation as per the subcomittee’s Terms of Reference.  
 
1. 4 Public Participation 
A maximum of 60 minutes is set aside for public participation at the commencement of any 
meeting of the Council or committee that is open to the public.  Under Standing Order 3.23.3 
a written, oral or electronic application to address the meeting setting forth the subject, is 
required to be lodged with the Chief Executive by 12.00 noon of the working day prior to the 
meeting concerned, and subsequently approved by the Chairperson. 

 
1. 5 Items not on the Agenda 
The Chairperson will give notice of items not on the agenda as follows: 
 
Matters Requiring Urgent Attention as Determined by Resolution of the Environment 
Committee. 
1. The reason why the item is not on the agenda; and 
2. The reason why discussion of the item cannot be delayed until a subsequent meeting. 
 
Minor Matters relating to the General Business of the Environment Committee. 
No resolution, decision, or recommendation may be made in respect of the item except to 
refer it to a subsequent meeting of the Environment Committee for further discussion. 
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 2. Policy 
 
 

WELLINGTON CONSOLIDATED BYLAW, PART 2: ANIMALS 
REVIEW 2015/16 - SCOPING REPORT 
 
 

Purpose 
1. To agree the scope for the review of the Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008, Part 2: 

Animals.  

Summary 
2. The purpose of the Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008, Part 2: Animals (the Bylaw) is 

to assist the management of animals in Wellington, including maintaining and 
promoting public health and safety, protecting the public from nuisance, and protecting 
the welfare of animals. 

3. The Local Government Act 2002 requires bylaws to be reviewed at least once every 10 
years. This review of the Bylaw must be completed by August 2016. Officers expect a 
high level of public interest in this review, particularly regarding cats and dogs.  

4. The Dog Policy must be reviewed when the Animals Bylaw is reviewed as required by 
the Dog Control Act 1996 (DCA). Given the degree of public interest in both the Dog 
Policy and Animals Bylaw, the Dog Policy will be reviewed concurrently but reported 
separately (see Dog Policy Review 2015/16: Scoping Report, Environment Committee 
on 26 November 2015).  Officers also recommend restructuring the Bylaw so that all 
matters relating to dogs are covered within a separate section of the Bylaw.  

5. Public debate surrounding cat ownership has increased since the Bylaw was last 
reviewed. A key issue is the need to control cats to stop them from killing native 
animals1. Preliminary results of a survey by Victoria University of Wellington (VUW) 
indicate broad support for the introduction of some measures to promote responsible 
cat ownership in New Zealand2 (eg. 90 percent support for mandatory de-sexing and 
70 percent support for microchipping).  

6. Officers acknowledge that cats are an important part of some households and have 
been working with VUW to better understand cat behaviour in order to reduce the risk 
to native animals. 

7. Property owners, particularly in the Central Business District (CBD), are likely to 
advocate for pigeon control to reduce property damage. Following public concern in 
2008 the Council decided not to undertake a pigeon cull. Humane methods to control 
the pigeon population are generally supported by the public. 

8. Poultry are increasingly being kept in urban areas. The Council receives complaints 
most months regarding noise from roosters. The current Bylaw does not place any 
explicit restrictions on keeping poultry or roosters. 

9. Officers will talk to key stakeholders and conduct a survey to better understand public 
opinion on key issues prior to formal public consultation. Findings will be presented to 

                                                 
1 Gaby, Mya J. 2014. What do owned free-ranging domestic cats get up to? Victoria University of Wellington & 
Wellington City Council. 
2 Kikillus, H. 2015. Cattracker: Interim progress report for WWF-NZ: Victoria University of Wellington. 
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 the Committee in March 2016. The report to initiate the special consultative procedure 
will be submitted in April 2016 following stakeholder engagement. 

 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note that this review is being completed concurrently with the review of the Dog Policy. 

3. Agree that the review of the Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008, Part 2: Animals (the 
Bylaw) will include: 

a. Any changes needed to enforce the revised Dog Policy 

b. Reporting back to the Committee on options for managing cats to protect 
native animals, while balancing the rights of cats and their owners 

c. Reporting back to the Committee on options for managing other animals, 
including roosters and pigeons 

d. Restructuring the Bylaw to provide a separate section for dogs 

e. Increasing the clarity and readability of the Bylaw  

f. Revisions to ensure the bylaw complies with the Local Government Act 
2002 and other applicable legislation. 

 

Background 
10. The purpose of the Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008, Part 2: Animals (the Bylaw) is 

to assist the management of animals in Wellington, including maintaining and 
promoting public health and safety, protecting the public from nuisance, and protecting 
the welfare of animals. 

11. The Local Government Act 2002 requires bylaws to be reviewed at least once every 10 
years. This review of the Bylaw must be completed by August 2016. Officers expect a 
high level of public interest in this review, particularly regarding cats and dogs.  

Discussion 
Dogs 

12. Dog ownership is regulated by the Bylaw and the Dog Policy, as required under the 
Dog Control Act 1996 (DCA). Proposed changes to the Bylaw relating to dogs will be 
discussed as part of the Dog Policy review (Dog Policy Review 2015/16: Scoping 
Report, Environment Committee on 26 November 2015).   

13. Officers have assessed that by restructuring the Bylaw and having sections specifically 
dealing with cats and dogs it will be easier for the public to find relevant information. 
This would also enable separate and more productive discussions on dog 
management, which has specific statutory requirements for the Dog Policy and Bylaw 
under the Dog Control Act 1996. 

Cats 

14. Native wildlife numbers within the city are growing as a result of numerous 
programmes to build and increase Wellington’s indigenous biodiversity. This is 
important to the City’s position as an eco-city.  Wildlife and cats are increasingly 
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 coming into conflict. A balance needs to be found that retains the rights of cat owners, 
while protecting native wildlife. 

15. Public debate surrounding cat ownership has increased since the Bylaw was last 
reviewed in 2009. There are no official records of the number of cats in Wellington but 
approximately 52 percent of New Zealand households own a cat (there are 71,000 
households in Wellington, and some will have more than one cat). The Bylaw does not 
place any explicit restrictions on cat ownership.  

16. As part of this review officers will provide advice to the Committee on the practicalities 
of any regulatory and non-regulatory options for managing cats.  Options might include 
working with vets and the SPCA to promote de-sexing and microchipping (to reduce 
the number of cats and make owned cats easy to identify), and measures to protect 
native animals (e.g. educating owners to keep cats inside at dawn and dusk).  

17. A regulatory option the Council could consider is limiting the number of cats per 
household, for example Buller District Council, Invercargill City Council, Masterton 
District Council, Palmerston North City Council, and Rangitikei District Council have a 
limit of three cats. The Council would need to understand how options such as 
restricting the number of cats would work in practice.    

Pigeons 

18. Business and property owners are dissatisfied with pigeon faeces and nests on their 
buildings.  

19. High numbers of pigeons in cities are caused by people feeding them. Pigeons in 
Wellington tend to live in commercial areas, close to public places, and areas with a 
higher human density.3 

20. Pigeon contraception via food pellets has been proven to reduce pigeon populations 
internationally. However, pigeon contraception is not licenced in New Zealand, and the 
method is time consuming and relatively costly.  

21. As with cats, officers would need to provide advice on the practicalities of any 
regulatory and non-regulatory options for managing pigeons. For example, the bylaw 
currently allows animals to be fed anywhere in the city unless signposted otherwise, 
and this could be reversed.  

1. Other Animals 

22. Officers will provide advice to the Committee on how the current provisions of the 
Bylaw are working for the management of other animals. For example in 2008 it was 
identified that noisy roosters were an issue, and clause 3.1.1 was added as a general 
clause to address nuisance. However, poultry are still a leading source of complaints 
from the public, and more specific controls on poultry might be needed. 

23. Officers are looking into the management of stock (including goats) in urban areas. The 
committee will be advised if any issues are identified. 

24. Feeding animals can cause issues, for example the increasing population of pigeons, 
and feeding ducks too much bread is unhealthy both for the ducks and the waterways. 
Non-regulatory methods have been successful, such as providing the public with grain 
to feed the ducks at the Botanic Gardens. Officers will review the feeding of animals to 
assess if this needs to be addressed by the Bylaw.  

                                                 
3 Ryan, Alice C. 2011. The distribution, density, and movements of feral pigeons Columba livia and their 
relationship with people, Victoria University of Wellington. 
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 25. Wellington is a bee friendly city. Officers are investigating the management of bees in 
urban areas and whether additional measures are needed. 

 

Next Actions 

February 2016 
Officers work with key stakeholders and 
conduct a survey to assess issues and 
ideas 

17 March 2016 

Memo/oral update to Environment 
Committee 

Engagement with mana whenua iwi 
partners 

28 April 2016 
Statement of Proposal final drafts to 
Environment Committee 

16 May 2016 to 15 June 2016 Consultation period 

24 June 2016 Oral submissions heard 

04 August 2016 
Environment Committee considers final 
report  

31 August 2016  
The Council decides whether to adopt 
the proposed changes 

The amended Bylaw will come into force 
 

Attachments 
Nil 
 

Authors Jessica Clarke, Graduate Advisor, Policy and Reporting 
Nigel Taptiklis, Senior Policy Advisor  

Authoriser Greg Orchard, Chief Operating Officer  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
A consultation plan will be developed for any changes that are agreed to be made to the 
Bylaw. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
Treaty of Waitangi considerations have been taken into account. 
 
Financial implications 
Not applicable at this point.   
 
Policy and legislative implications 
The Bylaw review will take into account the decisions made in this paper. 
 
Risks / legal  
The Bylaw amendments are required to fulfil Council’s obligations under the Local 
Government Act 2002, Dog Control Act 1996, Health Act 1956, and the Animal Welfare Act 
1999.   
 

Climate change impact and considerations 
No considerations at this point.  
 
Communications Plan 
A communication plan will be developed as part of the consultation process for the reviewed 
Bylaw. 
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 DOG POLICY REVIEW 2015/16: SCOPING REPORT 
 
 

Purpose 
1. To agree the scope of the Dog Policy Review.  

Summary 
1. The Dog Control Act 1996 (DCA) requires the Council to develop a Dog Policy and 

supporting bylaw. The Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008, Part 2: Animals (the 
Animals Bylaw) is under review and the Council must also review the Dog Policy as 
required by the DCA. The Dog Policy was last reviewed in 2009. The Dog Policy and 
the Animals Bylaw will be reviewed concurrently but reported separately (see 
Wellington Consolidated Bylaw, Part 2: Animal Review 2015/16 – Scoping Report, 
Environment Committee, 26 November 2015).  

2. The Dog Policy sets out the obligations for keeping dogs. The Dog Policy aims to 
recognise the community and health benefits of dog ownership while balancing public 
safety concerns and the relevant legal requirements.   

3. The DCA sets out what is required of Councils, including: registration, microchipping, 
and reporting on dog policy and practices. While the DCA is very prescriptive, officers 
are looking at ways to improve operations under the current Policy, which are regarded 
as being generally effective.  

4. Issues identified in the 2009 review and 2012 pre-engagement work were: dog faeces 
left in public places, registration fees being high compared to other areas, and the 
provision and adequacy of dog exercise areas. Officers are currently reviewing dog 
exercise areas, and will advise the Environment Committee of their findings. 

5. The majority of dog owners in Wellington are responsible and interactions between 
dogs and people are primarily positive. The number of infringement notices issued has 
decreased over time, from 290 in 2011/2012 to 169 in 2014/2015.  

6. The DCA and local government dog policies are strongly shaped by public safety 
concerns arising from dog attacks on people. Such incidents attract considerable 
media attention and public debate. However, data collection and reporting in New 
Zealand is poor due to inconsistent approaches and systems across councils.  

7. International research suggests that the best way to reduce dog attacks is through 
education targeting children and dog owners1. Officers undertake education 
programmes targeted at schools and with community groups to encourage safe 
behaviour around dogs.  

8. Officers will talk to key stakeholders and conduct a survey to better understand public 
opinion on key issues prior to formal public consultation. Findings will be presented to 
the Environment Committee in March 2016. The report to initiate the special 
consultative procedure will be submitted in April 2016 following stakeholder 
engagement. 

 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note that this review of the Dog Policy is being completed concurrently with the review 
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 of the Wellington Consolidated Bylaw 2008, Part 2: Animals.  

2. Agree that the Policy review will: 

a. Proactively review contentious issues before consultation. 

b. Evaluate and review dog exercise areas. 

c. Report back to the Environment Committee on options to balance the rights of 
dog owners while protecting wildlife. 

d. Report back to the Environment Committee on options for resolving any 
operational issues, such as dogs stopping within the central city area. 

e. Report back to the Environment Committee on the collection and reporting of dog 
incidents and attack statistics in Wellington. 

 

Background 
9. The Dog Policy must be reviewed when the Animals Bylaw is reviewed as required by 

DCA. The Local Government Act 2002 requires bylaws to be reviewed at least once 
every 10 years.  

10. The Dog Policy is a statutory requirement. Section 10 of the DCA requires Councils to 
adopt a policy on dogs, and what the policy must cover. The DCA regulates dog 
ownership by imposing a range of obligations on dog owners, administered by local 
government. Dog registration fees cover 75 percent of the cost of dog management 
under the DCA in Wellington.  

Discussion 
11. Dog ownership in Wellington is increasing. Dog ownership remains relatively low, with 

a ratio of 5 registered dogs per 100 people. Comparatively, Lower Hutt has 9 dogs per 
100 people, and nationally there are 11 dogs per 100 people. Popular breeds are 
Labrador/cross, Border Collie/cross, Cavalier King Charles Spaniel/cross, and Bichon 
Frise.  

Figure 1: Populations of dogs in Wellington City 

Financial year 
2007/ 
2008 

2008/ 
2009 

2009/ 
2010 

2010/ 
2011 

2011/ 
2012 

2012/ 
2013 

2013/ 
2014 

2014/ 
2015 

Dog population 8570 8770 8970 9635 9890 10132 10408 10716

Change 
(percent) from 
previous year 

- 2.28 2.23 6.90 2.58 2.39 2.65 2.87 

Ratio of Dogs to 
people 

0.045 0.046 0.046 0.049 0.050 0.051 0.052 0.053 

Source: Statistics NZ, and WCC Public Health 

12. Interviews conducted with the public by the Council in 2012 reinforced the key findings 
of the 2009 Policy review: 

 The vast majority of people are comfortable with dogs in public places, provided 
they are under control and on a lead, and owners pick up their dog’s faeces.  
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  Dog owners are dissatisfied with operational aspects of dog exercise areas, such 
as the lack of bins, issues with fencing, lighting, and seating. 

 Registration fees are contentious. Dog owners are dissatisfied as they perceive 
that their fees are high and are unable to see what they are being used for.  

13. As part of this review officers will proactively review these issues before we go to 
consultation, and provide advice to the Committee.  

Operations 

14. Operations are spilt between Animal Services in Lower Hutt and the Public Health team 
at Wellington City Council. Animal Services manages the dog pound and dog control 
services for Lower Hutt and Wellington City. These services have been outsourced to 
Hutt City Council since late 2012. Public Health manages the administrative side, such 
as dog registrations.  

