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Have your say! 
You can make a short presentation to the Councillors, Committee members, Subcommittee members or 
Community Board members at this meeting. Please let us know by noon the working day before the meeting. You 
can do this either by phoning 04-803-8337, emailing public.participation@wcc.govt.nz or writing to Democracy 
Services, Wellington City Council, PO Box 2199, Wellington, giving your name, phone number, and the issue you 
would like to talk about. All Council and committee meetings are livestreamed on our YouTube page. This includes 
any public participation at the meeting.  
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AREA OF FOCUS 

The Long-term Plan and Annual Plan give effect to the strategic direction and outcomes set 
by the Strategy and Policy Committee by setting levels of service and budget. 

The Committee is responsible for overseeing the development of the draft Annual Plan and 
Long-term Plan for consultation, determining the scope and approach of any consultation 
and engagement required, and recommending the final Long-term Plan and Annual Plans to 
the Council. 

To read the full delegations of this committee, please visit wellington.govt.nz/meetings. 
 
Quorum:  9 members 
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1. Meeting Conduct 
 

 

1.1 Karakia 

The Chairperson will open the meeting with a karakia. 

Whakataka te hau ki te uru, 

Whakataka te hau ki te tonga. 

Kia mākinakina ki uta, 

Kia mātaratara ki tai. 

E hī ake ana te atākura. 

He tio, he huka, he hauhū. 

Tihei Mauri Ora! 

Cease oh winds of the west  

and of the south  

Let the bracing breezes flow,  

over the land and the sea. 

Let the red-tipped dawn come  

with a sharpened edge, a touch of frost, 

a promise of a glorious day  

At the appropriate time, the following karakia will be read to close the meeting. 

Unuhia, unuhia, unuhia ki te uru tapu nui  

Kia wātea, kia māmā, te ngākau, te tinana, 
te wairua  

I te ara takatū  

Koia rā e Rongo, whakairia ake ki runga 

Kia wātea, kia wātea 

Āe rā, kua wātea! 

Draw on, draw on 

Draw on the supreme sacredness 

To clear, to free the heart, the body 

and the spirit of mankind 

Oh Rongo, above (symbol of peace) 

Let this all be done in unity 

 

 

1.2 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. 

 

1.3 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. 

 

1.4 Confirmation of Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 23 May 2022 will be put to the Pūroro Maherehere | 
Annual Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee for confirmation.  
 

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 Pūroro 
Maherehere | Annual Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee. 

The Chairperson shall state to the meeting: 
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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. 

The item may be allowed onto the agenda by resolution of the Pūroro Maherehere | Annual 

Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee. 

Minor Matters relating to the General Business of the Pūroro Maherehere | Annual 
Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee. 

The Chairperson shall state to the meeting that the item will be discussed, but no resolution, 

decision, or recommendation may be made in respect of the item except to refer it to a 

subsequent meeting of the Pūroro Maherehere | Annual Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee for 

further discussion. 

 

1.6 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 31.2 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. 

Requests for public participation can be sent by email to public.participation@wcc.govt.nz, by 

post to Democracy Services, Wellington City Council, PO Box 2199, Wellington, or by phone 

at 04 803 8334, giving the requester’s name, phone number and the issue to be raised. 

 

mailto:public.participation@wcc.govt.nz
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2. General Business 
 

 

 

ANNUAL PLAN AND LONG-TERM PLAN AMENDMENT 
HEARINGS 
 
 

Kōrero taunaki | Summary of considerations 
 
Purpose 

1. This report to the Pūroro Maherehere | Annual Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee asks 

that panel members recognise the speakers who will be speaking to their submissions 

regarding the 2022/23 Annual Plan and Long-term Plan Amendment consultation. 

Strategic alignment with community wellbeing outcomes and priority areas 

 Aligns with the following strategies and priority areas: 

☐ Sustainable, natural eco city 

☐ People friendly, compact, safe and accessible capital city 

☐ Innovative, inclusive and creative city  

☐ Dynamic and sustainable economy 

Strategic alignment 
with priority 
objective areas from 
Long-term Plan 
2021–2031  

☐ Functioning, resilient and reliable three waters infrastructure 

☐ Affordable, resilient and safe place to live  

☐ Safe, resilient and reliable core transport infrastructure network 

☐ Fit-for-purpose community, creative and cultural spaces 

☐ Accelerating zero-carbon and waste-free transition 

☐ Strong partnerships with mana whenua 

Relevant Previous 
decisions 

On Wednesday 13 April 2022, the Pūroro Maherehere | Annual 

Plan/Long-term Plan Committee adopted the 2022/23 Annual Plan 

and Long-term Plan Amendment Consultation Document, and noted 

that the formal consultation period was 14 April 2022 to 15 May 

2022.  

 
Financial considerations 
 

☒ Nil ☐ Budgetary provision in Annual Plan / 

Long-term Plan 

☐ Unbudgeted $X 

 
Risk 

☒ Low            ☐ Medium   ☐ High ☐ Extreme 

 

 

Author Hedi Mueller, Senior Democracy Advisor  

Authoriser Stephen McArthur, Chief Strategy & Governance Officer  
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Taunakitanga | Officers’ Recommendations 

Officers recommend the following motion 

That the Pūroro Maherehere | Annual Plan/Long-Term Plan Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Hear the oral submitters and thank them for their submissions.  

Takenga mai | Background 

3. Wellington City Council consulted the community on the 2022/23 Annual Plan and 
2021/2031 Long-Term Plan Amendment from 14 April 2022 to 15 May 2022.  

4. Additional submissions were accepted through 18 May 2022.  

 

Kōrerorero | Discussion  

5. A document comprising all of the speakers’ submissions will be provided to committee 
members and published on the wellington.govt.nz website.  

6. The list of speakers and their submissions is Attachment 1.  

Ngā mahinga e whai ake nei 

Next actions 

7. Deliberations are scheduled for 1 June 2022, and adoption is scheduled for 30 June 
2022. The full submission document will be published alongside the 1 June 2002 
meeting agenda.  

 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1. Speakers' Submissions    
 





My opposition is solely in relation to the proposed changes to annual rental fees for road 

encroachment insofar as they relate to exterior decks on multi storey residential apartment 

buildings.   These structures which occupy airspace are an entirely different animal compared to 

garage encroachments for cars on ground level and do not warrant the same treatment because 

they do not in any way reduce or interfere with the use of the street by vehicles or by pedestrians.  

To propose doubling the current fee is quite arbitrary and without rational justification. 

 

My wife and I live in Trinity Apartments, an 8 level residential building that has frontages to both 

College Street and to Vivian Street.  There are 28 balconies on the Vivian Street frontage and 24 

balconies on the Vivian Street frontage.  All intrude to a minor extent (our deck measures 4.150 

metres wide and 1.750 metres deep) into the airspace in both streets, far above traffic and 

pedestrians.  Neither of those aspects is in any way impacted by the presence of the balconies in the 

same way as, for example, a garage on the ground or tables and chairs of a cafe.  There is no 

maintenance cost to the Council, and the imposition of fees on residential owners is purely and 

simply a revenue gathering exercise.  A good number of the apartment owners (myself included) are 

retired and an increase in the licence fee of  100% is less than welcome for obvious reasons.  It is 

sheer sophistry for Shu Huang to maintain in his letter of 7 April 2022 that the increase will "seek to 

make an economic return from this investment where appropriate" in relation to high level 

balconies which in no way impinge on the use of the street.. 

 

That letter also refers to increase the lease fee by 100% ".... from 1 July 2022 to reflect the added 

property value to the lease holders".   No valuation data is given by way of justification, and in my 

opinion it would be almost impossible to quantify,  The value of the apartments has risen as have 

most residential properties over the last 10 years, but this is reflected in the rates that we pay for 

both the apartment and our carpark. 

 

The Council may need additional revenue to fund public services and to fulfil its statutory 

obligations, but this should be borne by the community as a whole rather than by targeting 

ratepayers whose balconies happen to intrude into Council owned airspace at no cost to the Council. 

 



Respondent No: 557

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 13, 2022 07:58:56 am

Last Seen: May 12, 2022 19:29:57 pm

Q1. Full name: Cathie Payne

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option A: Asset-owning CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Support
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Do not support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? I oppose the proposed budget

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Your encroachments need to be reviewed. I have an encroachment with a driveway that needs repair. I can’t get to my

garage that I pay an encroachment fee for. I have had to re-new my encroachment licence and you have given me the free

gift of a retaining wall that you have told me needs to be moved if it needs repair. The wall has been valued at $84,000, I

can’t insure the wall until it is assessed by an engineer. My neighbours driveway runs parallel to mine and some of the

driveway is shared. My neighbour has none of the cost of repair. I have had to sign the licence so that I can move forward

with the repair of the driveway. If you are going to charge market rates you need to ensure it is fit for purpose. Mine is now a

very expensive liability. When I asked what I needed to do to give back the encroachment the only response was that it

wasn’t that easy. The driveway has been unusable since June 2021, the plans are now with consent and I am told 70 days

for this process. You have not been transparent or fair.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 632

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 14, 2022 13:31:46 pm

Last Seen: May 14, 2022 01:25:35 am

Q1. Full name: Grant Joseph Fletcher

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

I work in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Don't know

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Support
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Neutral don't know

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Neutral don't know

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Neutral

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

not answered

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit on your proposal to double the encroachment fees
under the FY2022/23 Annual Plan.

We wish to object to the proposal as highlighted in your letter of 7 April 2022 on grounds of
proportionality, mutual recognition of benefits, administrative overhead and impact on
individual enchroachment holders.

Disproportionate Rise

The proposed doubling of the encroachment fee from 1 July for the remainder of the current
LTP period and subsequent proposed adoption of a renewed approach to setting
encroachments are disproportionate.  They are well beyond any raise that could be
reasonably expected, either if the increase is considered as a “fee for service” or part of the
Council’s extended rating base.

As use of an encroachment is described as a “fee,” any increase in fee beyond the CPI rate
increase with no commensurate increase in service from the provider would be considered
unjustified.  As there is no increase in service from the Council in return for this service, this
rise when considered from a fee perspective is unreasonable.