15. Operations are generally regarded as being effective, but there are some aspects 
where a review is indicated. Officer’s will review the following aspects of the dog policy: 

 Dog exercise areas 

 Interactions with wildlife 

 Fees 

 Offences and infringements 

 Attacks and data reporting 

 Other issues 

Dog exercise areas 

16. Dog exercise areas are popular with dog owners, and are a positive environment for 
dogs to socialise. Dog owners are moderately dissatisfied with some of the operational 
aspects of dog exercise areas, including the lack of bins, owner behaviour, issues with 
lighting and seating. There are currently 71 off-leash dog exercise areas4. Officers are 
currently undertaking a detailed review of the exercise areas, and will provide their 
findings and advice to the Committee. 

17. Exercise areas do not need to be fenced at present, and many share boundaries with 
children’s play areas, roads, sport fields and reserves. Officer’s note that seasonal and 
‘specified times’ rules (eg. for beach restrictions during summer and some exercise 
areas) can be confusing for the public. 

18. Dog exercise areas are funded partially by the Council’s Parks, Sport and Recreation, 
and Public Health teams. A destination dog exercise park was previously consulted on 
in 2009, finding that 62 percent of people would be likely to use a destination dog park. 
No developments towards the building of a destination dog park have been made due 
to funding constraints. 

Wildlife 

19. Wildlife and dogs are increasingly coming into conflict, particularly as wildlife numbers 
grow in reserve areas. A balance needs to be found for the rights of owners’ and dogs, 
while protecting wildlife.  

                                                 
4 Wellington City Council, Wellington City Dog Exercise Areas, 2015  
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 20. In Wellington there have been confirmed cases of dogs killing kaka5 and little blue 
penguin. Officers suspect that more cases go unreported. 

21. The abundance and distribution of Wellington’s seal population has changed since the 
Policy was last reviewed in 2009. Dogs are currently prohibited at Sinclair Head and 
seal ‘haul-out’ areas on the South Coast between 1 May and 31 August. Seals now 
appear to be along the South Coast all year round, and are increasingly using 
Wellington Harbour. Having off-leash dogs and seals in the same area is a safety issue 
for both dogs and seals. 

22. As part of the review, officers will provide advice to the Committee on the practicalities 
of any regulatory and non-regulatory options for managing the impact of dogs on 
wildlife. 

Fees 

23. Dog registration fee levels are contentious. Fees and late penalties are set by territorial 
authorities, and must take into account relative costs of the registration and other 
relevant factors.  

24. Revenue from registration fees, control fees, and enforcement is set to cover 75 
percent of the total cost associated with dog control, as per section 6.2.2 of the Policy. 
Rates revenue is used to meet the remaining 25 percent of dog related costs.  The cost 
recovery rate from registration fees for the 2014/2015 financial year was 73 percent. 

Offences, infringements and impounding dogs 

25. Dog owners in Wellington are generally responsible, with a relatively low number of 
infringement notices issued, and only one prosecution under the DCA in the past three 
years.  

26. The number of infringement notices issued has decreased over time, from 290 in 
2011/2012 to 169 in 2014/2015. The greatest proportion of infringements is for failure 
to register a dog, and this has decreased from 64 percent to 55 percent over that 
period.  

27. Unregistered dogs are estimated to be 5-10 percent of the total dog population in the 
area covered by Animal Services. The number of known unregistered dogs fluctuates 
regularly, as Officers work with owners to register their dogs.  At 30 June 2015 there 
were 134 known unregistered dogs in Wellington City. 

28. On average, failure to keep a dog confined accounts for 20 percent of infringements, 
bylaw breaches 15 percent (eg. exercise area on/off leash and seasonal restrictions), 
and failure to keep dog under control 10 percent. 

29. When deciding to impound a dog, officers evaluate several factors:  

 Is the dog registered? 

 Is the dog right outside its house and or is the owner immediately contactable? 

 Is the dog threatening public safety? 

 Is the dog endangering its own safety?  

 Is the dog lawfully allowed to be where it is? 

30. Any animal impounded may be re-homed or euthanised if officers are unable to contact 
the owners after 7 days. This is consistent with the requirements outlined under the 
DCA. Officers note that dogs are normally held for longer (10 days) to reduce the risk 

                                                 
5 Wellington City Council, Dog kills kākā in Huntleigh Park, 2015  
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 of a dog being rehomed or euthanised before the owner can collect it. The majority of 
dogs are collected on the same or next day. 

31. In 2014/2015 50 dogs (8.6 percent) of the 580 dogs impounded by Animal Services for 
Wellington City were euthanised, with very few of these suitable to be rehomed. Before 
deciding to euthanise a dog, officers assess the dog’s health, breed and temperament. 
Animal Services works alongside SPCA, HUHA, Aviation Security, NZ Police, Dept. of 
Corrections and breed rescue clubs to rehome suitable dogs.  

Dog related complaints – data collection and reporting 

32. Section 10A of the DCA requires territorial authorities to report annually on dog related 
complaints and the nature of those complaints. The DCA doesn’t provide detailed 
guidance on data collection or reporting, which is inconsistent across councils.  

33. The Council is reviewing its data collection and recording of dog related complaints and 
dog attacks. The Courts provide some guidance on what constitutes an attack. There 
must be physical contact between the dog and any person or animal, and more than 
mere aggressive behaviour on the dog’s part (eg. ‘rushing’). 

34. The DCA does not define ‘dog attack’ and the consequences for the dog are high. If the 
Court finds there has been an attack, it must make an order for the destruction of the 
dog unless the circumstances were exceptional. 

35. Reporting of dog attacks often attracts media and political interest, and greater 
restrictions to increase public safety are frequently called for. A study recently cited by 
the media is The Burden of Dog Bite Injuries in NZ 2004-2014. The full report is not yet 
publicly available; however officers have requested a copy.  

36. The Australian Veterinary Association reports6 that external factors (owner behaviour 
etc.) have more influence on a dog’s behaviour than breed. Key findings include: 

 The majority of dog bites occur on private property (70 to 80%) 

 In 80 percent of bite incidents the dog is known to the victim or is the family dog  

 60 – 75 percent of incidents stem from interactions between young children and 
dogs, particularly if the child is unsupervised  

 Contact tends to be initiated by the children, with children under 10, and 
particularly toddlers most at risk 

37. Dog attacks are often serious and traumatic when they occur, especially between a 
large dog and child, or when multiple dogs are involved. Restrictions on dog ownership 
should be informed by sound evidence and better data collection by the Council will 
assist in this.  

38. A school education programme is run by Animal Services to encourage safe behaviour 
around dogs. An adult at risk programme is also run to help people who interact with 
dogs during their occupations (meter readers, probation officers, community nursing 
groups etc.). In 2014/2015 Animal Services gave 37 educational talks. Education 
programmes are a statutory obligation under the DCA.  

Other issues 

39. Other issues include that the Responsible Dog Owner (RDO) framework outlined in the 
current Policy does not explicitly state what happens when an RDO moves property. 
Officers will provide advice to the Committee on a range of options to resolve this.  

                                                 
6 The Australian Veterinary Association Ltd, Dangerous dogs – a sensible solution, 2012 
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 40. RDO status offers a reduced dog registration fee to recognise and encourage good dog 
ownership, including attendance of dog obedience courses. Currently 2,243 of 8,979 
owners (25 percent) have RDO status. Other Territorial Authorities have similar 
schemes that are well regarded.  

41. Dogs are not allowed to stop within the central city restricted area. This area is not 
marked, and is different from Central Area in the District Plan. Officers will provide 
advice to the Committee on the feasibility of removing the restriction and possible ways 
to clarify the area.  

 
Next Actions 

February 2016 
Officers work with key stakeholders and 
conduct a survey to assess issues and 
ideas 

17 March 2016 

Memo or oral update to Environment 
Committee 

Engagement with mana whenua iwi 
partners 

28 April 2016 
Statement of Proposal final drafts to 
Environment Committee 

16 May 2016 to 15 June 2016 Consultation period 

24 June 2016 Oral submissions heard 

04 August 2016 
Environment Committee considers 
report on all written and oral 
submissions received 

31 August 2016  
The Council decides whether to adopt 
the proposed changes 

The amended Policy will come into force 

 
 
 

Attachments 
Nil 
 

Authors Jessica Clarke, Graduate Advisor, Policy and Reporting 
Nigel Taptiklis, Senior Policy Advisor  

Authoriser John McGrath, Acting Director Strategy and External Relations  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
Officers will develop an engagement and consultation plan in the next phase of work 
following this scoping report. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
Treaty of Waitangi considerations have been taken into account. 
 
Financial implications 
Not applicable at this point.   
 
Policy and legislative implications 
The Policy review will take into account the decisions made in this paper.  
 
Risks / legal  
The Policy amendments are required to fulfil Council’s obligations under the Local 
Government Act 2002, Dog Control Act 1996, Health Act 1956, and the Animal Welfare Act 
1999.   
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
No considerations at this point. 
 
Communications Plan 
A communication plan will be developed as part of the consultation process for the reviewed 
Policy.  
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 TRADE WASTE BYLAW 2004 - REVIEW 2015 
 
 

Purpose 
1. The Committee is asked to agree to public consultation on a statement of proposal 

presenting a review of the Trade Waste Bylaw 2004 (the Trade Waste Bylaw or Bylaw). 
The Committee is also asked to agree to the proposed amendments to the Bylaw that 
are discussed in the statement of proposal. 

Summary 
2. The Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) requires local authorities to review all bylaws at 

least every 10 years. Any bylaw not reviewed is automatically repealed. The Trade 
Waste Bylaw must be reviewed by 30 June 2016.  

3. The LGA empowers the Trade Waste Bylaw and sets out the processes for the 
development and review of all bylaws. Officers have reviewed the Trade Waste Bylaw 
and found that, subject to proposed amendments addressed in the statement of 
proposal, it remains an appropriate method and the most appropriate form of bylaw to 
address the issues associated with managing the impact of trade waste discharges:  

 Managing the impacts of trade waste discharges on the Council’s wastewater and 
stormwater systems  

 Protecting people working on the wastewater system, and 

 Protecting the environment. 

4. As part of the review, officers have identified several areas in the operation of the 
Trade Waste Bylaw that could be improved. These include: 

 Better reflecting industry best practice (the Model Bylaw) 

 Promoting greater consistency across councils in the Wellington metropolitan area 

 Taking a risk management approach to assessing trade waste discharges 

 Providing flexibility for industries to comply with the Bylaw  

 Fostering continuous improvement of trade waste dischargers to reduce 
contaminant loading; and 

 Better reflecting the requirements of the wastewater and stormwater systems. 

5. In order to address these issues, officers propose amendments to the Trade Waste 
Bylaw to: 

 Expand the purpose and scope to promote cleaner production and protection of 
the stormwater system 

 Amend the grades of trade waste from controlled, conditional and prohibited to 
permitted, controlled, conditional and prohibited (this will provide for a grade of 
trade waste discharge that does not require consent) 

 Enable a trade waste discharger to apply to the Council to waive the requirement 
for a trade waste discharge consent 

 Extend the matters that Council may consider when assessing applications for 
trade waste consents, when imposing conditions and when determining whether to 
reclassify a discharge 
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  Provide for trade waste agreements as an alternative to a trade waste discharge 
consent; and 

 Bring the Bylaw in line with the Model Bylaw 2004 (which is still considered to 
reflect industry best practice), in particular those provisions relating to: 

- mass limits  

- discharge physical and chemical characteristics, and 

- document service. 
 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Agree that the proposed amendments to the Trade Waste Bylaw 2004 (the proposed 
Trade Waste Bylaw) is the most appropriate way of addressing the management of 
trade waste discharges to the Council’s wastewater system. 

3. Agree that the proposed Trade Waste Bylaw is the most appropriate form of bylaw 
under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA). 

4. Agree that the proposed Trade Waste Bylaw does not give rise to any implications 
under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 

5. Agree that the proposed Trade Waste Bylaw as described in the statement of proposal 
(Attachment 1 of this report) and reflected in Appendix B of that statement undergo 
public consultation in accordance with sections 86 and 148 of the LGA. 

6. Agree that the proposed Trade Waste Bylaw described in the statement of proposal 
and reflected in Appendix B of that statement, is likely to have a significant impact on 
the public due to its regulatory nature and therefore, under section 156 of the LGA 
should be consulted on using the special consultative procedure under the LGA. 

7. Agree to adopt the statement of proposal (Attachment 1 of this report), and initiate the 
special consultative procedure under section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. 

8. Agree to delegate to the Chair of the Environment Committee and the Chief Executive 
the authority to amend the statement of proposal to include any amendments agreed 
by the Committee, and any associated minor consequential edits. 

 

Background 
6. The statement of proposal (Attachment 1) relates to a review of the Trade Waste Bylaw 

2004 (the Trade Waste Bylaw or Bylaw). 

7. The Local Government Act 2002 Amendment Act 2006 introduced requirements into 
the LGA for local authorities to review bylaws at least every 10 years. Any bylaw not 
reviewed is automatically repealed. The Trade Waste Bylaw must be reviewed by 30 
June 2016 in order to remain in force. 

8. The Trade Waste Bylaw is empowered under Section 146 of the LGA, primarily to 
control the discharge of trade waste into the Council’s wastewater system in order to 
protect the wastewater system, ensure resource consent requirements are met, and to 
protect those working on the wastewater system and the environment. 

9. The LGA specifies the Bylaw review and development process. 
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 Discussion 
10. The current 2004 Trade Waste Bylaw provides the Council with powers to control 

discharges of trade waste to the Council’s wastewater system. The main components 
of the Bylaw are that: 

 It provides for long-term, intermittent, or temporary discharge of trade waste to the 
wastewater system 

 It establishes three grades of trade waste and a regime to enable the Council to 
evaluate trade waste discharges against established criteria 

 It provides for sampling and monitoring of trade waste to ensure compliance with 
the Bylaw, and 

 It provides for a compliance, enforcement and administrative regime. 

11. The current Bylaw was adopted before Standards NZ developed a model trade waste 
bylaw in 2004 (the Model Bylaw) and, as a result, is out of date in places with best 
practice. A key driver for the Model Bylaw was to ensure councils meet consenting 
requirements for wastewater discharges and to foster consistency between territorial 
authorities with respect to trade waste requirements. The Model Bylaw contains 
significant technical information and detail and is still considered to reflect current best 
practice. 

12. Wellington Water took over the trade waste function of the Council in October 2014. 
This includes enforcing the Bylaw and reviewing it. Wellington Water is a regional entity 
and seeks to add value through standardising three waters policies and bylaws where 
appropriate. Wellington Water has identified trade waste management as an area that 
would benefit from regionally consistent bylaws and a regional approach to 
enforcement. 

13. A review requirement is to consider if the Trade Waste Bylaw is still an appropriate and 
relevant bylaw for Wellington. Officers consider that without the Trade Waste Bylaw, 
the Council would not be able to control the discharge of trade waste to the Council’s 
wastewater system and protect the functioning of the wastewater system, protect 
people working on the wastewater system and protect the environment. This has an 
impact on the Council’s ability to comply with the Resource Management Act 1991 
(RMA) and consent conditions. 

14. In this context officers recommend the Trade Waste Bylaw be retained and that it 
remains the most appropriate form of regulation to address these problems (the 
protection of the wastewater system, people and the environment), and the most 
appropriate form of the Bylaw under the LGA. 

15. As part of the review, officers have identified several areas in the operation of the 
Trade Waste Bylaw that could be improved. These include: 

 Better reflecting industry best practice (the Model Bylaw) 

 Promoting greater consistency across councils in the Wellington metropolitan area 

 Taking a risk management approach to assessing trade waste discharges 

 Providing flexibility for industries to comply with the Trade Waste Bylaw  

 Fostering continuous improvement of trade waste dischargers to reduce 
contaminant loading, and  

 Better reflecting the requirements of the wastewater and stormwater systems. 
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 16. In order to address these problems, officers propose amendments to the Trade Waste 
Bylaw to: 

 Expand the purpose and scope  

 Amend the grades of trade waste from controlled, conditional and prohibited to 
permitted, controlled, conditional and prohibited 

 Extend the matters that Council may consider when assessing applications, 
imposing conditions and when determining whether to reclassify a discharge 

 Enable trade waste dischargers to apply to the Council to waive the requirement 
for a trade waste discharge consent 

 Provide for trade waste agreements as an alternative to trade waste discharge 
consents 

 Bring the Bylaw in line with the Model Bylaw 2004.  

17. The proposed Trade Waste Bylaw has been assessed against the New Zealand Bill of 
Rights Act 1990 (NZBORA). Council officers consider that the proposed bylaw is not 
inconsistent with NZBORA and does not give rise to any implications under the 
NZBORA. 

Purpose and Scope 

18. Under the current Trade Waste Bylaw the purpose is limited to protection of; the 
wastewater system, workers operating in or with the wastewater system and the 
environment. This is done by ensuring the necessary resource consents are met. 

19. The purpose of the proposed bylaw has been expanded to: 

 Promote cleaner production7 

 Ensure the quality of stormwater discharges is met, and 

 Be explicit that the Bylaw provides for a monitoring and charging regime. 

20. By minimising the risk of trade wastes related blockages in the wastewater system and 
the resultant overflows of wastewater there is a reduction in contamination risk to the 
stormwater system and an overall benefit to its quality. 

21. A definition of cleaner production1 has been added. 

22. Officers recommend that the scope of the Bylaw be amended to: 

 Ensure appropriate storage controls for potentially harmful materials are in effect to 
protect against accidental discharges of those materials to the wastewater system 
(in fulfilling this requirement the controls will also protect the stormwater system), 
and  

 Refer to the ability to enter into trade waste agreements as an alternative to a 
trade waste discharge consent.  

23. In addition officers propose including a clause noting that the Bylaw does not remove 
the need to comply with other legislation. 

  

                                                 
7 “Cleaner production” means effective operations, methods and processes appropriate to the goal of reducing 
or eliminating the quantity and toxicity of wastes.  
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 Definitions 

24. There are a number of amendments to definitions as a consequence of the proposed 
changes to the current Bylaw being: 

 Inserting new definitions for “cleaner production”, “foul water”, “permitted trade 
waste”, “sewer”, “stormwater system” and “trade waste discharge consent”  

 Changing the definitions of “controlled trade waste”, ”conditional trade waste”, 
trade premises” and “trade waste” 

 Deleting the definitions of “access point”, BS 5728”, “ISO 5667”, “ISO TR 9824”, 
“Local government act”, “New Zealand waste strategy”, “NZS 4304”, “NZS 10012”, 
“Standard methods for the examination of water and wastewater” and “Zones” 

 Referring to “Office of Radiation Safety Guidelines” as opposed to National 
Radiation guidelines; and 

 Inserting a new section covering abbreviations. 
 

Control of Discharges and Trade Waste Consents 

25. The current Bylaw does not allow trade waste discharges unless they are provided for 
in terms of a consent issued under the Bylaw. There is no provision for trade waste 
discharges without a consent. This does not reflect pragmatic practice particularly for 
small low risk discharges, does not reflect best practice as provided for in the Model 
Bylaw, and does not take a risk-based approach. 

26. In practice trade waste officers waive the need for a consent where the type or volume 
of trade waste or pre-treatment of trade waste would not benefit from being controlled 
via a consent. This does not provide certainty for trade waste dischargers or the 
Council. 

27. Council officers recommend amending the Bylaw to make it explicit that trade waste 
can only be discharged in terms of the Bylaw which may or may not require a consent 
and includes the ability to enter into trade waste agreements.  

28. In order to provide certainty to dischargers, adopt a risk based approach and better 
reflect practice Council officers recommend a consenting regime providing for four 
grades of trade waste discharges: 

 Permitted: no consent required subject to meeting the physical and chemical 
characteristics set out in Schedule 1 and not exceeding a maximum permitted 
volume of trade waste of 100L/day. 

 Controlled: consent required for a discharge that complies with all the physical 
and chemical characteristics set out in Schedule 1, and has a maximum volume of 
trade waste of more than 100L/day (the permitted maximum) but less than 
5000L/day. 

 Conditional: consent required for a discharge that does not comply with one or 
more of the physical and chemical characteristics set out in Schedule 1, but which 
does not have any characteristics of a prohibited trade waste defined in Schedule 
2. 

 Prohibited: discharge cannot be undertaken and no consent can be sought being 
a trade waste having physical and chemical characteristics as defined in Schedule 
2 of this Bylaw. 
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 29. Council officers propose a new provision to enable trade waste dischargers to apply to 
the Council to waive the requirement for a trade waste discharge consent where the 
need for a consent would impact on the operation of a business without any 
corresponding reduction in impact on the wastewater system. 

Amendments to Reflect Model Bylaw 

30. Council officers propose including provisions and amending the current Bylaw to reflect 
the Model Bylaw. The current Bylaw was prepared and approved prior to the 
development of the Model Trade Waste Bylaw in 2004. The Model Bylaw is still 
considered to reflect industry best practice. 

31. These proposed provisions relate to: 

 Capturing the full range of potential discharges 

 Requiring that where trade premises produce trade waste from more than one 
area, a separate description of that trade waste to be included in any application 
for a trade waste discharge consent 

 Enabling the Council to obtain independent advice 

 Enabling Council to request further information, the submission of a management 
plan and to have the trade waste discharge investigated and analysed  

 Requiring that the applicant must be the intended consent holder who shall be 
limited to the person discharging the trade waste 

 Specifying a timeline of 20 working days within which Council is to make a decision 

 Extending the range of consideration matters 

 Placing all consent condition requirements in one place in the Bylaw and extending 
the range of conditions 

 Mass limits  

 Sampling, testing and monitoring; and 

 Bylaw administration. 

Trade Waste Agreements 

32. At present the only method to get the approval of the Council to discharge trade wastes 
to the Council’s wastewater system is through the consenting process.  

33. Council officers recommend providing the Council with the discretion to enter into trade 
waste agreements (TWA) with any trade waste discharger in place of a trade waste 
discharge consent. 

34. In some cases the control over trade waste discharges can be achieved more 
effectively and efficiently through the mechanism of a TWA. This provides flexibility for 
larger scale industries where there may be peculiarities to address that are not easily 
addressed through standard consent processes. This proposal allows for site and 
industry specific conditions and other parameters to be set through a formal TWA 
between the Council and a discharger. 

35. While not of particular benefit to the Council at present with limited large-scale 
industries it provides flexibility to the Council should this situation change and 
acknowledges the move to a regional approach to trade waste management across 
Wellington Water’s client councils of Wellington, Hutt, Upper Hutt and Porirua City 
Councils.  
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 36. Trade waste discharges subject to a formal TWA will be excluded from the other 
requirements of the Bylaw; that is they will not require a trade waste discharge consent.   

37. There are no existing TWAs in force. 
 

Discharge and Chemical Characteristics and Toxic Pollutants 

38. The current Bylaw does not reflect industry best practice in accordance with the Model 
Bylaw. The Council proposes to replace Schedule 2 with a new Schedule 1 to reflect 
the Model Bylaw provisions for permitted discharge characteristics with minor 
modifications to address the specific characteristics of the treatment plant processes; 
namely; suspended solids, temperature, oil and grease, and solvents and other organic 
liquids. 

39. The concentrations for the following general chemical characteristics are proposed to 
bring the Trade Waste Bylaw in line with the Model Bylaw. 

 Kjeldahl nitrogen – from 500 to 150g/m3 

 Dissolved aluminium – from 300 to 100g/m3 

 Dissolved iron – from 300 to 100g/m3 

40. Council officers also propose amending the toxic pollutants (inorganic and organic 
compounds and pesticides) provisions to align these with the Model Bylaw; including 
increasing the maximum concentration for mercury from 0.005g/m3 to 0.05g/m3. 

41. The current Bylaw does not reflect industry best practice for the characteristics for 
prohibited trade waste (existing Schedule 3). Council officers propose replacing 
Schedule 3 with a new Schedule 2 to reflect the Model Bylaw provisions – the key 
differences being: 

 Deleting the definitions of biodegradable oils and greases, emulsion, latex 
emulsion and treatable 

 Amending the references to genetic wastes and health care waste 

 Updating the reference to the Office of Radiation Safety Guidelines 

 Amending inhibitory8 substances; and 

 Deleting organic strength and replacing with reference to chemical oxygen demand 
and biochemical oxygen demand. 

 
Drainage Zones and Northern Suburbs 

42. The current Bylaw includes a map of the drainage zones (Schedule 5), including the 
northern zones in which the Porirua Trade Waste Bylaw currently applies. 

43. Council officers propose deleting Schedule 5 and Schedule 6 that includes the 
provisions of the Porirua Trade Waste Bylaw (albeit the old bylaw dated 1990) and that 
the northern zones that discharge into the Porirua wastewater treatment plant 
(PWWTP) are governed by the Wellington Trade Waste Bylaw. 

44. Any peculiarities of the trade waste discharges to the PWWTP can be dealt with via the 
trade waste discharge consent process.Options 

                                                 
8 a discharge with characteristics that inhibit the performance of the wastewater treatment process 
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 45. If the Council does not complete a review of the Trade Waste Bylaw by 30 June 2016 
the Bylaw will be void from that date, and trade waste discharges could not be 
controlled and enforced. Not reviewing the Trade Waste Bylaw is not a viable option. 

46. The Council could choose to not progress any amendments. In this case the problems 
identified would not be resolved meaning that the Bylaw would not reflect best practice, 
would not address the requirements of the stormwater and wastewater systems and be 
inconsistent with trade waste bylaws in the wider Wellington metropolitan area and 
nationally. 

 
Next Actions 

47. The timeline for the Trade Waste Bylaw review process is: 
 
Dates Activity 
26 November 2015 Environment Committee considers this statement of 

proposal and decides whether to send this proposal out 
for external consultation. 

30 Nov 2015 - 26 Feb 2016 Consultation period. 
07 Dec 2015 Submit proposal to Minister of Health and key 

stakeholders 
17 March 2016 Environment Committee hears all oral submissions. 
28 April 2016 Environment Committee considers the report on all 

written and oral submissions and decides whether to 
adopt the proposed bylaw (with or without modification). 

May/June 2016 Council considers whether to adopt the proposed bylaw. 
29 June 2016  If Council adopts the proposed Bylaw, the Bylaw comes 

into force. 
 
48. Officers will prepare an implementation plan to ensure that work is planned to; revise 

trade waste consent application forms and to develop public communications for when 
the Bylaw comes into force. 

 
 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1. Draft Statement of Proposal   Page 30
  
 

Authors Nicci Wood, Senior Advisor 
Geoff Lawson, Principal Advisor  

Authoriser Anthony Wilson, Chief Asset Officer  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
The special consultative procedure statutorily required under the Local Government Act 2002 
will be complied with in conducting the public consultation including oral hearings.  
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
There are currently no Treaty of Waitangi considerations.  
 
Financial implications 
There are no financial implications  
 
Policy and legislative implications 
The proposed amended bylaw is not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 
1990. 
 
Risks / legal  
The statement of proposal and draft amendments has been reviewed by DLA Piper.  
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
There is currently no impacts to Climate Change to consider.  
 
Communications Plan 
An Engagement and Consultation plan has been developed to assist the consultation phase 
of the bylaw review. During the consultation stage, in addition to standard measures to 
promote the consultation period, the Council will write to current trade waste dischargers to 
ensure they are made aware of the consultation opportunity.  
 
There will also be direct engagement with the Minister of Health as per the terms of section 
148 of the LGA. 
 



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 30
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 31
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 32
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 33
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 34
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 35
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 36
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 37
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 38
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 39
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 40
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 41
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 42
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 43
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 44
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 45
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 46
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 47
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 48
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 49
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 50
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 51
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 52
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 53
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 54
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 55
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 56
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 57
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 58
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 59
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 60
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 61
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 62
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 63
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 64
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 65
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 66
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 67
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 68
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 69
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 70
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 71
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 72
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 73
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 74
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 75
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 76
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 77
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
  



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

 

Attachment 1 Draft Statement of Proposal Page 78
 

 It
em

 2
.3

 A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 
 

 



ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
26 NOVEMBER 2015 
 
 

Item 3.1 Page 79 

 It
em

 3
.1

 3. Monitoring 
 
 

REPORTS FROM COUNCIL CONTROLLED ORGANISATIONS 
FOR THE QUARTER ENDING 30 SEPTEMBER 2015 
 
 

Purpose 
1. To provide reports from the Wellington Zoo Trust and the Karori Sanctuary Trust for the 

quarter ended 30 September 2015.  

 
 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note any issues for the Chair to raise with the entities covered by this report. 
 

 

Background 
2. It is a requirement of the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) that where the Council 

is a shareholder in a Council Organisation it must regularly undertake performance 
monitoring of that organisation to evaluate its contribution to the achievement of: 
 the Council’s objectives for the organisation; 
 the desired results, as set out in the organisation’s Statement of Intent; and 
 the Council’s overall aims and outcomes. 

3. The Environment Committee is tasked with the assessment of the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the following entities:  
 The Wellington Zoo Trust (the Zoo) 
 The Karori Sanctuary Trust (ZEALANDIA) 

4. The Committee also receives information from Wellington Water limited (WWL). The 
Council is one of five shareholders in the company. The others being the Hutt City 
Council, Porirua City Council, Upper Hutt City Council and the Wellington Regional 
Council. The shareholders jointly monitor the company via the Wellington Water 
Committee.   

5. Officers have reviewed the Quarterly reports from the organisations noted above and 
consider that there are no material issues that are not covered in the reports. 

Discussion 
6. If the Committee needs to clarify the information presented or requires additional 

assistance with its monitoring role, it can ask officers or the Chair of the Committee to 
seek responses from the Board Chair. 
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The Wellington Zoo Trust 

ACTIVITY SUMMARY    

 Work on Meet the Locals He Tuku Aroha continued to make good progress and is on track for the 
official opening in October 2015. 

 The restoration planting day on the town belt saw over 500 native species planted by volunteers. 

 The Zoo was inducted into the Wellington Region Business Hall of Fame (one of only eight 
organisations to receive this honour). 

 The Zoo was announced as a finalist in the Wellington Airport Community awards, and also in the Hutt 
Valley Chamber of Commerce Business Excellence awards. 