If the encroachment is viewed as part of the Council’s general revenue base, the increase
from the 2012 Annual plan to the 2021 Annual Plan would have seen a 78 per cent increase
as opposed to the 100 per cent increase you are proposing now on top of the 20 per cent
CPI rise already added over the previous nine years.  This would equate to a fee of
$19.77/m2 as opposed to the $26.66/m2 that you are proposing as an intermediate step.
Additional proposals could see your fees increase by upto approximately 450 per  cent over
current levels.  The net effect would be to add potentially over 50 per cent to an existing rate
bill, the rate plus the fee that is contemplated, a move which can only be described as
predatory behaviour.

By both methods, your proposed rise is disproportionate and arguably unjustified,
particularly compared with the encroachment fees of Christchurch and Dunedin, and given
that the land used for encroachments is otherwise unusable in most instances, and the
product of an historic anomaly when the roads and subdivisions were first laid out.

Failure to recognise mutual benefits

The proposed rise fails to take into account the mutual attribution of benefits to both the
encroachment holder and the Council.  While the holder obtains a private benefit through
exclusion of public access, the Council and general public receive benefit from the
encroachment.  In the suburb in which we live, off-road parking provides public benefit
through removal of vehicles which would otherwise impede public access along already
narrow roads, frequently provides protection of public land through maintaining stopbanks
and drainage that would erode public land, and in many instances beautification that would
not otherwise occur.
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This proposed change in fees does not recognise the benefit that accrues to the public and
Council through use of land that would be otherwise unused. Furthermore, it is unlikely that
the Council will ever use this land nor be able to gain any other revenue from it.

Administrative Overheard

The proposed increase contravenes the general principle within New Zealand that public
administrative and system costs are minimised when considering taxation and fees.  Your
proposed option 4 appears to create unquantified administrative and system costs in return
for low economic return when measured against the Council’s overall income,.  It will not, as
your letter suggests, reduce the overall general rates bill in any meaningful way.

Impact on individual encroachment holders

The overall impact of the proposed fee change and recommended method of calculating it
from FY2024/25 are significant, particulary for those on fixed incomes.  Our current rates are
$3,639 per annum after last year’s near record rise, and we are facing a further nine per cent
rise this year.  The potential increase to $1,200/year represents in effect a 28 per cent
increase in fees and rates paid to the Council this year.  Again, there is no incease in service
received for this.  This is a significant change to the contract that exists between the
encroachment holders and Council.  We have no option to but to pay the fee which again
appears unjustified given the small return to the Council.

As encroachment holders, we recognise the private benefit that we obtain from use of
Council road reserve and that the fee will increase over time.  We would be prepared to pay
either the CPI related increase as is currently case if the encroachment is a fee for service, or
if it is linked to general Council running costs, a rate-linked increase.  Anything more than
that in return for no increase for service is unfair at best, and capricious and mean spirited at
worst.  We suggest that Council consider and adopt one of the approaches outlined above as
having a sense of fairness and being easier to administer.

We would like to appear before council to explain our objection.
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Respondent No: 576

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 13, 2022 13:38:52 pm

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: Steve West

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? not answered

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

not answered

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

not answered

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

not answered

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

not answered

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

not answered

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? not answered

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

See attached

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Submission 
to the 

Wellington City Council 
on the 

Annual Plan / LTP 
2022/23 

 
Steve West 

 

Ngaio 

Wellington 
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$502,795 ono 

* This land is not actually for sale 

Key features: 

 Part lot comprising 885m2 (more of less) with steep sloping contours and difficult access 

 Outgoings for rates, trapping and weed eradication  ~$8,000 pa (incl. labour) 

 Prime forest remnants located in Trellisick Park, which is also in Ngaio 

 Home to indigenous threatened fish in the Kaiwharawhara Stream some 300m away as the Kaka flies 

 Future value: ‘price-less’ 

* For Sale 
Nestled in the quiet suburb of Ngaio is a  

significant natural area comprising trees such as 

Mahoe and Rangiora. While the options for use 

and development will be limited once the District 

Plan is notified in 2022, this opportunity provides 

a unique chance for Council to own and preserve 

this commonly found bush. 
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The fine print 
Councillors we are facing a climate emergency — now is the time for bold action! 
 

Conservation efforts in Wellington have seen native species take off, but the creation 

of SNAs on private urban land will undo this good work by destroying land value, 

impacting on landowner goodwill, and by creating unworkable rules. 
 

Already trees are being chopped down and future conservation efforts on SNA land 

will likely diminish — the outlook for our indigenous biodiversity is grim. 
 

The solution for Council is simple: 

 It must acknowledge that SNAs will do more harm than good, by abandoning this 

poorly thought through policy. 

 Instead it must find ways to work alongside landowners with regenerating native 

bush to seek better indigenous biodiversity outcomes for Wellington. 

 Failing that Council must fully compensate landowners for the significant loss of 

land value they are facing to avoid further loss of indigenous biodiversity. 
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The council’s preference is for a new landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option), 
rather than waste to energy incineration or having no residual waste facility in Wellington City. 
Which option do you prefer? 

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)  

 

Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options? 

See attached  

 

A $20m Environmental and Accessibility Performance Fund that provides financial support  for 
those building energy efficient or sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington. 

Support  

 

Removal of all library charges to remove barriers to accessing  council libraries 

Support  

 

Overall, do you support the proposed budget? 

I support the proposed budget  

 

You can attach any other document supporting your submission here. (Please ensure that the 
information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23) 
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To Wellington City Council

From Victoria University of Wellington Student’s Association (VUWSA)

Date 14th of May 2022

Subject Annual Plan 2022/2023

Contents 1. Introduction

2. Our vision

3. Issue 1: Community Housing

a. Decision 1

b. Decision 2

4. Issue 2: Landfill

5. Other issues

6. Conclusion
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1. INTRODUCTION

Students want to live in a city that is sustainable, accessible, and safe. Students want healthy

and affordable housing, sustainable and reliable transport options, and access to green spaces.

We want change that upholds Te Tiriti o Waitangi and listens to mana Whenua; Wellington

should reflect kaitiakitanga as a city. Our communities have diverse needs, but by

implementing the recommendations outlined below, we can see equitable change for all.

Below are the views of the Victoria University of Wellington Students’ Association, on

behalf of then 22,000 students of Te Herenga Waka - Victoria University of Wellington. We

have focused on areas that we believe are particularly central to the student experience. Our

key stakeholders include the disabled community, tāngata whenua, migrants, renters, and

students generally, all of whom are reflected in the makeup of our student populations.

VUWSA believes in direct and empowering democracy, and are particularly interested in

areas of Wellington City Council’s infrastructure such as public transport, water supply,

landfill and recycling, and housing. These key areas of concern recur throughout our

submission below, and we hope to continue to work with WCC, and other local bodies, to

make genuine changes on these ongoing issues.

2. OUR VISION

VUWSA envisions a city in which students can live, learn, and grow as part of a vibrant and

accessible cityscape. This includes a city that values student voice and participation, and

where students can continue to be a vital part of the culture of our city. In particular, we

envision a city wherein rents and cost of living and public transport is at a point that allows

students from all backgrounds to come and study in Te Whanganui-a-tara. We envision a city

that is led and guided by Te Ao Māori, and which truly and equitably upholds Te Tiriti o
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Waitangi by working alongside mana whenua. We envision a city in which the rākau are

filled with manu, the awa filled with ika, and Papatūānuku thrives as an integral part of our

city and landscape.

In order for this vision to take form, we need bold steps from our city's leaders. We need

Wellington City Council to show true leadership, and take strong steps, moving in the

direction of a zero-carbon, affordable, and accessible city, which not only allows students to

live but allows them to thrive. Students have always been a key part of the culture of

Wellington, and in order for the city to ensure they stay as such, we need a District Plan that

centres and delivers on their voices. VUWSA strongly advocates for bold and courageous

steps from Wellington City Council, so that we have an annual plan which benefits students,

and our future.

3. ISSUE ONE: HOUSING

(a) Decision 1

VUWSA supports Option B to establish a Community Housing Provider over Option A. We

are very in favour of increased capacity to provide more affordable rentals which would

provide long-term housing security and for new tenants to have access to the Income-Related

Rent Subsidy. The IRRS will address new tenants’ housing affordability needs in a more

nuanced, therefore equitable way. We believe that when it comes to housing affordability,

being able to deliver outcomes is really important. A CHP is comparatively the best fit to

efficiently supply rentals over Option A.

Additionally, we would like to see what specific accountability mechanisms are being

implemented to ensure the CHP is designed well. Housing is an inherently important human
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need, which is why it is so important to the success of the CHP. VUWSA also believes that

the transition timeline for all tenants to have access to IRRS, rather than just new tenants,

should be sped up. Housing is important to people in their everyday lives, and people will

equally feel the impact of not having access to IRRS.

VUWSA strongly urges the Council to consider how they can make housing more affordable

for students. We do not wish for students’ needs to detract from the resources for those who

need social housing but ask for other measures to be taken to address student poverty and

housing in Wellington. To illustrate this, the median rent in Aro Valley (a suburb with a

significant student population) is $980 for a four-bedroom house or $245 for one room if split

equally.1 The maximum student loan living costs a student can withdraw in a week is

$281.96, leaving $36.96 for food, power, internet, transport and other costs.2 Students should

not have to normalise paying extortionate market rent for subpar housing.

(b) Decision 2

VUWSA would prefer Option B of setting up a Leasehold Community Housing Trust with

broad responsibilities. We would also like to note that we prefer Option A over Option C. We

see the primary advantage of Option B is that, as opposed to Option A, for example, it gives a

higher degree of flexibility to Wellington City Council Me Heke Kī Pōneke to make changes

and adapt which we believe is essential, especially during the early stages of setting up the

CHP.

We believe that the CHP should hold broad responsibilities to simplify matters for tenants

and as the proposed split in Option C between major and minor maintenance would likely

2 https://www.studylink.govt.nz/products/a-z-products/student-loan/living-costs.html

1 https://www.tenancy.govt.nz/rent-bond-and-bills/market-rent/?location=Wellington+-+Aro+Valley&period=84&action_doSearchValues=Find+Rent
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seem arbitrary to tenants and potentially cause delays in issues being addressed if tenants do

not understand who to consult. It is also our understanding that Option B would enable the

CHP to focus on new housing supply and enable more social housing to be built, as opposed

to Option C. We believe that a great quantity of safe housing that meets the healthy home’s

standard would be immensely beneficial to the Pōneke community and would advocate for

this to be a priority of the CHP if it is established.

4. ISSUE TWO: LANDFILL

VUWSA supports Option A as we believe our city should take responsibility for our own

waste. Option B and Option C are unsustainable in the long-term and disincentivise waste

reduction. Although a new landfill is necessary, we implore Wellington City Council to

further prioritise and invest in waste reduction as part of this process. This includes

acceleration of sludge minimisation plans to enable a significant reduction of other waste to

landfills. We want to see more funding for waste reduction and upcycling initiatives,

especially for organisations such as Kaicycle, Kaibosh, and The Free Store which serve

Pōneke by reducing emissions from food waste and providing our communities with kai.

5. OTHER PROPOSED CHANGES FOR 2022/23

VUWSA supports Wellington City Council’s increase in the level of support for City

Housing tenants. We believe implementing a rent freeze for 2022 and the provisions of extra

support for high affordability issues are the right and appropriate measures for ensuring those

who require it are supported and not squeezed further by the housing and cost of living crisis.

However, while it is great to see Council take this step to assist those in City Housing, we

encourage Council to look into pathways that would also provide greater help for those who

are renters, particular renters from communities who are disproportionately affected by the
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aforementioned crises and market constraints, such as students, Māori, Pasifika, rainbow,

disability and migrants.

VUWSA supports the establishment of an Environmental and Accessibility Performance

Fund. We believe this fund will promote further developments in the city which are not only

accessible to all Wellingtonians but are also environmentally sustainable, furthering our city’s

role in combating the climate crisis, and goal of becoming a carbon-neutral city by 2050, and

upholding our responsibility as the kaitiaki of the whenua we are on. Students want to live in

a city that is sustainable and does not cause harm to the environment and VUWSA is also

supportive of Council’s plan to provide further support for the restorative planting

programme.

VUWSA strongly supports the removal of all charges for overdue library items. We believe

this move will greatly increase the accessibility of the library and remove the barriers which

come with the knowledge of incurring a potential fine or accruing debt; all of which result in

individuals, inclusive of students from not returning to the library. Removing charges will

make the library, the resources and the knowledge within available to all.

Something VUWSA believes and feels has been overlooked by Wellington City Council and

we would like to see addressed as part of this Annual Plan, is the dire situation students face

when it comes to housing and accommodation. VUWSA calls on Council to urgently look

into addressing the issues of quality and affordability when it comes to student

accommodation and housing. We believe student living in Wellington is being gravely

overlooked, forcing students out of the city, and we would like to see Council investigate

pathways and models which would ensure our students have an affordable and appropriate
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place to live in. We believe to address and create solutions to this issue, it is necessary to set

up a Mayoral Task Force for Student Housing and Accommodation, which would include the

students’ association, experts, and individual students. We encourage Wellington City

Council to establish and invest in this task force.

6. CONCLUSION

We appreciated Wellington City Council being out in the community and providing resources

for this plan. We appreciate the accessible format of the submissions form and the detailed

submissions guide provided. Within the current Annual Plan, we see vast potential for the

future of Te Whanganui-a-Tara. However, there is also scope for improvement. VUWSA

would like to see Council take strong steps toward a city that is accessible and affordable for

all, and that is zero-carbon emissions. Our District Plan should place sustainability at its

forefront, as we have the opportunity to do so. The issue of housing requires urgent attention,

in order for all citizens, but particularly students, who contribute so much to the livelihood of

the city, to survive and thrive. We need Council to be courageous in making bold changes

with this Annual Plan, for the well-being of the city and its current residents, and for students

to come.
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Full name: 

Brett Rawnsley 

Phone number: 

Are you making this submission as an individual or on behalf of an organisation? 

Individual  

Are you a City Housing tenant? 

Yes  

What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all that apply) 

I live in Wellington  

Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your submission at an Oral Forum? 

Yes  

Would you prefer the Council to retain City Housing through increasing rates and borrowing or by 
establishing a Community Housing Provider 

Retain Council's City Housing through increasing rates and borrowing 

The council’s preference is for a new landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option), 
rather than waste to energy incineration or having no residual waste facility in Wellington City. 
Which option do you prefer? 

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option) 
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Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to recognise market  and supplier constraints 

Neutral don't know  

Not proceeding with previous plans of extending on street paid parking time limits on Friday and 
Saturday evenings. 

Neutral don't know 

A $20m Environmental and Accessibility Performance Fund that provides financial support  for 
those building energy efficient or sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington. 

Neutral don't know 

Increasing encroachment licence fees to better reflect their value 

Neutral don't know  

Additional funding for a full upgrade to Khandallah summer pool 

Neutral don't know  

Removal of all library charges to remove barriers to accessing  council libraries 

Do not support  

Overall, do you support the proposed budget? 

I support the proposed budget  
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Respondent No: 167

Login: Admin

Responded At: Apr 27, 2022 12:59:47 pm

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: Paul R Toki

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? Yes

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I live in Wellington

I work in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option A: Asset-owning CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

Wemust study every problems and fix it Listen to the Kaitiaki because they know better than those in the office If you want to

be rich, you must know what kind of income to work hard for you how to keep it and how to protect it from loss

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

Its what in your head that determines what is in your hands. Learn to have money work hard for you and your life will be

easier and happoer Dont play it safe but play it smart. There are many people who want to do instead ot hink and then there

are people who think but do not do. Take a break, stop doing what is not working and look for something new to do. Look for

new ideas for new investing ideas Even if youre small you can..
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Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Do not support

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Do not support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Do not support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Do not support

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Do not support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? I oppose the proposed budget

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Money is one form of power, but what is more power is financial education. Money comes and goes but if you have the

education about how money works you gain power over it and can begin building wealth. Old ideas are their something was

an asset yesterday. Yesterday gone. Most people only know one solution work hard save and borrow Take the time to

develop your financial intelligence and harness the power of your brain and how much time it takes you find even if you still

go through moment of stress, so long as you continue to think and act mindfully and you soon one day might be successful.

Lack of financial education

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Respondent No: 711

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 15, 2022 16:55:38 pm

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 01:41:03 am

Q1. Full name: Rhona Carson

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Organisation

Q4. Please name your organisation Newtown Residents' Association

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? not answered

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

not answered

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Don't know

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

We have been unable to reach a consensus on approving one of the proposed options, but there is general agreement that

the Council should choose whatever is best for tenants, both in terms of security and level of rent. Please see our narrative

submission for more detail about our opinion.

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered
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Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Neutral don't know

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Neutral don't know

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Neutral don't know

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Support

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? I oppose the proposed budget

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Our opposition to the proposed budget is because the WCC recommendation of $1.5M funding to develop the old Bowling

Club site in Owen St, Newtown, isn't included in the draft plan. Please see our attached narrative submission for more detail

about this. We have mixed feelings about encroachment fees. Increases to rates and charges can be very burdensome to

some people, so ways of providing discounts and other assistance to people on low and fixed incomes is important.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Newtown	Residents’	Association	Submission	on	the	Wellington	City	Council		
Annual	Plan	2022-23	

	
Introduction		
	
The	Newtown	Residents’	Association	has	been	an	Incorporated	Society	since	July	1963.	We	are	
residents	and	business	owners	from	Newtown	and	the	surrounding	area,	who	take	a	keen	interest	in	
the	community	and	local	issues.		We	are	concerned	with	maintaining	and	improving	our	area’s	
liveability,	connectedness	and	sustainability	and	working	to	make	our	community	a	thriving,	diverse,	
great	place	to	live.	
	
Submission	
	
Funding	for	the	ex	Newtown	Workingmen’s	Bowling	Club	Site	in	Owen	St	
	
Our	first	point	is	about	something	we	expected	to	see	in	the	Annual	plan,	which	is	missing	from	the	
draft	put	out	for	consultation.	On	February	3rd	at	a	meeting	of	the	Pūroro	Rangaranga	|	Social	Cultural	
and	Economic	Committee	the	Wellington	City	Councillors	discussed	the	future	of	this	site	and	
recommended	that	the	Pūroro	Maherehere	|	Annual	Plan	/	Long-term	Plan	Committee	agree	to	a	
budget	of	up	to	$1.5	million	to	remove,	upgrade,	or	develop	the	building	and	grounds	of	the	former	
NWBC	site	for	community	use.		There	is	no	mention	of	this	in	the	proposed	plan,	although	the	funding	
for	the	Khandallah	Pool	upgrade	that	was	agreed	on	the	same	day	is	in	the	Draft	Plan.		
	
We	are	disappointed	at	the	prospect	that	this	potential	community	asset	could	stay	unused	and	
neglected	until	the	funding	is	approved,	which	might	now	be	more	than	a	year	away.		We	hope	that	
leaving	it	out	of	the	draft	Annual	Plan	is	an	oversight,	and	we	request	that	the	Council	remedy	this	and	
agree	to	include	it	in	the	2022-23	annual	funding.	
	
We	are	very	concerned	that	leaving	an	unoccupied	building		for	a	year	or	more	risks	it	getting	
increasingly	dilapidated,	with	the	possibility	that	this	might	lead	in	effect	to	‘demolition	by	neglect’.	
We	feel	strongly	that	any	future	use	of	the	site	for	community	recreation	will	be	very	much	enhanced	
by	having	acccess	to	an	indoor	space	and	the	associated	facilities.		We	note	that	the	motion	the	
Councillors	passed	on	February	3rd	had	a	clause	that	they	“Request	officers	to	maintain	the	building	
and	grounds	to	a	reasonable	standard	including	security,	while	the	community	tender	and	design	
process	is	progressing.”	We	hope	that	it	will	be	possible	to	do	this	successfully	if	it	isn’t	possible	to	
approve	the	more	significant	funding	at	this	time.	
	
Changes	to	City	Housing	
	
We	have	been	unable	to	reach	a	consensus	on	approving	one	of	the	proposed	options,	but	there	is	
general	agreement	that	the	Council	should	choose	whatever	is	best	for	tenants,	both	in	terms	of	
security	and	level	of	rent.		
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We	support	continued	Council	involvement	in	the	provision	of	housing,	and	so	we	certainly	wouldn’t	
approve	selling	the	housing	assets	to	a	Community	Housing	Provider	or	to	anyone	else.		
	