 The new Animal Science Team has been formed focusing on animal welfare, animal nutrition, animal 
behavior and animal curatorial requirements. 

 A full-time Health and Safety Manager joined the Zoo staff in September. 

 The Zoo hosted its fourth annual Golden Agouti Award evening to acknowledge the outstanding work 
and achievements of staff. 

 
SUMMARY FINANCIALS   

* Variance (Actual minus Budget):  Favourable variance to budget    Unfavourable variance to budget   

FINANCIAL 
PERFORMANCE 

($,000) 

Q1 Actual Q1 
Budget 

Variance YTD 
Actual 

YTD 
Budget 

Variance Annual 
Budget 

Total Revenue 1,502 1,414 88  1,502 1,414 88  6,303 

Total Expenses 1,474 1,573 99  1,474 1,573 99  6,303 

Net Surplus  28 (159) 187  28 (159) 187  0 

FINANCIAL POSITION        

Total Assets    4,094 2,715 1,379  2,170 

Total Liabilities    2,124 1,911 (213)  1,207 

Equity    1,970 804 1,166  963 

CASH FLOWS        

Total Net Cash Flows    (329) 550  21 

Opening Cash    3,456 2,032  2,032 

Closing Cash     3,127 2,582  2,053 

 
 
  

A review of the financial statements of the Zoo highlights the following points: 

  Revenue of $1.502m YTD is ahead of budget by $88k (6%), and 4% ahead of last year’s Q1 result. 

 Operating Revenue (revenue less capital grants and donations) of $1.493m YTD is ahead of budget by $79k 
(6%), and 6% ahead of last year’s result. 

 YTD expenses of $1.474m are 6% better than budget. 

 The YTD operating surplus normalised for capital donations is $19k, well ahead of the budgeted deficit of -
$159k. 
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 SUMMARY FINANCIALS   

 The Trust’s cash balance as at 30 September was $3.127m, including $1.624m in restricted funds. 

 The Council’s fully costed visitor subsidy calculation for the quarter was $21.19. 

 Zoo Crew revenue is tracking ahead of budget. 10% of the funds raised from Zoo Crew memberships is 
given to the Wellington Conservation fund to support conservation projects nationally and around the world. 

 
 

KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  

 

 Q1 YTD 3 Year  

MEASURE 30 Sep 15 31 Sep 15 Trend Comments  

Visitors   Target 47,304 47,304 Improving

 

Q1 visitors were ahead of target by 1,713 (3.4%). 
Winter Wednesday visitation of 4,499 was in line 
with the previous year. Actual 49,017  49,017  

Average 
income per 
visitor (excl. 
WCC grant) 

Target $14.86 $14.86 Steady 

 

 

Actual $15.71  $15.71  

Ratio of trust 
generated 
income as % 
WCC grant 

Annual 
Target 

124% 124% Improving

 

This result is expected to improve as visitation 
increases in the high season and is expected to 
meet budget by year end. 

Actual 110%  110%  

Average WCC 
subsidy per 
visitor  

Annual target  $11.99  

Actual YTD  $14.35 

Improving

 

Grant funding is seaonalised across the year and 
the Zoo is on track to meet the annual target. 

Fully costed 
visitor subsidy 

Annual target  $21.19 

Actual YTD  $24.21 

Steady

 

This is a WCC generated figure and includes 
depreciation, shared service costs, insurance, 
and interest. The Zoo is on track to meet the 
annual target. 

Staff turnover Annual target       <20% 

Actual YTD           0%  

Steady 

 

 

Number of 
vulnerable or 
endangered 
species  

Annual Target  >26 

Actual YTD   24 

NA This is a new measure in 2015/16 

Volunteer 
hours 

Annual target  9600 hrs 

Actual YTD  3,727hrs 

Steady 

 

 

 

 
KPI COMMENTARY    

The Zoo’s KPIs are tracking well, with the following items noted: 

 Visitation is tracking well and likely to be even stronger by the half year report as a result of the opening of 
Meet the Locals He Tuku Aroha. 

 LEOTC numbers of 2,557 are slightly lower (2%) than the same time last year partly as a result of the 
changed timing of school visits due to Zoofari schools. However, the holiday programme was well supported 
with numbers up 8% on the previous year.  

 Contact Animal hours were lower than the same quarter last year as a result of the focus of Visitor Rangers 
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 on finishing their preparatory work for Meet the Locals He Tuku Aroha. However, people participating in 
Animal Close Encounters are tracking ahead of the same period last year. 

 
OUTLOOK 

Key activities and issues anticipated in the next quarter include: 

 Meet the Locals He Tuku Aroha was officially opened by the Mayor on 22 October 2015. There is a small 
delay in completing the total project as a result of the timing of receiving strengthened mesh for the Kea 
aviary, but this is expected to be completed by the end of November. 

 Work continues on undertaking earthquake strength assessments of Zoo assets that have been identified as 
potentially earthquake prone. 

 Wellington Zoo is to be a founding partner of the White Cheeked Gibbons (a critically endangered species 
from Vietnam) conservation project. 

 Wellington Zoo has been identified as a potential case study for promoting carboNZero certification.   
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 ZEALANDIA  

QUARTER IN REVIEW     

Visitors:  This quarter, the Trust had 21,501 total visits, 3,194 ahead of target and 48% ahead of the same 
period in 2014/15 due to the presence of Sirocco (the celebrity kakapo).  Preparations for Sirocco’s stay (from 28 
July through to 16 September) occupied much of Q1.  Volunteers contributed over 1,102 hours in preparation for 
and during the delivery of the Sirocco tours.  Visitors to Sirocco during the period totalled 3,250.  All areas ended 
quarter one above target with the exception of custom tours and education.  Custom tour targets for the first 
quarter are reasonably high for a typical quiet period.   

Education:  1,572 students visited programmes during the quarter, 28% below target.  The holiday programme 
and sleepovers provide an important source of revenue for the education programme.  However, sleepovers 
were unable to be run whilst Sirocco was at ZEALANDIA and the marketing and booking around the July holiday 
programme was not effective.  These two issues will be addressed in future quarters and this is reflected in the 
bookings for the October holiday programme and second quarter sleepovers.   

Members:  Members contributed to 5,274 (24.5%) of total visits to ZEALANDIA.  Membership numbers have 
increased month on month throughout this first quarter and the trend indicates that the Trust will reach 10,200 
members in the next quarter.   

20th Anniversary Celebrations:  Sunday 5 July 2015 marked 20 years since the Karori Sanctuary Trust was 
formed.  The Trust celebrated with a weekend of special offerings for visitors and supporters.  Certificates for all 
current Foundation Members were created and the Trust welcomed some lapsed Foundation Members back into 
its community.   

Conservation & Research:  The annual poison operation for mice was completed in July.  Nestbox 
infrastructure and access routes were attended to where necessary in preparation for upcoming breeding 
seasons of kākā, hihi and kākāriki.  Monitoring and future banding of these species is being undertaken to 
support ongoing research.  The first kākā eggs of the new season were confirmed on August 17.   

Aditi Sriram’s study (Wildbase) into lead toxicity levels in kaka was confirmed to run for another season.  Ellen 
Irwin’s study into dispersal patterns of juvenile kakariki (co-hosted by WCC, Victoria University and ZEALANDIA) 
has been extended into a Masters thesis with 20 more transmitters to be deployed in the upcoming season.  Dr 
Rachael Shaw’s ongoing post-doctoral study (Marsden Grant) will investigate further the implications of cognition 
on reproductive success.   

ZEALANDIA by Night (ZBN):  A refresh of this product has been undertaken and new guides are being trained.  
ZBN targets are higher than previous years, supported by specific in-season promotion, new online booking, and 
optimum staffing.  It is encouraging to note that ZBN revenue is 30% ahead of 2014-15.   

Nature Connections: This programme continues to provide invaluable support to ZEALANDIA in many ways.  
The visitor experience team have been working with Nature Connections to provide further training for the Trust’s 
Skippers, hosts and guides on techniques to tell ZEALANDIA’s stories to visitors.  Marketing is also working with 
Nature Connections on a Nature Connections-wide summer campaign for children.   

People:  Health and Safety continues to be a high priority especially with the incoming legislation.  The Trust’s 
Safety Officer attended and passed The NEBOSH International Certificate in Health and Safety and is working to 
ensure ZEALANDIA’s policies and procedures are reviewed and ready to satisfy the incoming Health and Safety 
at Work Act (2015).   

Paul Atkins joined the Trust as Chief Executive on 16 November and succeeds Hilary Beaton who resigned in 
July.   

CarboNZero :  The Trust completed the requirements for CarboNZero accreditation.  The Trust’s certificate was 
presented at an event in mid-October.   
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SUMMARY FINANCIALS    

  * Variance (Actual minus Budget).    Favourable variance to budget    Unfavourable variance to budget   

FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 
Q1 

Budget Q1 Actual Variance* 
YTD 

Budget 
YTD 

Actual Variance* 
FY 

Budget 

($000) 30 Sep 15 30 Sep 15 30 Sep 15 30 Sep 15 30 Sep 15 30 Sep 15 30 Jun 16 

Total Revenue  723 792 70     3,607 

Op. Exp. before Depreciation 846 775 (71)     3,433 

Surplus (Loss) before Depn.  (123) 17 141     174 

Surplus (Loss) after Depn.   (459) (154) 305     (1,167) 

FINANCIAL POSITION         

Total Assets 13,945 14,477 531    13,024 

Total Liabilities 11,520 11,528 8    11,306 

Equity 2,426 2,949 523    1,718 

CASH FLOWS        

Total Net Cash Flows (42) 115 157     12 

Opening Cash 609 639 30    609 

Closing Cash  567 754 187    621 
 

 Revenue for the quarter exceeded budget by $70k led by visitors exceeding target the flow on contribution 
to the Trust’s revenue streams (admissions, café and retail, and night tours).  Operating expenditure was 
contained below budget ($71k below target) and depreciation was also below target by $154k due to 
changes in the depreciation treatment for the Visitor Centre as a result of the Trustee’s proposal for its sale 
to Council.   

 The Trust’s operating cash flows exceeded forecast by $115k led by improved revenues and close 
containment of operating costs.  The result is an improved closing cash balance leading into quarter two.   

 

 

KPI DASHBOARD  

 Achieved   Not Achieved.  The 3 Year Trend = year on year actual/nominal performance  Steady          

 Improving  Declining   The table contains a selection of KPIs and is not a complete list.   

  Q1 YTD 3 Year  

MEASURE   30 Sep 15 30 Sep 15 Trend Comments on trend  

Visitors Actual 21,501   
 

Q1 total visitation ended up 17% 
(3,194) against target and on a growth 
trend.    Target  18,307    

Students & education visits Actual 1,572   
 

Recently education visitors are below 
targets but this is against a growth 
trend in this segment.  Expected to  Target  2,197    
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 KPI DASHBOARD  

improve.   

Full costs to Council*  Actual $365k   n/a* This is a Council metric which the 
Trust does not control or influence.   

 Target  $378k    

 Annual measures to 30 Jun 16   

 The Trust reports quarterly.   

Council subsidy ($/visit) Actual $10.17   
 

Below the annual target because of 
the typically lower visitation during 
Q1.    Target  $9.12   

Average revenue** ($/visit) Actual $26.68   
 

Broadly steady despite reduced 
admissions prices.   

 Target  $25.90   

Non-Council funding  Actual $56,617   n/a* Annual measure.   

 Target  $250,000   

Individual members Actual 9,888   n/a* Annual measure which the Trust 
expects to meet.   

 Target  10,200   

* This is a new KPI for the Trust so trend data is not yet available.  This measure is owned by Council and 
includes costs which the Trust does not control (e.g. interest cost on its Council loan) plus grant funding.  ** 
Revenue per visit excludes interest, Council and government grants.   

   

 

ISSUES & OUTLOOK 

The Trust continues to work with Council on its proposal to sell the Visitor Centre and repay its $10.34m loan, 
and on strengthening its relationship with the Council.  The Trust’s proposal will be reviewed by officers and 
recommendations brought to Council for its consideration in the near future.   

 

 

 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1. Wellington Zoo Quarter One Report 2015   Page 87
Attachment 2. Zealandia Quarter One Report 2015   Page 102
  
 

Authors Richard Hardie, Portfolio Manager 
Warwick Hayes, CCO Project Manager  

Authoriser Derek Fry, Director City Growth & Partnerships  
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
The organisations in this report consult with the Council on a wide range of matters as part of 
our “no surprises” relationship. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
This report raises no new treaty considerations. Where appropriate the entities do consult 
with the Council’s Treaty Relations unit as part of normal operations. 
 
Financial implications 
The CCOs work within the context of the Council’s overall Long Term Plan and Annual Plan 
framework. 
 
Policy and legislative implications 
This report complies with the legislative requirements of the Local Government Act (2002) 
and is consistent with existing Council policy. 
 
Risks / legal  
Not applicable. 
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
The CCOs work with the Council and other organisations in considering the environmental 
sustainability of their operations, including with the Council’s Our Living City programme. 
 
Communications Plan 
Not applicable. 
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 2016/17 LETTERS OF EXPECTATION TO COUNCIL 
CONTROLLED ORGANISATIONS 
 
 

Purpose 
 

1. To seek the Committee’s consideration and input into the key messages for the 
2016/17 Letters of Expectation to the following Council Controlled Organisations 
(CCOs): 

 Wellington Zoo Trust 

 Karori Sanctuary Trust 

 

Summary 
2. This report outlines the key messages and general issues that all CCOs will be asked 

to discuss as part of their 2016/17 Statement of Intent. 

3. Officers will incorporate any feedback from the Committee into the formal Letters of 
Expectation. These will be signed by the Chair of the Environment Committee before 
13 December 2015. 

 
 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Confirm the general messages as outlined in this report to be included in the 2016/17 
Letters of Expectation to the following organisations: 

a) Wellington Zoo Trust 

b) Karori Sanctuary Trust 

3. Note that officers will prepare formal 2015/16 Letters of Expectation incorporating the 
directions of the Committee for signing by the Chair of the Committee. 

4. Note that the Committee can expect to receive draft 2016/17 Statements of Intent, 
alongside officers’ analyses, for its consideration at the March/April 2016 meetings.  

 

 

Background 
4. All Council Controlled Organisations are required by the Local Government Act 2002 to 

prepare a draft Statement of Intent (SOI) for the Council by 1 March of the preceding 
financial year. To provide an owner’s perspective and input into this strategic 
document, the Council sets out its expectations in a Letter of Expectation (LoE). This 
process provides both the Council and CCOs with an opportunity to fine-tune 
respective expectations ahead of submitting a final SOI for Council’s approval. 
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 5. The draft timetable for approval of 2016/17 Statements of Intent is outlined in the table 
below: 

 
Item Date Comment 
Committee input into 
2016/17 LoEs.  

26 November 2015 Officers receive any Committee 
feedback and incorporate it into 
final letters.   

LoE sent to CCO board 
Chairs and copied to 
Chief Executives.   

By 13 December 
2015 

Letters to be signed by 
Committee Chair.   

Draft SOIs received by 
officers 

1 March 2016 Note:  this is the statutory 
deadline.  

Draft SOIs presented to 
this Committee 

28 April 2016 Officers analyse SOIs and provide 
advice to the Committee. 

Committee feedback on 
draft SOIs provided to 
CCOs 

Before 8 May 2016 Letters to be signed by Chair of 
the Committee. 