Superficially	the	proposal	to	create	a	Community	Housing	Provider	seems	to	be	a	solution	to	the	
financial	difficulties	the	Council	faces	in	continuing	to	run	City	Housing,	but	some	of	our	members	
think	that	there	are	too	many	unknowns	to	wholeheartedly	endorse	this	proposal.	At	present	there	is	
a	lot	of	dissatisfaction	with	a	variety	of		‘contracted	out’	Council	services,	and	there	are	moves	to	bring	
them	back		‘in	house’.		It	seems	an	odd	time	to	be	contracting	out	a	whole	new	area	of	Council	services.	
We	would	need	to	know	a	lot	more	about	how	accountability	for	the	level	of		service	would	be	
maintained	before	being	sure	this	was	a	good	option.		It	is	also	unclear	whether	there	would	really	be	
a	substantial	saving	in	the	costs	that	Council	would	end	up	paying	for.	
	
On	the	other	hand	there	are	very	real	concerns	about	agreeing	to	fund	City	Housing	through	rates	and	
borrowing,	if	this	means	a	punishingly	large	rates	rise.	
	
We	agree	that	housing	is	a	social	service	that	the	Council	provides,	and	so	we	don’t	expect	it	to	be	run	
purely	as	a	self-sustaining	business,	but	the	exact	details	of	the	income	and	expenses	involved	are	not	
available.		It	would	been	easier	for	residents	to	give	input	on	this	issue	if	there	was	a	breakdown	of	
rent	collected	and	operational	expenses;	and	the	true	costs	(including	the	costs	of	borrowing	to	
provide	loans)	for	each	option	was	included.		This	is	no	doubt	commercially	sensitive	information,	but	
we	hope	that	it	has	been	carefully	considered	behind	the	scenes.		
	
Changes	to	Southern	Landfill	
	
We	support	the	option		for	a	new	landfill	on	top	of	the	existing	landfill	(piggyback	option),	rather	than	
waste	to	energy	incineration	or	having	no	residual	waste	facility	in	Wellington	City.	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	make	this	submission.	
	
Yours sincerely  
	
	
Rhona	Carson	
	
President	
Newtown	Residents’	Association	
15	May	2022	
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Respondent No: 653

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 15, 2022 07:42:10 am

Last Seen: May 14, 2022 19:15:21 pm

Q1. Full name: Evan John Dumbleton

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option B: Leasehold CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

No

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

Don't know

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

No comment

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Neutral don't know
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Neutral don't know

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Neutral don't know

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Neutral

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Re: Encroachment fees I support the interim doubling of the fees, and any further increase in fees to a fair commercially

realistic fee structure. However, I do not support the proposal for the fee to be based on the rateable value of adjacent

freehold land, as this is likely to result in excessive encroachment fees, and hence result in the unintended consequence of

users relinquishing their encroachment, thereby reducing council income, and returning to parking on the street. For

example, in my case, land value of adjacent land (ie, my property as per rates demand) is $2,654 per sq. m. A 20 sq. m.

encroachment would thus be valued at $53,086. If the council required a 6% pa return, then the encroachment fee would be

$3,188 plus GST pa, or $70.44 per week. Covered car parking in the CBD does not cost this much, and the little suburban

off street parking privately offered would be for about $30 pw. Would I pay $70 per week for my garage encroachment? No.

Despite the disadvantages, I would return to (free) parking on the street. I suggest that a more realistic method of

establishing the encroachment fee would be to establish, (with independent review), realistic commercial rental rates for

various categories and locations (eg, fringe CBD, outer suburbs, etc) of encroachments. After all, it is usual for commercial

property valuation to be based on the realistically achievable rental income, not the other way round. I would also point out

that Council conditions of encroachment are somewhat more onerous than for normal commercial tenancies, with fewer

rights and less secure tenure, and are thus riskier, thus warranting a lower rental. Tenure of an encroachment is far less

secure than the occupancy of freehold land, upon which you are proposing to base the land value of the encroachment.

While encroachment onto physically adjoining land (rather than a remote stand alone encroachment) may warrant a higher

rental rate, such land is still not as valuable as the freehold section to which it adjoins, because occupancy is much less

secure. Such an encroachment agreement cannot be taken into account when assessing the freehold section for such

aspects as plot ratio, light planes or clearance from the boundaries (as would be the case if the encroachment was actually

freeholded and added to the section). Please make haste slowly on this one - raise the encroachment fees slowly, check for

unintended consequences and be prepared to rethink the issue. Thank you

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 508

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 11, 2022 12:34:54 pm

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: Prue Kelly

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option B: Leasehold CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Support
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Do not support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? I oppose the proposed budget

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Re Encroachment Fees I understand the need for the Council to seek a return from its assets where appropriate and its

obligation to exercise prudent guardianship. However, I believe its policy and practice of not maintaining road reserves

(Roading engineer 15 February 2022) is in contradiction to this policy and in fact undermines it. Background: In 1995 we

brought 118 Inglis St Seatoun (Lot 1 DD87490) and signed a Deed of Licence (ENV 47/4899) for a carport. 118 (built in

1939) is on a steepish side of Beacon Hill Reserve above the ridiculous widely colonial drawn legal road - Inglis St. The

house is accessed by a concrete drive shared with 120 and retained on both the road and the reserve side. I do not know

when that was built. In 2009 we, owners of 118 &120, replaced the inside retaining wall with an engineer designed

strengthened retaining wall. This resulted in an amended licence agreement still 47/4899 to include 50% of the area of the

drive. In 2015 the Council cut down the number of large pine trees in the reserve many directly above our encroaching drive.

They replanted the reserve but did nothing for the road reserve. In 2017 I warned of slumping in two places as runoff had

increased and water paths changed and in response the Council planted 5 flax bushes. I Wrote again twice that last of

which we 2021 when the problem was easily identified. My query was answered by a new person to the Council who didn’t

bother to investigate and admitted to misunderstanding the issue. I gave up, he seemed not have the skills or energy to get

involved. 13 February 2022 Cyclone Dovi and the inevitable slip happened, and two sections of the retaining wall were

destroyed with a third pole further up the hill bent and will fail in the future. Consequently, we no longer have the amenity

offered us by our encroachment. We walk to our house and the carport does not shelter the car, which is at risk on a narrow

road, It is not our land, so EQC and our insurance company say we have no claim – our houses are not threatened. My

submission is that should a licensee lose the amenity gained from an encroachment or any part of that amenity as a result of

other WCC policies ie not maintaining road reserves or WCC inaction then there should be reduction or rebate of

encroachment fees And That an 100% in fees is excessive

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 497

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 11, 2022 11:24:33 am

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: John David Neas

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

not answered

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

not answered

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

not answered

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

not answered

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? not answered

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

My wife, Jennifer Armitage, and I were very concerned to learn that the Council is proposing to double the current road

encroachment license fee from 13.33/sq m to $26.66/sq m. Our fee for current financial year is $440 so, if this proposal is

implemented, we would have to pay an additional $440 as our annual fee will be $880. As we are pensioners on a fixed

income this will not be easy for us. Our preference would be for the fee to remain the same or for the current policy of

increasing the fee in line with inflation to continue.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 580

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 13, 2022 13:43:38 pm

Last Seen: May 18, 2022 03:45:45 am

Q1. Full name: David Harkness

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Organisation

Q4. Please name your organisation Capital BMX

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? not answered

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

not answered

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

not answered

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

not answered

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

not answered

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

not answered

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

not answered

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

not answered

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? not answered

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

See attached

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Wellington, 6021

12-May-2022 

Ref: Capital BMX Club’s submission on the 2022 WCC Annual Plan 

Summary: 
Due to the significant public use of the BMX track at Ian Galloway Park, the club requests that 

Wellington City Council take responsibility for funding ongoing maintenance of the track surface and 

surrounds, budgeting $50k per year from the 2022/23 financial year onwards. 

Council funding will allow the BMX club to enter into contracts with service providers to maintain 

the facility leading to a safer and fit-for-purpose track for both public and club users. Capital BMX 

can then refocus our available volunteer effort into furthering community outcomes by working with 

the local community on bicycle skills training and further growing the sport for the community. 

The club also requests that the Council allocate funding in the 22/23 financial year to create a 

masterplan for a Sport & Recreation Hub at Ian Galloway Park and prioritise the provision of public 

toilets at the park.  An initial draft masterplan has been developed by a working group of 

stakeholders and park users. Enhancements to the existing facilities, particularly spectator space and 

a gate canopy, are a prerequisite to the club being able to bid to host a major BMX NZ event which 

would bring significant economic benefit to the city. 

Background & Track Usage 
Capital BMX Club Inc. was formed in 2013 and an agreement was signed with Wellington City Council 

in September of that year to lease 8000m2 of Ian Galloway Park Karori for the purpose of building an 

international standard BMX track and establishing a BMX racing club. 

The track was specifically designed as a UCI level track to enable riders from around the Wellington 

region to train here rather than having to go to the larger Waikato or Auckland tracks. 

The club currently has 36 licenced riders, 4 being processed and is expected to end 2022 with 

around 50 paying members.  Members are predominantly children aged 5-15, initially as part of a 

Kiwi Sprocket (under 7) skills programme and then from age 8+ as competitive racers. (Annex 2). 

The BMX season runs from September to Easter, and the Capital BMX Club runs racing on a Sunday 

morning and training on a Thursday evening, attracting BMX riders from around the region. The 

Capital Championships is an annual National Qualifying Meet, bringing in over a hundred riders from 

around the country. The track also hosts the Wellington Regional Championships on rotation with 

the other clubs in the region – 2018, 2022 and next due in 2025 – which is a bigger event still, 

although in 2022 we had to limit numbers to 200 due to Covid bubble size restrictions. 

The club has hosted ‘Have-a-Go’ BMX training sessions with a number of community groups, 

including Karori Scouts, Revolve and WORD.  Lack of volunteer time (due to the huge focus on track 

maintenance) prevents the club from extending these skills programmes further to include the likes 

of schools and other community groups. 

When the club is not in session, the track is open to the public at no cost and is extremely popular.  

Extrapolating from observed public users, it is estimated that over 11,000 people use the track 

annually (see Annex 3). Public users include pre-schoolers on balance bikes or learning to pedal away 

from traffic; whole families with different levels of bike experience; kids on bikes while their parents 

are at the dog park or skate ramps, mountain bikers learning to jump & manual, and e-bikers. 
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Maintenance needs: 
The track surface degrades over time due to: 

• wear and tear from normal usage – crashes, skids and knobbly mountain bike tyres break the

surface membrane allowing wind and rain to act on the lime, creating potholes and blowing

away finer particles,

• misuse – such as low decked scooters which gouge into the leading edges of jumps causing

significant safety issues, or through deliberate vandalism of the track surface; and

• significant weather events - creating rain channels in the track surface or softening the surface,

making it susceptible to tyre tracks (and unleashed dog footprints!) which then set in place if the

track dries out before it is re-screeded and rolled.

Given the high level of use (which is to be encouraged!) the track is now at an age where it needs to 

be fully resurfaced, ideally prior to the next race season.  The scale of this job is beyond the 

volunteer base, so the club has sought quotes from contractors who can do this work more quickly 

and more safely than club volunteers.  Contractor pricing ranges from $14k to 42k +GST. 

The track should be surfaced to a depth of 100mm of lime (with a % of calcium oxide as a binding 

agent).  The lime area is 2000m2, so 100mm depth requires 320 tonnes of lime.  In line with best 

practice, the club proposes to resurface the track by adding 50mm (150 tonnes) annually over the 

next 3 years (which allows for some wind loss) to build to the target 100mm.  Quotes received range 

from $13.8k to $36.6k+GST to transport 150 tonnes of lime mix to Wellington. 

In addition to annual resurfacing, the track needs regular spot repairs, watering screeding and rolling 

to maintain a smooth, safe, riding surface.  This should be on a weekly basis in the racing season, 

twice a month in the off-season and also after significant weather events (budgeted at 3 per year).  

Effort is estimated at around 540 hours per year.  The club proposes a split 60/40 between WCC 

contractors and club volunteers – so $15k contractor and $10k equivalent of volunteer effort.  

And finally the grounds around the track need to be maintained with grass cutting and weed 

spraying.  The Council’s mowing teams maintain the dog park and area around the skate ramps, but 

not the BMX area.  Club volunteers have line trimmed at several times during the year.  We have 

also sought help from Department of Corrections PD crews – but this has proved to be highly 

unreliable.  A contractor quote to provide a monthly service has been priced at $6.9k+GST per year. 

By the end of the 21/22 financial year volunteers will have put in close to 1,000 hours effort across 

all these categories (see Annex 4) – resurfacing straight 1 at the start of the season; trenching & 

installing ducting for a timing system; rolling and maintaining the track on a frequent (although not 

sufficiently regular) basis; line trimming, weeding and tidying up the area at start of season prior to 

significant race events; resurfacing straight 4 as a requirement to be able to host the 2022 Regional 

Championships and planting more than 400 native plants. 

This level of effort is not sustainable, and if continued will drive people away from the club, meaning 

less training opportunities for the community and for the membership and less maintenance of the 

track for the community.  The club proposes to consolidate effort to 4 working bees per year 

covering planting, site & track preparation for season opening and site & track preparation ahead of 

NQM race events.  This effort is valued at $17k using equivalent hourly rates to contractors. 

Totalling these prices, and picking the lower end of the ranges, gives an annual maintenance 

requirement of $49.5k for materials & contractors and $26.6k equivalent of volunteer effort. 

See Annex 1 for cost model calculations. 
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Funding: 
The Council has already invested significantly in building the track as a community asset – 30% of the 

initial $260k build cost and 20% of the $100k to asphalt the berms. The Council also provided $31k in 

the 2018-21 Long Term Plan to produce a concept design of a gate canopy and for track 

maintenance – the majority of which was spent in 2020 on retaining work to resolve subsidence 

issues on the first straight. 

Membership dues cover the operating costs of the club – electricity, security and accounting 

software.  Everything else is funded through grant applications. 

The club has made 18 grant applications in the 21/22 financial year so far, for a total of $295,930.27.  

$56,230 has been awarded and $65,751.30 is awaiting a decision.  These grants have funded the 

completion of the straight 1 subsidence remediation (which enabled the track to re-open in 

September 2021); installation of ducting and cabling for a race timing system; building a causeway at 

90˚ across the track to substantially reduce the time required (and hence cost) for ongoing 

maintenance; installation of safety fencing on berms 1 & 3 and from the start hill to berm 2 and the 

installation of a Capital BMX sign to help attract new members. 

Grant funders like to invest in new facilities rather than ongoing maintenance and operations.  

Funders are typically gaming venue trusts and have had their available funds reduced due to Covid 

lock downs. They are expecting further reductions due to government interventions in the gambling 

industry.  This impacts on the club’s ability to raise funds for ongoing maintenance.  Lack of certainty 

about whether money will be available hampers effective planning and lifecycle management for 

this community asset. Four maintenance focussed applications - for track drainage, construction of 

lime storage bays and for resurfacing (twice) - totalling $85,595.38 have been rejected this year. 

The club will continue to apply for funding to further develop the BMX facility and we have 

ambitious plans to do so, but we are seeking Council backing for $49.5k of the annual maintenance 

needs, in order to maintain the track for our members and for the community. 

Enabling Community Outcomes: 
We believe that Wellington City Council has a great opportunity to leverage the BMX facility to 

further connect our communities in their enjoyment of open public spaces and to activate and 

enable the next generation of cyclists through building bicycle skills in a safe environment away from 

traffic. The Council has an opportunity, with the support of Capital BMX, to get more Wellingtonians 

into cycling which will help with the stated aim of shifting transport modes to less dependence on 

cars, providing for a greener city. 

The BMX track is well suited as a place to practice skills away from traffic.  Unlike the skills area at 

nearby Makara Peak Mountain Bike Park which requires a lengthy uphill ride, the BMX track is easily 

accessible by smaller kids due to the proximity of car parking on site.  We see this every day with the 

significant public use of the track. There is an opportunity to extend this skill development in the 

community through outreach to more organisations – particularly Bikes in Schools and the many 

youth organisations in the Western suburbs and across the city. 

Council investment in the upkeep of this track will bring many benefits to the wider community, 

especially children and families. Nurturing the love and enjoyment of biking will help deliver a 

greener city with less dependence on cars. And, given the cross-over in skills, it will further increase 

the utilisation of the Council’s other investments in Wellington’s cycle lane network and mountain 

bike trails.  These benefits will continue for as long WCC can support the upkeep of the BMX track. 
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Creating a Master Plan: 
Given the scale of use, we believe that Ian Galloway Park is under served in infrastructure and 

under-invested in as a sport & recreation hub for the Western suburbs. 

A group of stakeholders representing park users - Capital BMX club, dog park users, Creswick Valley 

Residents Association, Karori Residents Association, Wellington Skateboard Association, Wellington 

Baseball Association and the Wellington & Hutt Valley Gaelic Football & Hurling Association - has 

met to advocate for public toilets in the area (resulting in a recent petition), to understand each 

other’s needs and priorities, and to form the basis of a masterplan.  

Key elements of the plan are: 

• Enhancements to the BMX track & facilities to better suit members’ and the public’s needs

and to enable a bid to host a major BMX event.

• Installation of public toilets (potentially as part of a Hub facility).

• Creation of a multi-mode asphalted pump track suitable for skateboards, scooters and bikes.

• Extension of car parking to meet current demands and projected future growth.

• A potential site for a neighbourhood playground at the city end of Karori.

• Creation of an all-weather baseball diamond.

We understand that the Council plan to conduct geotechnical investigations and start work on a 

masterplan in the 2023/24 financial year.  We urge the Council to bring forward funding for this 

work and complete it in 2022. 

A key reason for accelerating the masterplan is to support a Wellington bid to host a major BMX 

event.  An event such as the BMX National Championships would bring several thousand visitors to 

the city for up to a week, with consequent economic benefit.  But it can only happen if the facilities 

are in line with BMX NZ requirements. Bids have a 3-year lead time (i.e. the submission deadline of 

15 May 2022 is for events in calendar 2025), so if the masterplan is not signed off until June 2024 

then the earliest that Wellington can host an event would be 2028 (compared to 2026 if we’re in a 

position to lodge a bid next year).   

Not only that, but the stakeholder produced draft masterplan lists options for location of the public 

toilets.  Consultation is required to agree on which option to select, and these facilities are needed 

now given the thousands of users in the area each week. 

In summary, the club seeks an amendment to the 2022/23 annual plan to include $50,000 for BMX 

facility maintenance; an amendment to the Long-Term Plan to include ongoing BMX facility 

maintenance funding at $50,000 per year; and budget and a work plan item in the 2022/23 annual 

plan to complete a masterplan for a Sport & Recreation Hub at Ian Galloway Park during 2022. 

I would like the opportunity to speak to this submission at the committee hearings. 