Final SOIs received by 
officers. 

6 May 2016  

Final SOIs provided to 
Committee for approval. 

23 June 2016  

 

Discussion 
6. The 2016/17 Letters of Expectation will be split into three parts: 

An introductory section stressing the importance of the SOIs, the need for quality and 
noting any general issues largely affecting all the CCOs. 

A short, focused section outlining the key issues for each CCO from an ownership 
perspective. 

A more detailed appendix outlining what needs to be covered by the particular CCOs 
in their draft SOIs. 

 
General Issues 

7. Through the Letter of Expectation, each CCO will be asked to discuss the following 
general issues: 

 Their continued alignment with the Council’s relevant strategic priorities and policies 
as signalled in year two of the 2015-25 10-year plan, through the Economic Growth 
Agenda and the Urban Growth Plan, and any material changes. 

 Each CCO is to ensure that their annual report and audited financial statements for 
the year ended 2016/17 include, by way of comparison, the budget from the 
Statement of Intent for the same period.  This expectation extends to the current 
financial year ended 2015/16.  

 
Specific Issues 

Wellington Zoo Trust 

 Set a goal to achieve an accessibility gold standard in 2016/17. 

 Continue to develop ways to achieve wider engagement across the visitor 
experience. 
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  With the Zoo’s 10-year capital development plan coming to an end, prepare a briefing to 
review the overall project with respect to having achieved the plan’s stated objectives. 

 

Karori Sanctuary Trust 

 The Trust will continue to develop and improve its accessibility standards.   

 Continue to develop the educational offerings at the sanctuary.   

 Maintain the focus on developing complimentary relationships in science and 
education.   

 Continue to develop the Trust’s understandings of its visitor demographics and other 
utilisation measures.   

 
 
 

Attachments 
Nil  
 

Authors Richard Hardie, Portfolio Manager 
Warwick Hayes, CCO Project Manager  

Authoriser Derek Fry, Director City Growth & Partnerships  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
Not applicable. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
Not applicable. 
 
Financial implications 
The CCOs work within the confines of the Council’s overall Long Term Plan and Annual Plan 
framework. 
 
Policy and legislative implications 
Not relevant. 
 
Risks / legal  
Not relevant. 
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
The CCOs work with the Council and other organisations as part of considering 
environmental sustainability in their operations, including with the Council’s Our Living City 
programme. 
 
Communications Plan 
Officers will incorporate feedback from the Committee into the formal Letters of Expectation 
that will be sent to the chair of the relevant CCO. 
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 4. Operational 
 
 

OUR LIVING CITY FUND- OCTOBER 2015 
 
 

Purpose 
1. Provides recommendations for the distribution of the Council’s Our Living City Fund 

 

Summary 
2. The Council provides grants to assist community groups to undertake projects that 

meet community needs. Grants are also a mechanism for achieving the Council’s 
objectives and strategic priorities, especially those priorities that rely on community 
organisations carrying out specific activities. 

3. The 2013 review of the grant criteria proposed a move away from generic criteria in 
favour of specific criteria for each fund. While each pool may share a number of 
criteria, others would be tailored to suit the particular demands of that community of 
interest and relevant Council outcomes 

 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Agree to the recommendations in the table 

  Organisation Project  
Total 

Project 
Cost 

Amount 
requested 

Recom-
mended 

Comments 

1 WorkerBe Oasis 
Irrigation 
infrastructure 

$28,299 $6,700 $718 

Support for irrigation, 
excluding tanks, can 
explore further 
options for longer 
term self sufficiency. 

2 
Sustainable 
Coastlines 
Charitable Trust 

Love Your 
Coast 
Wellington 2015 

$46,340 $10,000 $3,000 

Contribution to 
coastal clean-up's 
engaging with 
children and young 
people during 
summer months. 
Also recc. support 
through Social and 
Recreation Fund. 
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3 
Makara Model 
School 

Makara Model 
School Garden 
and Native Bush 
Project 

$8,500 $8,500 $500

Support for tools for 
initial start up, can 
apply for compost via 
Council. 

4 

The Research 
Trust of Victoria 
University of 
Wellington 

Biophilic Map of 
Wellington 
Stage 2 

$3,254 $3,254 $3,254

Support for second 
stage of 
development of 
online interactive 
biophillic map of 
Wellington. 

5 
Conservation 
Volunteers New 
Zealand 

Community 
Conservation 

$5,000 $5,000 $5,000
Support for volunteer 
community 
conservation projects 

6 
Helix Organics 
Ltd 

Alternative weed 
management 
solutions -
review 

$5,000 $5,000 $0

Research project, 
lower priority given 
pressure on available 
funding 

7 
New Zealand 
Bio-Recording 
Network Trust 

NatureWatch 
NZ Wellington 
workshops 

$10,100 $6,000 $3,900

Support for co-
ordination and 
delivery, Council 
hosting the events 

8 

Wellington Open 
Science Lab- 
umbrella via 
Ngaio Crofton 
Downs 
Residents 
Association 

Outfit of pop-up 
Wellington Open 
Science Lab 

$8,250 $8,200 $4,150

Volunteer run 
popular science lab 
project working with 
community groups, 
children and young 
people, support for 
equipment costs for 
open sessions 

9 
EcoGecko 
Consultants 

Geckos in the 
City 

$17,700 $17,700 $0

Project needs further 
development, with 
potential support 
from Council for 
summer of 
2016/2017 

$132,44
3 $70,354 $20,522
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Background 
4. Grants and funding are included in the Annual Plan to provide an appropriate 

mechanism for the Council to respond to community groups that are undertaking 
projects that: 
 Meet a need identified by the community.  
 Align with council’s strategic goals and community outcomes.  
 Rely to some extent on participation and engagement by community 

organisations 

5. Organisations and projects are funded through both contracts and contestable grants 
pools. The contestable pools provide grants that are discretionary, short term and 
generally project based in nature. The Council also enters into multi-year contracts 
when it has an interest in ensuring particular activities occur that contribute to Council’s 
strategies or policies. For example with the Sustainability Trust  for a range of projects, 
some of which serve to deliver on outcomes relating to this fund through their activity at 
the Eco Centre on Forresters Lane and within the wider community, in particular 
around sustainability, community education and related to waste and urban agriculture. 

6. The assessment process funding may include consultation with; the applicant, persons 
or organisations referred to in the application and Council officers, these would be 
across a range of activity areas, in the case of these applications across Parks, Sports 
and Recreation (Biodiversity and Environmental Partnerships) and Community 
Services (Urban Agriculture). Applicants are given two working days to respond to a 
request for more information.  

7. To ensure funds are used appropriately, conditions may be suggested should funding 
be approved. This is usually in cases where applicants need to use funds for a specific 
aspect of their budget or where landowner approval or the approval of plans/designs. 

8. The original information provided through online application has been made available 
to Councillors via the hub 

Discussion 
9. The Our Living City Fund supports community organisations for projects that meet the 

criteria for the fund. This is second of three funding rounds for 2015-16 which had a 
closing date of 29 October 2015. The next funding round has a closing date of 29 
March 2016. 

10. There are nine applications in this funding round with organisations requesting a total 
of $70,354. Officers are recommending the Environment Committee support  seven 
projects with grants totalling $20,522.   

 

Contact Officers 
Mark Farrar, Senior Advisor- Funding and Relationships 

Myfanwy Emeny, T/L Biodiversity and Urban Ecology, Parks, Sport and Recreation 

Sarah Adams, Community Advisor- Urban Agriculture 

Tim Park, Environmental Partnership Leader 
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 Attachments 
Attachment 1. Our Living Fund Criteria   Page 126
  
 

Author Mark Farrar, Team Leader Funding and Relationships  
Authoriser Greg Orchard, Chief Operating Officer  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
The assessment process funding includes consultation with; the applicant, persons or 
organisations referred to in the application and other Council officers, across a range of 
activity areas, in the case of these applications across Parks, Sports and Recreation and  
Community Services business units.   
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
For the Our Living City Fund there are specific criteria and questions relating to Maori, for the 
Our Living City Fund applicants are asked to describe how their project serves to support 
kaitiaki of the environment. 
 
Financial implications 
The Long Term Plan makes provision for community grants in several places - 2.1.6 - 
Community environmental initiatives, 3.1.4 - Grants and creative workforce, 4.1.4 – (Arts 
and) Cultural grants, and 5.2.4 - Grants (Social and Recreation). The Our Living City Fund 
comes under project C652. The Social and Recreation and neighbours Day Funds under 
C678 and the Arts and Culture Fund under C661. 
 
Policy and legislative implications 
Council funds have been created to assist community initiatives in line with Council strategy. 
Council Officers engage and consult widely with a range of groups and organisations before 
funding applications are made and throughout the assessment process.  
 
Risks / legal  
There are no legal risks. 
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
There are no impacts on climate change to consider. 
 
Communications Plan 
There is no communication plan required. 
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 REPORT BACK ON SUBMISSIONS: ALLOWING CAMPING AS 
A MANAGED ACTIVITY ON PART OF HAPPY VALLEY PARK  
 
 

Purpose 
1. Following the ‘Allowing Camping at Happy Valley Park Subcommittee’ meeting, the 

purpose of this paper is to report back to Environment Committee on the outcome of 
consultation to amend the Suburban Reserves Management Plan to allow camping as 
a managed activity on part of Happy Valley Park, and to make a recommendation on 
the management plan amendment. 

Summary 
2. In August 2015, Officers reported to Environment Committee on progress with 

investigations to find a low cost motorhome and camping park in Wellington. 

3. It was agreed by the Environment Committee to consult on a proposed amendment to 
the Suburban Reserve Management Plan to allowing camping at Happy Valley Park, 
and to seek public feedback on how the proposed camp ground should be managed. 

4. The four week consultation period on the proposed amendment ran from 14 September 
to 12 October. 

5. The Council received 128 written submissions and the subcommittee heard ten oral 
submissions on Wednesday 4 November 2015. Of the 128 submissions, 73% were 
from the southern ward, 59% oppose the amendment, 37% gave their support and 4% 
neither opposed nor supported it. 

6. Major concerns expressed from submitters include; unsuitable site conditions, health 
and safety issues especially risk to school children behavioural and security issues, 
increase in traffic and parking problems, damage to the stream, noise and rubbish 
concerns, negative impact on existing users, no benefit to the local community and the 
campground is not viable. 

7. The key reasons why submitters supported the amendment included; high demand, 
good location and site, local benefits, good for tourism and will help manage freedom 
camping. 

8. In regards to how the camp ground should be managed 57 submitters answered this 
question with 23 selecting self-service management option, 31 selecting the onsite 
management option and 3 selecting other management options. 

9. The management of the camp ground is a key issue in considering the cost benefit of 
the proposal.  

10. Due to the pressure on current restricted Freedom Camping sites and general freedom 
camping pressure over last summer, Officers were endeavouring to provide an 
additional location for people to camp responsibly for the upcoming summer.  One 
scenario was that if the management plan amendment was approved, freedom 
camping might be possible at the Happy Valley Park car park. Given the level of 
concern locals have expressed over camping in this locality, freedom camping is not 
recommended here. This means that for the coming summer, options for people to 
camp are still limited. However, it also means that there are no longer the same time 
constraints over the decision-making so long as the focus is to provide for camping for 
Summer 2016/17. 
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 11. There are four options available to the subcommittee and these include 
 Option 1. Approve amendment (subject to obtaining resource consent) based on 

self-service type management option 
 Option 2. Approve the amendment (subject to obtaining resource consent) based 

on onsite management option. 
 Option 3. Decline the amendment 
 Option 4. Delay decision on the amendment until early 2016, to explore other site 

options and undertake further market research over summer 2015/16. 

Officers recommend Option 4, to delay the decision on the amendment to allow for a 
review of the model and options. What has been clear through this consultation 
process is that for a location such as Happy Valley Park, there is a high expectation of 
full time on-site management. The size of the proposed area is limited, and so cost-
benefit is poor. There may be a better alternative for a fully managed larger 
campground elsewhere and Officers would like to continue to investigate this over this 
summer period.     

 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Agree to delay the decision on the amendment to the Suburban Reserves 
Management Plan 2015 until the next Environment Committee meeting. 

3. Note that Officers will explore other site options and undertake further market research 
over summer 2015/16. 

4. Note that the site will not be available as a freedom camping location.  
 

 

Background 
12. Wellington is a popular destination for campervans and ‘self-drive tourists’. Although 

Freedom Camping Bylaws have been reviewed and are permissive, current demand 
for appropriate areas for people to stay outweighs supply, particularly for non-self-
contained camping. In August 2015, Officers reported to Environment Committee on 
progress with investigations to find a low cost motorhome and camping park in 
Wellington. 

13. Of the sites potentially available within the popular central, southern and eastern 
suburbs of Wellington, the recommended site was the carpark area at Happy Valley 
Park. This site was recommended because it provided for the minimal displacement of 
existing users, is zoned Open Space A and managed as a sport and recreation area, 
relatively easy to find and on route to the popular south coast, has potential to enhance 
amenity values through landscape development and has good access to services 
(water, power, dump station). 

14. To allow camping at Happy Valley Park, an amendment to the Suburban Reserves 
Management Plan is required, and the four week consultation period on this 
amendment ran from 14 September until 12 October 2015.  Development of the 
campground would still be subject to resource consent and funding (for consideration 
through the 2016/17 Annual Plan).  
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 Discussion 
Results and analysis of the public consultation 

15. The Council received 128 written submissions from a range of individuals and 
organisations. 73% of the submitters live in the southern ward. 

16. 76 (59%) submitters oppose the proposed amendment while 47 (37%) gave their 
support and 5 (4%) submitters neither support nor opposed it. 

 
 

17. Officers also analysed the number of submissions from residents who live on Happy 
Valley Road. Of these, 19 oppose the proposal (60%), 10 support it (31%) and 3 (9%) 
neither oppose nor support. There would be other submitters that live in the streets 
above that would be able to view the site as well. A comprehensive visual impact 
assessment would need to be completed and considered as part of the resource 
consent process.  

18. Major concerns expressed by those that opposed the proposal are outlined in the 
following table along with officer’s response. An analysis of submissions is attached in 
Appendix A. 

59%

37%

4%

Q1. Do you support the amendment to the SRMP which 
will allow camping on part of Happy Valley Park?

n= 128

Oppose

Support

Neither
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Table 1. Major concerns raised by submitters 
 
# Major concerns   Response 
1. Unsuitable site  

The site is unsuitable for a camp 
ground given its distance from 
the CBD, it’s exposed and 
windswept, has limited sun, is 
unattractive with no views. It is 
also located next to the City’s 
landfill. 

The site would be developed and enhanced 
through good landscape design and planting. 
Additional planting and mounding would be 
considered in the detailed design stage to 
provide wind protection. 
Feedback from NZMCA states that members will 
stay in a campground at the site. 
The City’s southern landfill is located off Happy 
Valley Road but would have no effects on the 
campground. 
 