Yours sincerely, 

David Harkness 
Capital BMX club president 
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Annex 1: Maintenance Calculations Model 

Annex 2: CAP BMX NZ licences, May 2022 
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Annex 3: Public User Extrapolations 

Annex 4: 2021/22 Volunteer hours compared to targets 
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Respondent No: 442

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 09, 2022 17:54:44 pm

Last Seen: May 09, 2022 05:51:55 am

Q1. Full name: Francesca Sigal

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Organisation

Q4. Please name your organisation Pōneke Youth Enviro Alliance

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I live in Wellington

I study in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

not answered

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

Regarding the Future of the Southern Landfill To the Wellington City Council, I am Francesca Sigal and I am a student living

in Pōneke. The decision about the future of the Southern Landfill will have a large impact on the future of our city, the

environment, and the future people and rangatahi of our city - this is why it is so important that we discuss all of our options

thoroughly, edit the options till they are the best possible solutions and to make sure that the voice of the people is heard. In

my opinion, the options presented are not currently adequate. When we pick an option we must consider them by criteria;
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what is best for the environment, what is best for the people (in the short-term and long-term), what is the most ethical, and

what is a long-term and sustainable (in terms of financially and environmentally) option. Option #3, is not suitable because: It

is not an ethical choice as it is essentially us passing our problems on to another group of people - we are the capital city,

with a relatively large population, and passing on our mass amount of waste to another community is not us taking

ownership of waste and it is not an ethical solution. The option also doesn’t specify if Wellingtonians will have a say in what

methods of waste disposal are used (largely due to the fact that there doesn’t seem to be a suggested model, which is

understandable as it’s something the WCC can’t come up with on its own). Because of this, it means that if the council we

‘partner’ with, chooses to turn to an alternative way of waste disposal, there isn’t a written guarantee that Wellingtonians will

have to have a choice in how things go. There is the added issue of transport: transporting the waste out of the city will have

a bigger financial impact and will emit more carbon emissions. The transportation aspect over decades will have a much

larger environmental impact and that outweighs any positives of choosing this option. It is not necessarily a long-term

solution, if the council to whom we distribute our waste to eventually decides they no longer want to dispose of our waste

then we will be sent right back to square one, in a far more vulnerable position with no adequate infrastructure to deal with. It

is better to come up with a solution that we control and therefore have the ability to protect our city from a potential crisis.

Option #2, is not suitable because: The main issue with this option is the impact it will have on air quality and the ozone

layer. This option includes us burning waste and converting it into energy - by burning the waste we will be emitting mass

amounts of Greenhouse gasses into the atmosphere which will contribute to destroying the ozone layer, an already time-

sensitive issue that impacts the environment (less protection from the sun) and the people’s health (skin cancer), and to

lowering the air quality, which will have a negative impact on people’s healths (seen in other cities facing air quality issues)

and the local ecosystems. Although I recognise how the negative carbon footprint will be offset by energy generated, making

more energy is not a priority for us as a nation (as we already have a successful and progressive clean and renewable

energy industry) and is not worth the negative impact on the environment, air quality, peoples health, and the ozone layer.

As both options #2 and #3 are unsuitable solutions, that brings us to option one, which although it is the better of the three, it

is not at the point where we can agree that it is an ideal solution. Option #1 in comparison with #2 and #3 has minimal

negative impacts on the environment (no more than it has right now with the current 2022 Southern Landfill) and has the

agreement of the local community (the people of Ōwhiro have accepted the idea). Although the option meets a large part of

the criteria as it’s Relatively environmentally conscious Relatively Ethical A sustainable solution financially and as it has a

high rate of success There are only 2 issues with the option: It is not a long term solution It doesn’t align without reduction of

waste goals, unless the option reaffirms the relationship between this idea and the waste minimisation scheme. Option #1

has the expectancy to last for only 20 years. This raises the question (which the council has not addressed) of what will

happen in 20 years when Option #1 has reached its limit. We will essentially be back to square one, having to repeat this

entire process, except we may be cornered into picking solutions we would strongly be against right now - for example

having to expand into Carey’s Gully, which thousands of Wellingtonians have recognised to be a terrible and unethical

decision. In order to make Option #1 an ethical solution, it must have a long-term plan, because as it stands now, it is a

short-term solution. We must think ahead and think about the kind of future we want for Pōneke. Continuing to make short-

term solutions means we are leaving these issues for future generations. The council seems to have recognised how this is

not a long-term fix, shown in its title alone ‘piggyback option’, implying it’s not a long-term solution and instead of a stepping

stone. Ways the council could make this a suitable option would be creating a model as to how it will be handled come 20

years, reaffirming that options such as #2, #3 or the Carey’s Gully expansion idea will not be accepted in 20 years,

reaffirming the relationship between the waste minimisation scheme OR coming up with another solution that is an ethical,

environmentally conscious and LONG-TERM solution. This ties in with the 2nd issue of this option, how it hasn’t reaffirmed

the relationship of the option with the waste minimisation scheme, which would align it with our waste reduction goals. As of

right now, the city hasn’t been able to focus on our WRGs because of how reducing our general waste may mean that there

isn’t a suitable way of processing the sludge in Pōneke (as one part sludge has to be mixed with four parts general waste).

Yet despite our need for general waste, we have a goal as a city to reduce waste (aiming to reduce 200kgs of general waste

Wellingtonians produce each year). This step is necessary and important in order to protect our taiao for the next

generations. So when we look to our future, we must pick options that align with our goals of reducing waste - unless option

#1 reaffirms its relationship with the sludge minimization scheme, then there is no guarantee that we can pursue this option

and be able to focus on our waste reduction goals. Summary: Options #2 and #3 are unsuitable, option #1 is the better of the

three, but it needs additions. The two additions it needs are: Must provide suggestions/models/more information as to how it

will be handled in the long term (after 20 years) as well as reaffirm how expanding into Carey’s Gully or pursuing options #2

and #3, will not be solutions in 20 years. Reaffirming the relationship between the Sludge Minimization Scheme and option
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#1 (which is confirmed and expected to be running in 2026). Therefore meaning that we can focus our attention on waste

reduction, leading us towards a greener future. If these issues are addressed, option #1 will be suitable, although I stand

with PYEA’s belief that there are some alternative ideas that should be considered; such as creating a landfill away from

residential areas or not as close to the city (while still being council run) or coming up with ways that are focused around our

Waste Reduction Goals. This decision is so important as it will have an impact for decades, this is why I believe that we if

must choose one of the three options presented by WCC, it can only be Option #1 if it has additions made to it. I would still

like to recommend the council takes further consideration about solutions based on our Waste Reduction Goals. Ngā mihi

nui, Francesca

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Support

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

not answered

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? not answered

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

not answered

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 658

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 15, 2022 09:43:24 am

Last Seen: May 14, 2022 21:35:51 pm

Q1. Full name: Debbie Leyland

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Organisation

Q4. Please name your organisation United Community Action Network (UCAN)

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option B: Leasehold CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

We want to see a real focus on the diversity of housing need, particularly among people with mental illness. We believe the

constitution of the Community Trust will be very important for achieving this objective and hope there will be a full

opportunity for consultation about the Deed of the Trust.

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered
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Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

not answered

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

not answered

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

not answered

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

not answered

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? not answered

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

not answered

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 639

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 14, 2022 17:38:33 pm

Last Seen: May 14, 2022 05:19:05 am

Q1. Full name: Finn Ernest Cordwell

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Organisation

Q4. Please name your organisation Living Wage Movement Aotearoa New Zealand

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? not answered

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

I work in Wellington

I study in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

not answered

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered
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Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

not answered

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

not answered

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

not answered

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

not answered

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? not answered

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Living Wage Wellington's submission focuses on how the council can continue to work on creating a Living Wage City.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Annual Plan Submission 22/23

Some of our Living Wage Champions at last year’s Annual Plan submissions..

Tēnā koutou Wellington City Council (WCC)!

We would like to make an oral presentation.

We are writing to you on behalf of Living Wage Wellington. We are made up of various

community organisations around the city, all who support the vision of a Living Wage

City.

Due to the cost of living crisis it is more important than ever for workers to be paid a Living

Wage. Fundamentally, paying the Living wage not only ensures that wages keep pace with

the cost of Living but also allows workers to participate fully in society and live with

Living Wage Movement Aotearoa New Zealand Incorporated

Building 2, Level 2, 646 Great South Road, Ellerslie, Auckland. Private Bag 92 645, Symonds Street, Auckland

info@livingwage.org.nz www.livingwage.org.nz Living Wage Aotearoa New Zealand
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dignity.

We want to say a big ‘thank you’ for the way you are leading by example by maintaining the

Living Wage as the minimum for all council staff. By taking care of your workforce in such a

fundamental way, you are setting an example to both the region and the nation.

Throughout this submission we highlight what the WCC is doing well and should continue to

do to facilitate the Living Wage at a local government level and across Wellington.  We also

provide a number of further recommendations to leave no doubt in the minds of WCC

workers and the wider community that the WCC is a champion of the Living Wage

Movement.

1. Continue to Pay Staff the Living Wage, including Workers Employed by Contractors

and CCOs

By continuing to pay staff the Living Wage, WCC is looking after its staff and keeping its

word. The Living Wage means stability for workers, and recognition for the work they do

and the life they lead. It also means that WCC continues to be a role model for other

local authorities.

In addition, WCC understands that merely paying the Living Wage to contractors and

direct employees is insufficient. Instead, becoming an accredited employer ensures that

WCC is willing to be held to account on its commitment to liveable incomes for working

people. Furthermore, the Accreditation process operates to remove any doubt that all

direct and contracted employees are paid the Living Wage, through the rigorous

auditing process that comes with accreditation. In essence, we submit that WCC

continues to be accredited, paying both direct , contracted , and  workers employed by

CCOs the Living Wage.

Living Wage Movement Aotearoa New Zealand Incorporated

www.livingwage.org.nz Living Wage Aotearoa New Zealand
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2. Living Wage Council Events

Lately due to the COVID-19 crisis, there has been an understandable and unfortunate

absence of events for the public to participate in. Despite the disappointment this has

caused, it does provide us with the opportunity to assess the next few years of

council  events, and ensure that accredited Living Wage Employers are prioritised to

take part in, sponsor and support these events. For any short-term events, contracted

staff should continue to be paid at least the Living Wage.

3. Maintaining the ‘Living Wage for Events Fund’.

We applaud the council for the creation of the fund to support Wellington Event’s to

pay the living wage in this time of COVID-19 uncertainty. The fund is an excellent step

in supporting the widespread adoption of the Living Wage throughout Wellington. We

submit that the council maintain this fund, keeping the Living Wage as central to its

Kaupapa, and promoting the fund throughout Wellington’s artistic community.

4. Continue to Prioritise Living Wage Employers in the Procurement of Services.

The council decision to set procurement guidelines which prioritise Living Wage

businesses and organisations for any service means that WCC is utilising its powers as

local government to improve the lives of working people. Fundamentally, we thank the

council for leading the way in local government to demonstrate the ability for

government procurement to improve people's lives.

One adjustment we submit is that the procurement guidelines should place greater

emphasis on Accredited Living Wage Employers. This would be achieved by giving a

‘high ranking’ in the tendering process for accredited employer bids rather than

contractors who are merely willing to pay the Living Wage on that particular contract.

Such ensures that the council is getting behind employers who have stepped up and

Living Wage Movement Aotearoa New Zealand Incorporated
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ensured that all staff across their business are paid the Living Wage.

5. Paying All Apprentices operating under WCC the Living Wage.

Although the payment of “Apprentices’ sits outside of the accreditation requirements it

is critical that Wellington city council continue to lead the way to ensure all staff are

provided with liveable incomes. The Kapuapa of the movement is that all workers who

are paid the living wage are unable to live with dignity and properly participate in

society. Hence, there should be no distinction between the pay of Apprentices or any

other WCC staff member.

Thus, we submit that apprentices, particularly those working in Amenity, Sports Turf,

Arboriculture and Nursery Production, should be paid the Living wage at all stages of

their employment. Fundamentally, this ensures that WCC continues to be an exemplary

Living Wage Employer going beyond the call of duty to improve the lives of its workers.

Throughout this process, it is important that council works with the Living Wage

Movement to identify and champion the living wage with different employers.

This submission has provided 5 recommendations that call for current progress to be

maintained and further built upon.  We again thank WCC for continuing to work

constructively and leading the way in delivering the Living Wage across Wellington

City. It is credited to the supportive mayor and councillors for backing the view of the

Wellington community and taking bold steps to support Wellington’s lowest paid

workers . Such ensures that not only low wage working people can live with dignity,

but it also supports local accredited employers by ensuring funds circulate throughout

the local economy fostering sustainable business.

As a movement we are incredibly proud of what we have been able to achieve by working

with WCC – let’s keep a good thing going and make our capital Aotearoa’s first Living Wage

City!

Living Wage Movement Aotearoa New Zealand Incorporated

www.livingwage.org.nz Living Wage Aotearoa New Zealand
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Ngā mihi nui,

Living Wage Wellington

Contact

Finn Cordwell (Living Wage Organiser Greater Wellington)

Living Wage Movement Aotearoa New Zealand Incorporated

www.livingwage.org.nz Living Wage Aotearoa New Zealand
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Respondent No: 563

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 13, 2022 11:44:22 am

Last Seen: May 12, 2022 02:47:04 am

Q1. Full name: Geoffrey Gilbert Wilde

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Don't know

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Neutral don't know
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Neutral

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

not answered

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Increasing encroachment licence fees to better reflect their value 

Do not support  

 

Additional funding for a full upgrade to Khandallah summer pool 

Do not support  

 

Overall, do you support the proposed budget? 

I oppose the proposed budget  

 

Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other 
plans or any other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget? 

I oppose the encroachment fee proposals as they are unfair and unrealistic. It is fair that a fee is paid 
but the proposed increases are not justified for a number of reasons: • It is not a market value 
scenario as WCC could not licence the use of the land to anyone but the adjacent owner. • The 
return calculations are unrealistic and do not reflect the rental value of the adjacent land (pro-rated 
on m2 basis). • The proposal does not take into account improvements works undertaken by lessees 
in many cases, such as improving public access ways that were previously provided by WCC. • The 
proposal does not take into account that maintenance and support obligations are passed from WCC 
to the lessee. I also note that garages on road reserve land (which presumably contribute the bulk of 
encroachment fees) play an important role re WCC’s own policy of removing parked cars from roads. 
Lastly, WCC and WRC rates are becoming a substantial burden on many. Adding usurious licence 
fees will simply force people, particularly retirees, out of the city. I would also like less spent on 
cycleways and more being spent on infrastructure and on sea-level rise mitigation measures, such as 
seawalls where appropriate.  
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Respondent No: 775

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 17, 2022 13:13:41 pm

Last Seen: May 18, 2022 03:45:45 am

Q1. Full name: Andrew Hume

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

I work in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Don't know

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

Waste to energy incineration

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Neutral don't know
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Do not support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Do not support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Do not support

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Don't know

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

We do not support the proposed change to encroachment fees.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Wellington City Council 
Annual Plan 2022/23 Consultation 

 
 

 
 

Consultation on the proposed changes to annual rental fees for road encroachment 

Dear Wellington City Council 

I wish to make an oral submission to Councillors. The two proposals we wish to submit on 
are as follows. 

Council is proposing to: 

1. increase the annual fee for a road encroachment licence from $13.33/m2 to

$26.66/m2 (excluding GST) from 1 July 2022 as an interim measure to support the

management of general rate increase.

2. consider setting the road encroachment fee based on the individual rateable land

value of the adjoining property in the 2024/33 Long Term Plan.

We do not support proposal 1 for the following reasons: 

The proposed increase is unreasonable and could not have been reasonably 

predicted 

The council states that the policy has been in place for many years and not been subject to 
any increases. That in our view does not justify a doubling of the rate. The council might 
argue that any capital value discount will have been baked into property values by now, but 
no reasonable person would expect a doubling of these fees. For our property, we would 
have further discounted the purchase price of this property had we known this kind of 
increase could occur. No business in New Zealand could double the prices of its goods or 
services and expect its customers to tolerate it. 

Even if we do think the whole encroachments policy is retrospective and unfair, we have to 
accept the Council ultimately has the right to an economic return on its land. However this 
return should be a reasonable economic return and the rate should be set in an open and 
transparent way like other monopoly assets. It should also seek to avoid price shocks like 
the ones you are proposing. 

The policy is unfair and discriminatory 

Many of the people in Wellington who have road encroachments have little or no choice but 
to continue to pay the licensing fees each year. They might have old structures like garages 
or in our case, a fence that provides safety for our children from falling down a bank onto the 
road below. Just because the council can charge whatever it wants for this use, does not 
make it right to do so. 
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The proposal is cynical, lazy, monopolistic behaviour and using this revenue to subsidise 
other people’s rates is unfair.  The proposal also lacks any principled thinking about public 
versus private-good activities.  We already pay rates. If the council needs more income 

to fund its activities, then it should use rates - this is the proper mechanism for 

funding public-good activities. The fact that the Council has mismanaged its assets like 
water infrastructure for the past 30 years does not mean it should gouge a handful of 
individuals with few options. A handful of individuals who as a minority do not have power of 
numbers with which to defend themselves. 

The timing is poor and tone-deaf 

We have a large family, with four kids between 5 and 14. We are already facing really large 
increases in our cost of living including food, transport, and interest rates. Instead of 
acknowledging the context and minimising these pressures, the council is instead proposing 
to gouge a handful of Wellingtonians for a service that can’t easily be avoided. 

The proposal is not likely to achieve objectives 

The source of our road encroachment is a fence that runs along a steep bank, and helped 
provide protection for our children from falls when they were very young. It does not restrict 
public access in practice because it runs along an embankment that no sane person would 
try to walk on. That means the only justification for a fee is for the Council to make an 
economic return. If the proposed increase goes ahead then in all likelihood we will remove 
the fence and avoid the fee. The result will be: loss in income for the council (instead of 
getting the proposed double fee the council will get nothing from us); loss of visual amenity 
for our street, and loss of privacy for us. No benefits will occur. 

A process for surrendering encroachments, or for purchasing the land should be 

established 

If the proposal goes ahead, the council needs to put in place a clear process for 
encroachments to be terminated so that this can be done easily and quickly, especially given 
there will be high demand for this. 

We looked into buying this small strip of land some years ago because the encroachment is 
integrated with our property, like all properties along our street. There is no likelihood of a 
wider road ever going in, so our view is that the council should just sell us the land. However 
you advised us that the process would be costly and uncertain. If the council wants to make 
a stable economic return off this land, then it would be best if it were rateable land. That 
provides revenue certainty for the council and certainty for encroachment holders who 
currently have none. We suggest the council should assess the land value and offer it to 
encroachment holders where the likelihood of roads being widened in future is low. 

We do not proposal 2 under certain conditions without further information 

A fairer outcome could be to treat the land as rateable land and charge the same rates as 
the remainder of the property. However, we would need to understand this better before 
supporting such a change. If an incremental fee is charged on top of this it should be 
reasonable, predictable, and transparently derived. For example, any increases should 
be pegged to CPI. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit. 

Andrew Hume 
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Respondent No: 617

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 13, 2022 18:23:43 pm

Last Seen: May 13, 2022 05:41:19 am

Q1. Full name: Peter Hooper

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? Yes

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option B: Leasehold CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

My concern focuses on the Council’s ongoing relationship to what is formed. First, If the council goes to a CHP what does

the council intend to support tenant wellbeing through community connection and social care? Second, how does the council

intend to look after its tenants who are not eligible for Govt assistance ie IRRS? Third, has the council looked into the over

65 's on super as a group and how their needs are being met? This group I believe are especially important because rent

levels are so high now, the NZSuper income is not able to provide a save future for them as citizens of NZ.

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)
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Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

The choice made here does leave open the development of other ways to treat waste disposal, there is no intention to pick

one path and block others.

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Support

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? I support the proposed budget

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Examine tax pathways which allow ownership and control of assets and resources to be included in a universal tax strategy,

where income gained from employee taxation is not put under unrealistic strain.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 665

Login: Registered

Responded At: May 15, 2022 11:44:14 am

Last Seen: May 14, 2022 23:29:18 pm

Q1. Full name: Geoffrey Robert Burns

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? Yes

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I live in Wellington

I work in Wellington

I study in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

None of these options

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

If all Wellington city council tenants pay the same rent per year as me, they collect $24,492,000 per year, 1900 units & 3000

tenants. I think that should be enough for maintenance to ensure safe warm dry homes for their tenants. If they're, (council

housing), in debt, they're probably spending the rent on other things. Council operating deficit $10 million and growing. Plus

up grade shortfall $280 million. My council bedsit has kitchen bathroom lounge/bedroom, it's not flash but it's got everything I

need, I'm happy to do without it getting up graded. If my bedsit is anything like other council units, I'd expect double glazing

and a jacuzy for the money council thinks it needs to spend. I don't know why central government expects city councils to set

up a Community Housing Provider to qualify for an income related rent subsidy. The city council all ready is a community

housing provider, ffs. If I was only paying 25% of my income on rent maybe I could start saving for my retirement.