 Health and safety  
The campground is too close to 
Owhiro Bay School & 
Kindergarten. More strangers in 
the area could potentially put 
children at risk  and in danger, 
especially those walking to 
school and playing on the 
sportsfield 

The site is approximately 500m away from the 
School and Kindergarten. 
Feedback from the Holiday Accommodation 
Parks Association is that Holiday Parks provided 
6.8 million guest nights last year and the core 
business is families. During the peak season 
(February) there were almost equal proportions 
of domestic and international visitors (51% to 
49%) and gender split is relatively even. Middle 
aged visitors dominate the domestic market, in 
contrast a large proportion of international 

7%

24%

18%

9%

9%

9%

9%

8%

7%

Major  concerns 
n=76

unsuitable site conditions

Health and safety issues

Increased traffic and
parking problems

Damage to stream

Noise concerns

Rubbish concerns

impact on existing use
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 visitors are aged under 35 (53%). Visitors from 
37 countries were represented, but most 
commonly international guests were from 
Australia, Germany or the UK. Problems 
experienced are typically around locals breaking 
into holiday parks to steal from guests or from 
the parks themselves. 
Dangerous behavior by visitors has not been 
experienced at the local camping areas (paid and 
free).  

3. Health and safety  
Inappropriate behaviour from 
campers such as drinking, 
partying, roaming around private 
property. (Including vandalising 
the school).  Residents feeling 
unsafe and worried about 
security. 

In addition to the above comments, any potential 
behavioural issues would be mitigated through 
management and security visits at night. Camp 
ground rules and responsibilities would be 
established. 
 
The school is private property. There is no 
evidence suggesting that campers will cause 
vandalism to private property. 

4. Traffic safety  
Increase in traffic on an already 
busy and dangerous road. 
No pedestrian crossing for 
school children 

Based on the recent traffic counts along Happy 
Valley Road an extra 33 vehicle per day equates 
to an increase of 1.2 %. 
The Council is consulting on lowering the speed 
limit to 50km along this part of Happy Valley 
Road. 
Detailed traffic and parking assessment and 
effects would be considered through the 
Resource Management Act (RMA) consent 
process. 

5. Parking problems 
Concerned about sport field 
users parking along Happy 
Valley Road causing 
congestion. 

Feedback from the sporting codes indicated that 
many sport field users already park along the 
road and that the car park area is not critical for 
them. 
Sports field utilization statistics show relatively 
low numbers of hours between January 
2014 and Dec 2014. The park was not booked 
during Jan – Mar. The highest month was Nov 
(75 hours) the lowest Oct (4 Hours). The park 
was used for college and junior cricket and 
football.  
A detailed parking assessment and effects would 
be considered through the RMA consent 
process. 

6.  Environmental Impact 
Concerned about damage to the 
stream from campers bathing, 
toileting and polluting the 
stream. 

The Council recognises the ecological and 
amenity importance of the stream so its 
protection in association with any site 
development would be very important. 
Shower, toilet and rubbish facilities would be 
provided at the site. 
 
Through the detailed design stage a low barrier 
fence would be considered to define the 
boundaries of the camp ground and manage 
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 stream access. 
Given the community concerns, Freedom 
camping at the site this summer is not 
recommended. 
Illegal dumping is an existing problem at the site, 
having additional presence at the site is likely to 
reduce the illegal dumping issue. 

7. Noise Noise assessment and effects would be 
considered through the RMA consent process. 
The Council cannot guarantee no noise issues 
would occur but would manage noise through; 
nightly security visits, existing noise compliant 
process, camp rules and responsibilities. 

8. Rubbish Rubbish facilities would be provided onsite, 
suitable for windy conditions. Regular (daily or 
twice daily) collection would occur depending on 
occupation levels. 

9. Impact on existing use Statistics from the Council’s sport fields booking 
system the sports fields have low utilisation 
rates. Low hours between Jan 2014 – Dec 2014. 
The park was not booked during Jan –Mar. The 
highest used month was Nov with 75 hours. 
 
The proposed camp ground is going to be within 
the footprint of the existing car park area so other 
users would still be able to use the sports fields 
for informal recreational use.  
 
The existing toilets and changing sheds will 
remain for sport field users and a new ablution 
block would be developed for the campers. 

10. No local benefit Given the objectives and requirements of a camp 
ground provision in Wellington, the benefits of 
providing a low cost camp ground in Happy 
Valley Park are more heightened at a city and 
community level than a local level. The key 
benefits include; 

 Environmental benefits; protecting our 
more scenic and ecologically sensitive 
open space areas from inappropriate 
camping activity. Reducing overcrowding 
of campers in restricted camping sites.  
 

 Economic benefits; providing more 
accommodation options for visitors 
means they can stay and spend in our 
city, which may also provide opportunities 
for new businesses to establish. The 
peak season Holiday Park Visitors survey 
(April 2015) commissioned by the Holiday 
Parks Association of New Zealand found 
that excluding accommodation, holiday 
park guests spent $119 on average day, 
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 most commonly on activities, 
snacks/groceries and fuel. Generally 
expenditure on accommodation, fuel, 
snacks/groceries, and 
activities/attractions has increased since 
2012/13.  
 

 Recreation benefits; protect public access 
to high use and popular areas especially 
around the south coast. Reduces conflicts 
between existing users and campers by 
having a site where displacing of existing 
users are low. Provides an opportunity for 
visitors to experience and use our open 
space and park network. 
 

 Social and community benefits; 
Strengthen Wellington’s reputation as a 
positive and safe place to stay. Fulfils a 
growing need in the self-drive camping 
holiday market.  Helps provide a solution 
in managing freedom camping by offering 
visitors an alternative place to stay. May 
strengthen community safety and 
surveillance by having more people in the 
area, more activity reduces antisocial 
behaviour. 
 

 
11. Viability of the campground. 

The camp ground will get bad 
reviews, no one will use it. 
The space/size and potential 
revenue doesn’t warrant or 
support on site management. 
The development and 
maintenance cost will be high 
which means higher user pay 
costs for a substandard location 
Costs outweigh the benefits. 
Ratepayers will subsidise it. 

Based on our financial and management 
scenarios, the camp ground is likely to be cost 
neutral under the self-service type management. 
It would require additional Council operational 
funding under the on-site management option. 
The objective is to provide a low cost camping 
option in the city so keeping the 
accommodation costs low is a priority. 
 

 

19. The key reasons  why submitters supported the proposal included;  
 High demand and need for a camp ground 

 Good location and site 

 Benefit for the local community 

 Good for tourism 

 Help manage  freedom camping 
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20. 57 submitters provided an answer to question 2. If you support camping as an activity 

in this area, do you have an opinion on how the camp ground should be managed? 
The results included; 
a. 23 selected self-service with daily visits 
b. 31 selected an onsite manager 
c. 3 selected other options 
d. 11 provided comments but no answer 
e. 61 did not answer the question. 

 
 
 
21. Question 3 and 4 of the submission form asked if there were any changes you think 

should be included and any other comments. In summary; 

32%

28%

21%

6%

13%

Key reasons from supporters
n= 47

High demand for

Good location & site

Benefit the local
community

Good for tourism

18%

24%

2%

9%

47%

Question 2. If you support camping as an activity in 
this area, do you have an opinion on how the Camp 

Ground should be managed?
n = 128

Self service with daily visits

On site manager

Other

no answer but commented

No comment
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 22. The majority of comments related to changing the location with some submitters 
suggesting alternative sites such as Shelly Bay, Princess Bay and Red Rocks (Te 
Kopahou).  

23. Some submitters commented on the Freedom camping problems and issues occurring 
at Te Kopahou and that these problems would be experienced at the proposed site.  

24. A few submitters were concerned about the lack of information provided, the timing and 
process Council was following. 

25. Some submitters gave suggestions relating to the design and management of the 
camp ground such as; improve public transport, install CCTV security cameras, have 
additional planting and appropriate rubbish bins. 

26. Some submitters suggested alternative management options to help manage the 
freedom camping issues. Suggestions included; provision of facilities in the middle of 
town with a $5 night charge, a central management system where campers book their 
number of nights stay, are provided with rules and responsibilities about camping in 
Wellington, pay, display and park in a variety of places; Council to look at a multiple 
sites for freedom camping; allow campervans to use carparks next to public toilets; 
Restricted number of campervans per car park with restricted hours. 

 

Financial and Management Considerations 

27. It was stated in the previous Committee report (6 August 2015) that if the amendment 
was approved then the Happy valley Park site could be accommodate the non-self- 
contained camper this summer (2015/16) as a freedom camping site with basic 
facilities provided in the existing sports pavilion. Given the level of opposition, 
behavioural and management concerns raised by the local community, it is 
recommended not to use the site as a freedom camping spot this summer. 

28. Indicative capital costs of $360,000-$450,000 are required to develop the camp ground 
at Happy Valley Park car park. Development would include levelling, surfacing, access, 
camp site layout, signage, lighting, landscape design and planting, provision of 
ablutions and a basic kitchen. 

29. Given the significant investment required, some initial surveys have been carried out 
with existing campers at the restricted freedom camping sites to better understand the 
likely market for a camp ground. To date 39 visitors have been surveyed. The small 
sample size means that we are unable to draw any strong conclusions. 80% of 
respondents are from overseas, 45% of which are from Germany which is by far the 
most common country of residence. 85% of the respondents were 18-30 years of age. 
When asked what was important in choosing a place to stay the top five factors were: 
free, close to city, good facilities, close to ferry/airport, natural surroundings. Two-thirds 
of the sample would be either ‘quite’ or ‘extremely’ likely to visit the new camp ground 
location based on the description given (which included it costing between $10-15 per 
person per night). This proportion did not change based on whether or not freedom 
camping sites were available in Wellington. Other information of interest is that about 
one third of people were in self-contained campervans, and the majority were in non-
self-contained vehicles. About 74% heard about the freedom camping location via an 
App. For comparison, other managed camp sites within Wellington, Porirua and Hutt 
City are listed in Appendix B.  

30. The management of the campground is a key issue in considering the cost-benefit of 
the proposal. The likely revenue or income is dependent on charge rates and 
occupancy levels. Officers have completed a number of estimated scenarios and these 
are summarised in the following table. See Appendix C for further detail.  
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Table 2. Estimated revenue/ income 
Occupancy 
levels (yearly 
average), 
based on two 
people per site 

Charge rate options 

$10 per person (pp) $15pp $20pp 

54% $102k $153k $204k 
66% $126k $188k $251k 
73% $138k $209k $277k 
100% $189k $284k $378k 

 

31. Four management scenarios and associated costs have been identified and are 
described below. Each includes staff time, cleaning, maintenance, rubbish, 
utility services, security, and administration costs. 

32. Scenario 1. Self-service management option with daily visits. Based on 20 hours per 
week staff time. Estimated operating cost is $159,000 per annum (including 
depreciation and interest). At $15 per person and 54% occupancy across a year, this 
breaks-even. 

33. Scenario 2. On site management option. Based on 12 hours per day/84 hours per 
week staff time. Estimated cost is $223,000. At $15 per person and 54% occupancy 
across a year, this would cost $69,808 pa to run (break-even would be 79% 
occupancy).  

34. Scenario 3. Onsite management option with reduced winter hours. Based on 12 hours 
per day, for six months (Oct – March), and 7 hours per day for the other six months 
(April – Sept). Estimated cost is $205,000.  At $15 per person at 54% occupancy, this 
would cost $52,204 pa (break-even would be 73% occupancy). 

35. Scenario 4. Live-in (24/7) manager. Based on being staffed for 12 hours per day, with a 
security presence overnight (12 hours) year round. Estimated operating cost is 
$303,238. At $15 per person at 54% occupancy, this would cost $154,308 pa to run (it 
does not break-even at $15 per person and full occupancy).  

 
Options 

36. Option 1. Approve amendment to allow a camp ground on part of Happy Valley Park 
(subject to obtaining resource consent) and based on self-service type management 
option. Eighteen percent (18%) of submitters supported this option. The point of 
difference of this option is that it would be operationally cost neutral, (at $15pp with a 
yearly average occupation level above 54%).  

37. Option 2. Approve amendment to allow a camp ground on part of Happy Valley Park 
(subject to obtaining resource consent) and based an on-site management option. 
Thirty-one percent (31%) of submitters supported this option. The additional 
advantages of this option are that it provides a higher level of service and management 
which would help alleviate many of the concerns raised by submitters. However, this 
option would require additional annual operational funding to support its ongoing 
management and the cost-benefit is poor. 

38. Option 3. Decline the amendment. Fifty nine percent (59%) of submitters oppose the 
proposal. As mentioned above many of their concerns relate to the management, level 
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 of service and design of the camp ground. The effects of the camping activity would be 
considered through the Resource Consent process. This option is a consideration 
based on the business and financial risk to Council as well as the high level of local 
community opposition. 

39. Option 4. Delay decision on the amendment until early 2016, to explore other site 
options and undertake further market research over summer 2015/16. Under this 
option the Council can further explore an alternative site(s) against a new model of an 
on-site camp manager, as well as continue to engage with tourism industry 
stakeholders. It also allows further market research to be undertaken during the up and 
coming summer to assess the demographics and preferences of current freedom 
campers. Delaying the decision until early 2016 would still allow development by 
summer 2016/17 if approved. 

40. Officer’s recommend Option 4; delay the decision on the amendment to explore 
other site options and undertake further market research. This is recommended 
because there may be alternative sites available that were not viable earlier in the year 
when the initial site analysis was carried out in the context of providing low cost 
accommodation in more of a self-serve manner. Community preference is for on-site 
management in this suburban location, which means that the cost/benefit of this site is 
poor and presents financial risk to the Council and an ongoing rates contribution.  

 
 
Next Actions 

41. If the Management Plan amendment was to be approved, the next stages include; 
seeking resource consent and camping ground regulation licence, and preparing a 
business case detailing capital and operational expenditure for consideration as part of 
the 16/17 Annual Plan. Key community stakeholders could be invited to be part of the 
detailed design process prior to resource consent being submitted and any 
management plan amendment could be subject to resource consent being approved. 

42. However, Officers recommend that the next step is the exploration of alternative site 
options this summer. While a thorough assessment of potential sites was carried out 
earlier this year, this was under a context of a ‘self-serve’ management model, rather 
than a full time on-site camp manager. A review of potential sites which could 
potentially meet this criterion needs to be carried out.      

43. Officers are currently surveying campervan visitors and gathering detailed information 
relating to; self-containment, visitor profile, length of stay, location of stay, location 
priorities and level of importance, and whether or not they would stay at the proposed 
Happy Valley Park camp ground at a cost of approximately $10 -$15 per person. This 
survey has just begun and could continue over the summer peak season and could be 
reviewed to provide a more general understanding of market demand. The information 
gathered from the survey will provide officers with a good understanding of the target 
audience, their priorities and expectations.  Full results from this survey would be 
reported back to the Committee if the decision is delayed until the New Year.  

44. Establishing, developing and managing a camp ground is a significant investment and 
business decision for the City. Decisions regarding its location should ensure all 
possible alternatives have been fully explored and cost/benefit /risks considered.  

45. Officers will also continue to work with the NZ Tourism Industry Association and the NZ 
Holiday Parks Association of NZ to ensure that all possible sites have been 
investigated fully, including their economic viability. 
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 46. Report back to the Environment Committee in early 2016 on the outcome of 
investigation of alternative site(s), market research and recommended next steps.  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
Public feedback was invited on the proposed amendment to the Suburban Reserves 
Management Plan to allowing camping on part of Happy Valley Park. Consultation ran from 
14 September to 12 October. The Council received 128 written submissions and the 
subcommittee heard ten oral submissions on Wednesday 4 November 2015. Of the 128 
submissions, 73% were from the southern ward, 59% oppose the amendment, 37% gave 
their support and 4% neither opposed nor supported it. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
No Treaty of Waitangi implications have been identified at this site, but subject to the 
Committee decision on this paper, feedback on the draft amendment to the Management 
Plan will be sought. 
 
Financial implications 
If the campground development proceeds there will be cost implications for the Annual Plan 
with additional and new funding required for both the capital development and operating 
costs.  
 
Policy and legislative implications 
The proposed amendment to the Suburban Reserves Management Plan and public 
consultation is being carried out in accordance with the Reserves Act.   
 
Risks / legal  
The key risk is ongoing opposition from the local community which may extend through the 
Resource Consent stages. In addition we must ensure we are providing a service which is as 
efficient and effective as possible.  
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
Climate change particularly sea level rise has been considered during the site analysis 
phase. 
 
Communications Plan 
Not required. 
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 Appendix A 

Analysis of submissions 

Key issue  Submitters  Response 

Unsuitable site for camping. Including 
exposed weather conditions, 
windswept, limited sunlight, 
unattractive location, no views and 
close to the City’s landfill. 

4,6,7,9,30,34,66,71,81,85.  The site would be developed and enhanced through good 
landscape design and planting. 
Additional planting and mounding would be considered in 
the detailed design to provide protection from the wind. 
Feedback from the NZMCA states that members will stay in 
a campground at the site. 
The Southern landfill is located off Happy Valley Road but 
would have no effects on the camp ground. 

Concerned about the camp ground 
being in close proximity to Owhiro Bay 
School and kindergarten .More 
strangers in the area could potential 
put school children at risk and in 
danger, especially those waking to 
school past the camp ground. 
 

11,12,16,23,34,41,51,55,58,59,
64,65,66,69, 
70,73,77,81,82,87,91,93,94,95,
99,102,104, 
107,109,110,114,115,116,117,
121,126,128. 

The site is approximately 500m away from the school and 
kindergarten.  
Feedback from the Holiday Accommodation Parks 
Association of New Zealand is that Holiday Parks provided 
6.8 million guest nights last year and the core business is 
families. During the peak season (February) there were 
almost equal proportions of domestic and international 
visitors (51% to 49%) and gender split is relatively even. 
Middle aged visitors dominate the domestic market, in 
contrast a large proportion of international visitors are aged 
under 35 (53%). Visitors from 37 countries were 
represented, but most commonly international guests were 
from Australia, Germany or the UK. Problems experienced 
are typically around locals breaking into holiday parks to 
steal from guests or from the parks themselves. 
Dangerous behavior by visitors has not been experienced at 
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 the local camping areas (paid and free).  
 

Inappropriate behaviour from the 
campers. Such as drinking, end of 
peacefulness, strangers roaming 
around, and residents feeling unsafe 
and worried about security. Vandalism 
to private property including the 
school. 
 
Homeless people will come and stay. 

20,40,74,73,79,70,85,117,99  In addition to the above comments, any potential 
behavioural issues would be mitigated through on site 
management and security visits at night. Camp ground rules 
& responsibilities would be established. 
 
The school is private property. There is no evidence 
suggesting that campers would cause vandalism to private 
property. 
 
The camp ground would have a limit on the number of 
nights stay to avoid permanent residents living on site. 
 
 
 

Traffic safety issues especially an 
increase in traffic and heavy vehicles, 
already on a busy fast road. 
Currently a dangerous road with no 
pedestrian crossing for school children.
How is Council going to manage 
campervans on the wrong side of the 
road? 
Dust o issues on the road and poor 
visibility around bend 

9,16,25,40, 
58,64,65,69,74,82,87,99,104,1
05,107,109,110,115, 
117,118,121,122,123 

Based on recent traffic counts along Happy Valley Road, an 
extra 33 vehicles per day equates to a 1.2 % increase. 
The Council is consulting on lowering the speed limit to 50 
km along this part of Happy Valley Road. 
Detailed traffic and parking assessment would be 
considered through the resource consent process and any 
effects mitigated. 
 

Concerned about sport field users 
having to park along the road, causing 
more congestion. 

30,31,52,58,59,61,62,65,63,74,
105,118 

Feedback from the sporting codes indicates that sport fields 
users already park along the road and that the car parking 
area is not critical for them. 
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 Parked cars blocking the footpath.  The sports fields have low utilisation rates. Low hours 
between Jan 2014 – Dec 2014. The park was not booked 
during Jan –Mar. The highest used month was Nov with 75 
hours. 
A detailed parking assessment and the effects would be 
considered through the resource consent process. 
 

Environment impacts especially on the 
stream. Including campers bathing, 
toileting and polluting the stream. 

11,12,29,31,32,34,69,70,81,94,
95,102,114,116,117,121,122 

The Council recognises the ecological and amenity importance of 
the stream so its protection in association with any site 
development would be very important. 

 
Shower and toilet facilities would be provided in the 
developed camp ground. Along with rubbish bins. 
 
Given the community concerns, Freedom Camping at the 
site this summer is not recommended. 
 
Through the detailed design stage a low barrier fence would 
be considered to define the boundaries of the camp ground 
and manage stream access. 
 
Illegal dumping is an existing problem at the site, having a 
camp ground and additional presence would reduce the 
illegal dumping issue. 

Increase noise levels from the camp 
ground, especially in a semi rural 
generally quiet community. 

20,31,40,64,65,73,82,85,95,99,
109,117,122,123. 

The effects of noise would be considered through the 
resource consent process. 
The Council cannot guarantee no noise issues would occur 
but would manage noise through; nightly security visits, 
existing noise compliant process, camp rules and 
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 responsibilities. 
The Wellington Waterfront Motorhome Park has not 
experienced noise issues from campers, despite apartments 
nearby. 

Increase in rubbish and litter  12,20,25,29,34,40,41,51,81,82,
88,94,99,109,116,117,122 

Site appropriate rubbish facilities would be provided on site 
with regular daily or twice daily collection depending on 
occupation levels. 

The site has no local amenities; shops, 
cafes, dairy, food outlets, within 
walking distance. It has an infrequent 
bus service, with no public transport 
during weekends, and no local 
attractions. 
Improve the bus service/provide a 
better bus connection especially during 
events 
 

6,9,51,74,81,84  The nearest shops are about a 10 minute drive (30 minute 
walk), and it is about 14 minutes from the city centre (1 ½ 
hour walk). The ferry is about a 23 minute drive.  Judging by 
the popularity of Te Kopahou Reserve entrance, Owhiro Bay, 
for Freedom Camping it is expected that this is not a major 
constraint for campers, but a survey of visitors is being 
carried out to test this. 
 
This may also create an opportunity for local businesses to 
establish such as food outlets and transport opportunities. 
 
The site is within 15 minutes walking distance to the beach, 
and is near to many walking and mountain bike tracks in the 
area.  
 

Viability of a camp ground; it will get 
bad reviews,  
Low cost means low management 
The Space and potential revenue 
doesn’t warrant or support on site 
management. 
Development & maintenance cost 

4,9,33,34,71,74,78,82,,99,102,
120,121, 

Based on our financial and management scenarios, the 
camp ground is likely to be cost neutral under the self‐
service type management (with 20 hours per week staff 
time). It would require additional Council operational 
funding under the full time on‐site management option. 
The objective is to provide a low cost camping option in the 
city so keeping the accommodation costs low would be a 
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 high, means user pay costs high for a 
substandard location, no one will use it 
Cost will far outweigh the benefits. 
Rate payers subsiding campers 

priority. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Impact on existing use and open space.
The field is well used especially by 
others users (children). And is safe to 
use unsupervised. 
It’s a designated green space. 
The current toilets and changing rooms 
are not designed for campers. 
 

41,58,60,61,62,63,65,78,87,11
7,118,122, 

Statistics from the Council’s sport fields booking system the 
sports fields have low utilisation rates. Low hours between 
Jan 2014 – Dec 2014. The park was not booked during Jan –
Mar. The highest used month was Nov with 75 hours. 
 
The proposed camp ground is going to be within the 
footprint of the existing car park area so other users would 
still be able to use the sportsfields’ area for informal 
recreational use.  
 
The existing toilets and changing sheds will remain for sport 
field users and a new ablution block would be developed for 
the campers. 

Visual impact, The camp ground will be 
an eyesore. Not situated amongst like 
type activities 

12,51,79,81,122  The visual impact assessment will be considered as part of 
the resource consent process. 

Process related issues, such as; 
Unplanned, Council not prepared to 
state how it will be managed. 
Proposal is unclear. No information on 
revenue, expenses or capital costs 

79,80,98,120,121,122  Happy Valley Park is managed under the Suburban Reserves 
Management Plan (SRMP). 
The first stage of the proposal is to seek an amendment to 
the SRMP, to allow camping at Happy Valley Park, subject to 
public consultation. 
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 Does not say what alternatives have 
been considered. 
Order and timing, Obtain RMA consent 
and funding first. Council rushing it 
through to allow freedom camping this 
summer. 
Consultation occurred during the 
school holidays 
 

The Council has followed the process outlined in the 
Reserves Act for amendments to reserves management 
plans.  
If the amendment to allow the activity is approved the 
following stages include applying for resource consent, 
camping ground licence and funding in 2016/17 Annual plan 
process. 
The alternative sites which were considered are outlined in 
the Environment Committee report 6th August 2015. These 
included; part of Dorrie Leslie Park, Lyall Bay Road Reserve, 
and Cog Park and Evans Bay marina. 
 
It is recommended that if the amendment is approved then 
it is subject to obtaining Resource Consent.  

The camp ground adds no local benefit,  29,30,34,56,70,91,95,99,102, 
111,117, 118 

Given the objectives and requirements of a camp ground 
provision in Wellington, the benefits of providing a low cost 
camp ground in Happy Valley Park are more heightened at a 
city and community level than a local level. The key benefits 
include; 

 Environmental benefits; protecting our more scenic 
and ecologically sensitive open space areas from 
inappropriate camping activity. Reducing 
overcrowding of campers in restricted camping sites; 
 

 Economic benefits; providing more accommodation 
options for visitors means they can stay and spend in 
our city, which may also provide opportunities for 
new businesses to establish. The peak season 
Holiday Park Visitors survey (April 2015) 
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 commissioned by the Holiday Parks Association of 
New Zealand found that excluding accommodation, 
holiday park guests spent $119 on average day, most 
commonly on activities, snacks/groceries and fuel. 
Generally expenditure on accommodation, fuel, 
snacks/groceries, and activities/attractions has 
increased since 2012/13.  
 

 Recreation benefits; protect public access to high 
use and popular areas especially around the south 
coast. Reduces conflicts between existing users and 
campers by having a site where displacing of existing 
users are low. Provides an opportunity for visitors to 
experience and use our open space and park 
network. 
 

 Social and community benefits; Strengthen 
Wellington’s reputation as a positive and safe place 
to stay. Fulfils a growing need in the self drive 
camping holiday market.  Helps provide a solution in 
managing freedom camping by offering visitors an 
alternative place to stay. May strengthen community 
safety and surveillance by having more people in the 
area, more activity reduces antisocial behaviour. 
 
 

The camp ground will devalue our 
properties. Change the 
amenity/character of our 

65,69,82,102,118   
To the best of our knowledge there is no evidence to 
support this concern. 
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 neighbourhood. 
Negative Impact on school role 

 
 

Concerned about Freedom camping 
this summer and comparison with Te 
Kopahau.  
The freedom camping problems and 
issues being experienced at Te 
Kopahou will occur at this site. 
 
Suggested other options for managing 
freedom camping 

12,34,69,70.71,73,78,79,80,81,
88,91,95,119,121  

Given the concerns raised by the local community it is not 
recommended to use this site for a freedom camping spot 
this coming summer. 

This is a residential /urban area and a 
camp ground is not compatible. It’s too 
close to our housing development. 

29,30,34,40,58,66,82,111  Resource consent is required to establish a camp ground on 
open space zoned land. Happy Valley Park is zoned Open 
Space A. 

Ability to expand the camp site onto 
Happy Valley Park sports fields.   

64,69,80,117,121,122  The current proposal is to keep the camp ground within the 
existing footprint of the car park area. If the proposed camp 
ground is successful then expansion onto the sports field 
could occur at a later date if feasible. It’s likely that Council 
would undertake further public consultation regarding 
expansion. 

No limit on length of stay at the camp 
ground 

110  Camp ground rules and responsibilities would be 
established if the necessary approvals and consents are 
obtained. Rules would include a limit on the length of stay. 

Issue of free riders taking up residence 
outside the camp ground and parking 
in surrounding streets. 

117  This could be managed by having a security code system on 
the camp ground facilities. Those that have paid would 
receive a code.  
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 Appendix B Motor home and camping parks in Wellington area (excludes freedom camping sites) 

Name  No. of sites  Description/details  Amenities available  Cost per night 

Wellington 
Waterfront Motor 
home Park 

30 powered 
sites, 9 non 
powered. 

Central city 
location 
On site manager  
12 hours per day 
during peak season 
Bookings online 

Shower and toilet 
facilities 

$50 per 
vehicle  

Cuba Street Motor 
Home Park 

9 powered sites 
 

Self contained only 
Self operated 

No amenities  $29‐ $39 per 
night 

Wellington Top 10 
Holiday Park 
Hutt Park Road 

100 + sites 
 

Large motor homes 
welcome 
 

Full range of 
amenities 

$50 per site 
for 2 people 
$20 for extra 
people 

Capital Gateway 
Motor Inn 
(Top of Ngauranga 
Gorge) 

27 powered 
sites  

Bookings online 
Bus stop at 
entrance 

Full amenities  $46 per night 
for two 
people, $15 
for extra 
people 

Wellington Kiwi 
Holiday Park 
45 Akatarawa 
Road 
Upper Hutt 

36 powered 
sites 
50 non powered 
tent sites 

Bookings online 
25 mins from 
Wellington 
 

Full amenities 
including a dump 
station 

$40 per night 
for 2 adults for 
a powered 
site. 
 
$16 per adult 
per night and 
$10 per child 
per night for 
non powered 
site 
 

Rowena’s 
55 Brougham St, 
Mt Victoria 
 

2 small berths 
for camper vans 
and some space 
for tents 

Primarily a 
backpackers hostel 
but has space for 
some tents and 2 
small campervans 

   

Aotea Camp 
Ground 
3 Whitford Brown 
Ave 
Porirua 

Some powered 
and tents sites 

Handy to Porirua 
City. 
 

Shower. Toilets , 
dump station 

$26 for 2 
adults per 
night, $14 for 
extra adult. 
Child 2‐15 
years $7.00 

Camp Elsdon 
18 Raiha St 
Porirua 

10 powered 
sites 
20 tents sites 

1 km from Porirua 
city centre 
Book online 

Full amenities  $20 per adult 
per night 
$10 for extra 
adult 
$5 for child 
Tent sites is 
$10 per adult 
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Wellington City Motor Home Camp Ground - Happy Valley 

Capital Works: Note Estimates Only  Depreciation cost per annum

Estimated Depreciation Estimated
Total Rate Total 

1 Levelling and earthworks 10,000         20% 2,000                                     

2 Surfacing
a. Compacted basecourse 100deep 21,560         20% 4,312                                     
Timber posts markings 1,111           4% 44                                          
b. Heavy duty crossing 2,240           10% 224                                        

3 Lighting see security cameras aswell 20,000         7% 1,333                                     

4 Toilets-Kitchen
a. Relocate/reclad Portacoms 120,000       10% 12,000                                   
incl. Service connection/consents/hot water
b. Full renovation of Sports pavilion for campers 5% -                                         
and for sport team use 5% -                                         

 Cost of Relocatable Office 8,000           10% 800                                        

 Security cameras + LWD 5,000           33% 1,667                                     
 Contingency for the camera poles if not on lamp posts 8,000           10% 800                                        

-                                         
5 Laying of new services/connections - consents -              

road opening

6 Rubbish disposal area 5,000           10% 500                                        
-                                         

7 Boundary fencing - wooden two rail 52,000         4% 2,080                                     

8 Lsc and furniture picnic tables etc 20,000         10% 2,000                                     

9 Pay n display machine 20,000         20% 4,000                                     

10 New signage 7,000           10% 700                                        

Consents notified 16k, else part $8k 16,000         10% 1,600                                     
RMA-consulting community etc

Labour 10,000         10% 1,000                                     

Sub Total 325,911       35,060                                   

Contingency 32,591         10% 3,259                                     

358,502       38,320                                   

Average Depreciation Cost PA 36,726
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Expense 1 Expense 2 Expense 3 Expense 4
Expense Scenarios 20 Hours a 

Week
12 Hours a 

Day 84 
Hours a 
Week

12 hours a 
day 6 mths 
and 7 hours 

a day 6  
mths (Avg 

9.5 Hours a 
Day

24 Hours a 
Day 12 

Hours Staff 
12 Hours 
Security

Staff Costs
Rate per Hour 18.55 19,345       81,249       64,322       81,249       
ACC 0.01 193            812            643            812            
Kiwisaver 0.03 580            2,437         1,930         2,437         
Training 500            500            500            500            

20,619       84,999       67,395       84,999       

Contracts
Security contract - 12 hour presence estimate $270 a shift 98,550       
Security at Living Wage Rate plus 19% 18,725       
Other
Maintenance Buildings 5,000         5,000         5,000         5,000         
Maintenance Grounds 2,000         2,000         2,000         2,000         
FM Renewals
Materials 1,000         1,000         1,000         1,000         
Minor Capital Items
Professional
Legal/Debt Collection 500            500            500            500            

General Expenses
Electricity
Gas
Water 10,000       10,000       10,000       10,000       
Security $70 per month First Call 840            840            840            840            
Security FM5000
Cleaning 18,000       18,000       18,000       18,000       
Rubbish Collection twice a day in 
summer once in winter (wheelie bins) 8,000         8,000         8,000         8,000         
Rubbish Collection Around Camp 
Ground $42*6days*52weeks 13,104                        
Rubbish Collection Around Camp 
Ground $42*7days*52weeks 15,288                        15,288       15,288       15,288       15,288       
Rates 2,000         2,000         2,000         2,000         

Other
IT Costs 2,000         2,000         2,000         2,000         
EFTPOS 1,000         1,000         1,000         1,000         
Insurance 2,500         2,500         2,500         2,500         
Software
Mobile Phone One phone on a plan 1,200         1,200         1,200         1,200         
Telephone land line $90 a month 1,080         1,080         1,080         1,080         
Monthly radio connection fee for LWD 720            720            720            720            
Datalines
Travel/Parking 100            100            100            101            
Promotion and Advertising 3,000         3,000         3,000         3,000         
External Printing
Photocopying 100            100            100            100            
Leases Office Equiptment 250            250            250            250            
Stationery 50              50              50              50              
Postage 50              50              50              50              

706300 Plant and Hort Charges 4 hours 
twice a year 4                40                                160            160            160            160            
706300 Plant and Hort Charges plants 
spray etc 200            200            200            200            

General Expenses before Depreciation 95,657       160,037    142,433    277,312    

Depreciation Average depreciation -             -             -             -             
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Expense 1 Expense 2 Expense 3 Expense 4
Expense Scenarios 20 Hours a 

Week
12 Hours a 

Day 84 
Hours a 
Week

12 hours a 
day 6 mths 
and 7 hours 

a day 6  
mths (Avg 

9.5 Hours a 
Day

24 Hours a 
Day 12 

Hours Staff 
12 Hours 
Security

Allocations
Corporate Allocations includes call centre use bookings? 8,000         8,000         8,000         8,000         
Interest 5% 17,925       17,925       17,925       17,925       

Estimated Total Cost For Running the Camp Ground 121,582    185,962    168,358    303,238    

Income Assumptions
Number 

of 
Spaces

Campervan Parks 18
Car Parks 8

26

Original Estimate of Occuancy and 
Revenue Generated

Length of 
Season - 
Weeks

Length of 
Season - 

Days

Estimated Occupancy Spaces $20   Per 
Vehicle

$30   Per 
Vehicle

$40   Per 
Vehicle

Summer 12 84 90% 26 39,312       58,968       78,624       
Autumn 12 84 75% 26 32,760       49,140       65,520       
Winter 16 112 25% 26 14,560       21,840       29,120       
Spring 12 84 35% 26 15,288       22,932       30,576       

52 364 54% 101,920    152,880    203,840    

Breakeven Analysis
(Price per vehicle) $20 $30 $40

Per Night Per Night Per Night

Expense Scenario 1 (20 hrs a week) 64% 43% 32%
Expense Scenario 2 (12 hrs a day) 0% 65% 49%
Expense Scenario 3 (12 hrs a day peak season/7 hr 0% 59% 44%
Expense Scenario 4 (24 hrs a day) 0% 0% 80%

Occupancy Level to Breakeven 
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 WASTE MINIMISATION GRANT 
 
 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide recommendations to the Environment 

Committee for the distribution of the Council’s Waste Minimisation Seed Fund (the 
fund). 

Summary 
2. The Waste Minimisation Seed Fund  was developed in May 2015.This is the first round 

of a new Council fund . The fund is designed to support the development of reducing 
waste solutions. The fund intends to support new initiatives that complement and 
enhance existing programmes, or address gaps or opportunities. Funding will be 
allocated in order of priority according to the waste hierarchy: 

- Minimisation / avoidance / reduction of waste creation  

- Reuse of waste materials  

- Recycling of waste materials  

- Recovery of waste resource (the selective extraction of disposed materials for a 
specific next use, such as recycling, composting or generating energy).  

And priority waste streams and sectors: 

- Organic waste  

- Commercial and industrial waste  

- Community action and behaviour change.  

3. Ten applications were received from a variety of organisations following a six week 
application round.  Officers are recommending that six of applications are awarded 
funding from the fund. 

 

Recommendations 
That the Environment Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Agree to fund the projects listed below: 

 

Organisation Project Total 
Project 
Cost 

Amount 
Requested 

Recommended Comments 

Aro Creative Inc. Aro Waste 
Reduction 

$4080 $2880 $0 WCC does not fund inorganic 
waste collection services. WCC 
already provides an E-waste 
drop off site, street cleaning, and 
are working on student 
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 behaviour change. Eco-mailbox 
stickers were available for a year 
for free. There are legality issues 
around installing signage. WCC 
has a recycling auditing team 
who door knock and provide 
problem areas with additional 
information and fines if they are 
continually dumping waste. 

Aro Creative Inc. Waste 
management 
at festivals 
and events 

$3570 $2520 $0 Officers can loan free of charge 
our new event recycling bins and 
hoods/flags. 

Creative Capital 
Arts Trust 
(CCAT) 

CubaDupa 
Waste 
Minimisation 
Project 

$16,000 $9000 $3,500 
We are able to fund one off 
costs to establish a robust waste 
minimisation system for the 
CupaDupa Event.  
1. Development of a long term 
zero waste policy - $500.00  
2. Contracting an experienced 
zero waste coordinator $3000.00 
(approximately 66 hours at 
$45.00) to establish systems that 
will enable festival staff to 
understand how the process 
works and operationally manage 
it in the years to come. Free 
volunteer education and use of 
recycling bins offered. 

Island Bay 
Enhancement 
Trust 

Island Bay 
Festival waste 
management 

$7000 $5000 $2000 We support the establishment a 
robust waste minimisation 
system for the CupaDupa Event. 
1. Development of a long term 
zero waste policy - $500.00  
2. Contracting an experienced 
zero waste coordinator $3000.00 
(approximately 66 hours at 
$45.00) to establish systems that 
will enable festival staff to 
understand how the process 
works and operationally manage 
it in the years to come. Free 
volunteer education and use of 
recycling bins offered. 
We support festival initiatives 
that will establish an enduring 
zero waste approach. We would 
like to offer:  
1. $500.00 towards the 
development of a zero waste 
strategy (we can advise on 
industry experts to employ for 
this amount)  
2. Contract a zero waste 
coordinator for 33hrs to assist 
and train event managers on the 
process involved to minimise 
waste at events - $1500.00 
Free volunteer education and 
use of recycling bins offered. 
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 Newtown 
Community & 
Cultural Centre 

Newtown 
Festival Waste 

Diversion 
Increase 
Strategy 

$9,948 $9,948 $3500 We support funding to assist in 
the continual improvement of 
waste minimisation at events  
We can fund:  
1. An independent waste audit of 
all waste streams - $1,500  
2. Contracting a Stallholder 
Engagement Coordinator - 
$2000.00 

Free volunteer education and 
use of recycling bins offered. 

Organic Wealth Recycle The 
Cube 

$8,800 $7800 $0 WCC waste operations have 
already funded a significant 
amount towards the 
establishment of recycling at The 
Cube Massey University, as well 
as resources which will 
encourage positive student 
behaviour change. This project 
will continue for another six 
months. 

Sustainability 
Trust 

Cuba Street 
Commercial 
Waste Audits 

$10,000 $10,000 $10,000 Sustainability Trust will offer 
comprehensive pre & Post waste 
audit to 10 businesses along this 
street to work toward enduring 
waste minimization 
improvements. 

Creative Capital Arts Trust is 
working with businesses on 
Cuba St to ensure sustainability 
is a key theme of the festival. 
With a zero waste policy for the 
festival itself, they are keen to 
support Sustainability Trust to 
encourage businesses to take 
responsibility for their waste year 
round. 

The Formary & 
NZ Post 

NZ Post 
Corporate 
Uniform end-
of-life Project 

$10,000 $10,000 $10,000 Design a scalable solution for 
NZ Post end-of-life uniforms that 
diverts uniforms from landfill and 
waste streams. 

Identify processing capability in 
the Wellington region to recover 
multiple fibre streams from wool, 
cotton, polyester etc… 

Design product solutions for 
recovered fibre tailored to meet 
community resilience 
requirements and as possible 
closed loop solutions for NZ Post 
(and other organisations). 

Engage with other Wellington 
organisations facing similar 
issues to provide larger volumes 
of textile fibre, creating 
efficiencies in processing and re-
manufacturing. 

Capital & Coast 
District Health 
Board 
(Wellington & 
Hutt Hospital) 

Wellington 
Regional 
Hospital & 
Hutt Hospital 
waste 
reduction 
strategy and 
audits 

$20,000 $20,000 $20,000 
Professional Waste audit 
 
Development of zero waste 
strategy 
 
Improved sharps disposal within 
the community 
 
Facilitation of waste reduction/ 
recycling education 
Reduction & Diversion of Food 
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 waste. 

WorkerBeOasis  $17,054 $7,214 0 
The diversion of 8000kg (8 
tonnes) of food waste a year is 
very large scale undertaking and 
would require resource consent 
as there are regulatory issues 
around the set-up of commercial 
composting such as "discharge 
to land", as well as the 
acquisition of large volumes of 
green waste (approximately 24 
Tonnes) In lieu of a robust 
feasibility study & business plan 
it is felt thatat this stage the 
concept is too high risk to begin 
investment into equipment/plant. 

 
 

 

Background 
4. Development of a waste minimisation fund is one of the actions listed within the 

Wellington City Council’s 2011-2017 Waste Management & Minimisation Plan. This 
fund was developed over the last six months. It makes provision for waste minimisation 
grant funding to be allocated to waste minimisation projects. We will also run a second 
grant for smaller projects.  In total, up to $70,000 will be made available every year, 
with two types of grant:  

- Funding for small projects - under $2000  

- Funding for medium/large projects - over $2000.  

5. This round is for medium to large projects. The maximum amount that can be funded is 
$25,000 per project for large projects. If funds are not fully allocated in 1 year funds will 
roll over into the following financial year. 

6. The assessment process funding may include consultation with; the applicant, persons 
or organisations referred to in the application and Council officers, Applicants are given 
two working days to respond to a request for more information.  

7. To ensure funds are used appropriately, conditions may be suggested should funding 
be approved. This is usually in cases where applicants need to use funds for a specific 
aspect of their budget. 

Discussion 
8. The Waste Minimisation Seed Fund supports projects that meet the criteria for the 

fund.  

9. This is first of two funding rounds for 2015-16 and there are ten applications in this 
funding round with organisations requesting a total of $84,362.  

10. Officers are recommending the Environment Committee support for six projects with 
grants totalling $50,000.   

 
Options 

11. We ask that the Environment Committee agree to the recommendations presented. 
Each project will be required to report back on the conclusion of their project to give 
feedback, in addition a six month check up will be made for all projects funded. Where 
it is relevant Officer support has also been offered. 
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 Attachments 
Nil 
 

Author Adrian Mitchell, Manager, City Operations  
Authoriser Anthony Wilson, Chief Asset Officer  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Consultation and Engagement 
We have consulted with a number of the project coordinators, and have contacted some of 
the applicants when more information was required Internal consultation with the funding 
team has also assisted with the decision process 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 
Applications that could have implications for Maori would be referred to Councils Treaty 
Relations Office. Within the application process there is a specific questions relating to Maori, 
asking about guardianship & kaitiakitanga. 
 
Financial implications 
The Wellington City Council Waste Management & Minimisation Plan makes provision for 
waste minimisation grant funding. This is financed from the Waste Minimisation Levy. (When 
rubbish goes into a New Zealand landfill, a levy of $10 per tonne is collected by the Ministry 
for the Environment (MfE). A portion of the money is allocated to Wellington City Council 
from the MfE waste levy, based on population. This money must be spent on promoting or 
achieving waste minimisation as set out in the Waste Management and Minimisation Plan. 
 
Policy and legislative implications 
This fund has been created to support the objectives we wish to achieve within our Waste 
Management & Minimisation Plan. 
 
Risks / legal  
There are no risks or legal implications. 
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 
Projects which can successfully divert organic waste to a composting facility are reducing the 
addition of organic waste to landfill, and therefore the production of methane. 
 
Communications Plan 
There is no requirement for a comunication plan.  

  
 
 