Unfortunately even if Wgtn c c get central govt funding for IRRs, I won't qualify for a rent reduction to 25% of my income

because current council tenants will still be council tenants and not CHP tenants, meaning council tenants will still be

required to pay rent at 75% of the market rent, i.e. 75% of about $1000.(I don't know what the council thinks the market rent

is because I pay under $200 rent per week, not $750 which I would be paying if market rent was $1000)
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Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

Waste to energy incineration

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered

Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Neutral don't know

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Neutral don't know

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Don't know

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

I oppose building another tunnel through Mt Victoria. I also oppose council support of the airport expansion. Stop building

roads, we already roads from everywhere to everywhere. Increase public transport.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Respondent No: 604

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 13, 2022 15:40:18 pm

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: Selwyn Warren

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? Yes

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Establish a Community Housing Provider

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

Option B: Leasehold CHP with broad responsibilities

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

Community Trust

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

I agree in principle to what I have ticked. However it worries me that existing tenants wont have access to IRRS but the

anternative is very vague in that there are no proposed ideas to address that issue.

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

Waste to energy incineration

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Do not support
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Support

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Do not support

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Do not support

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Neutral

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

not answered

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)

not answered
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Full name: 

Rhonda Elizabeth Swanson  

 

Phone number: 

027 686 1261  

 

Are you making this submission as an individual or on behalf of an organisation? 

Individual  

 

Are you a City Housing tenant? 

Yes  

 

What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all that apply) 

I live in Wellington  

 

Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your submission at an Oral Forum? 

Yes  

 

Would you prefer the Council to retain City Housing through increasing rates and borrowing or by 
establishing a Community Housing Provider 

Establish a Community Housing Provider  

 

If the Council did establish a Community Housing Provider, which option do you support? 

Option C: Leasehold CHP with narrow responsibilities  

 

Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options? 



Both options (Retain Council's City Housing through increasing rates and borrowing and Establish a 
Community Housing Provider) appeal If a CHP is form will council be able to offer free wifi and other 
events and use of community rooms on council social housing sites The eligibility to get into a CHP 
with IRRS is very different from current council eligibility  

 



Full name: 

Lynn Cadenhead 

Phone number: 

 

Are you making this submission as an individual or on behalf of an organisation? 

Organisation  

Please name your organisation 

Wellington City Council's Environmental Reference Group 

Are you a City Housing tenant? 

No  

Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your submission at an Oral Forum? 

Yes  

Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options? 

See attached  

The council’s preference is for a new landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option), 
rather than waste to energy incineration or having no residual waste facility in Wellington City. 
Which option do you prefer? 

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option) 
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Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options? 

See attached  

A $20m Environmental and Accessibility Performance Fund that provides financial support  for 
those building energy efficient or sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington. 

Support 

Removal of all library charges to remove barriers to accessing  council libraries 

Support  

Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other 
plans or any other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget? 

See attached 

You can attach any other document supporting your submission here. (Please ensure that the 
information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23) 
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Submission To Wellington City Council’s 22/23 Annual Plan 

from Wellington City Council’s Environment Reference Group 

10th May 2022 

Contact name: Lynn Cadenhead, l  
ERG Email address:  

 
 

Purpose of the Environmental Reference Group (ERG) 
• Advise Council on the best ways to improve Wellingtonian’s quality of life environmentally, socially,

culturally and economically by protecting and enhancing the local environment.
• Bring knowledge and insight into Council around the environment, including water, energy, waste,

biodiversity, urban design and transport management, in the context of Council’s roles and priorities.

We wish to be heard if there are public hearings. 

1. City Housing

• The objectives of any trust need to include;
- Green Building (or better) standards for all buildings
- Zero carbon objectives both for building construction and operation
- meeting healthy homes standards with urgency
- the need for rentals to be close to services including schools, supermarkets and public transport
- high environmental standards for stormwater disposal and green spaces.

• WCC must keep working with Central Govt to change legislation so that WCC, (and other community
housing providers) can ask people to leave community housing if their income increases over a threshold and is
likely to stay there.

• In the short term, WCC must keep working with Central Govt to change legislation so that the tenants
of WCC and other local government housing providers can receive the Govt rent subsidy without the need for a
trust.

• WCC and any trust leasing the housing should not be increasing the number of rentals until;
- all existing rentals meet healthy homes standards and are upgraded where needed AND
- the community is asked their opinion on WCC/The Trust increasing the number of community homes.

• City housing must be spread across the city and must not be concentrated to form segregated areas.

• Noting that some of the current housing has taken advantage of pre-existing buildings (ex-hotels, etc.)

we urge WCC to utilise further opportunities to do this (ideally doing this with other partners, e.g., central

government and / or the private sector).

2. Residual Waste

New landfill on top of existing landfill 
We support this option for the following reasons: 
While not an ideal situation for Wellington city right now, this allows significant waste minimisation activity 
when the new sludge minimisation plant is implemented in 20261. 
Long-term, this allows the shift to a circular economy as the volume sent to landfill can be phased down. 
Having a waste facility in Wellington is good for resilience. 

1 https://wellington.govt.nz/your-council/projects/moa-point-sludge-minimisation-facility 
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Waste to energy incineration 
We do not support this option for the following reasons: 

• This does not deal with the waste at source, and is instead a new way to make waste “go away”.

• Once Wellington has this system, we are incentivised to feed it with waste to run it efficiently.

• This does not fit the circular economy goals and aspirations of Wellington, and New Zealand, as a
driving principle of a circular economy is to keep materials in use.2

Other nations are halting construction of new waste to energy plants as they do not fit their circular 
economy goals.3 We should learn from this before investing heavily. 

General Comments 
Much of the impact from products is upstream, rather than at the disposal stage.4 NZ needs to focus much 
more heavily on reducing production and consumption of materials, rather than making waste disappear. 

Irrespective of the method chosen for disposing of residual wate, we need more tangible waste reduction plans. For 

both environmental and social reasons these plans need to include strategies to reduce food waste. This will require 

an explicit food waste reduction action plan. 

After the 1:4 ratio requirements for sludge are met we believe that any surplus green/ food waste would be better 

diverted into a city compost scheme, such as that used by San Francisco for the past 26 years[1]. Composting provides 

a wide range of economic and environmental benefits, including improved soil health, nutrient recycling, drought 

mitigation, carbon sequestration, and green jobs.[2]   

Based on the Infrastructure Committee minutes from 27 April 2022 about managing food waste with composting, 

we strongly recommend proceeding immediately with planning (and implementation well before 2026) for the 

diversion of any surplus organic waste into such a scheme. While we appreciate that the council must take financial 

costs into account, it must also consider the costs of global warming, and the costs on future generations by not 

acting. 

3. Removal of overdue library fees

We agree with the removal of overdue library fees and with the reasoning behind it. Ensuring our libraries 
are accessible to everyone, and people of all ages from all backgrounds are able to enjoy reading, is an incredibly 
beneficial step that will have tangible impacts upon our communities.  

4. Establishment of an Environmental and accessibility Performance Fund

We agree with the establishment of an Environmental and Accessibility Performance Fund to support 
better building practices and a carbon neutral capital. ERG reiterates that Aotearoa New Zealand, and the entire 
world, is in the midst of a climate emergency. We support this step as we would any other that demonstrably 
enhances the climate change response of Pōneke, and we continue to encourage both Councillors and Council 
officers to take bold, ambitious and transformational steps to respond to the climate crisis.  

While the ERG is very supportive of this fund, and this approach, we just have one comment about the 
commentary in this section, which makes the point that the fund will “support our goal of becoming a 
carbon neutral city by 2050”.  

2 https://environment.govt.nz/what-government-is-doing/areas-of-work/waste/ohanga-amiomio-circular-economy/ 
3 https://gov.wales/wales-takes-action-circular-economy-funding-upcoming-reforms-plastic-and-moratorium-large-

scale 

4 https://mymodernmet.com/babette-porcelijn-hidden-impact/ 
[1] https://www.nrdc.org/resources/san-francisco-composting
[2] https://www.nrdc.org/stories/greening-playing-fields
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Unfortunately, the most recent Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report has signalled that it is highly 
unlikely that we can keep global warming to 1.5deg increase if we retain 2050 as the year to achieve 
carbon neutrality. On that basis, we urge the WCC to revisit the commitments in Te Atakura, and to revise 
the goal for carbon neutrality to be achieved by 2040 or earlier. Another way to approach this would be to 
revise the goal for 2050 to be carbon-negative, instead of carbon neutral by 2050 (or earlier). This would 
be an ideal opportunity for Wellington to provide leadership on the world stage.  

5. Increased Support for the restorative planting programme.

We strongly agree with the increase support for the restorative planting programme. This proposed funding 
is vital to the ecological health of the Pōneke area. Since the year 2000, WCC has invested at least $10M in 
restoration planting, and currently, all that progress is at risk of being lost. At least 37% of WCC restoration sites are 
under threat, and there has not yet been a corresponding increase in restoration funding to allow proper protection 
of these restoration areas. Therefore, this proposed increase is crucial in safeguarding the investment already made 
by WCC, as well as in resourcing the WCC ecology team to undertake further monitoring and evaluation work. ERG 
supports this funding in the strongest possible terms.  

6. Three Waters Infrastructure

ERG would like to see a significant increase in investment in the three waters capital programme and in the 

operation of the three waters infrastructure. This will support city intensification, reduce pollution and 

erosion in Wellington’s waterways and will increase Wellingtons drinking water resilience.  

7. Parking

In the short term, the ERG supports the proposal to not go ahead with plans to extend on street paid parking time 

limits or extend charging for on-street parking to 10pm on Friday and Saturday. However, we feel that this proposal 

should have a set time limit of 3months as it is an easy and effective way to reduce the level of greenhouse gas 

emissions in the central city.   

8. Economic Development

 ‘Economic Development’ is listed as a project. ERG recently submitted on the Council’s ‘Economic 

Wellbeing’ Strategy, and we much prefer that title. WCC must emphasise wellbeing/ flourishing within 

planetary boundaries, rather than any further activities that will lead to global warming.  The language that 

the Council uses in relation to Economics is important, because ‘Development’ conveys something quite 

different to ‘Wellbeing’. Please refer to Economic Wellbeing from now on, or provide a clear rationale for 

your use of the term ‘Development’ for all of the projects listed under this heading, and takes into 

consideration that the Council’s blueprint for Te Atakura requires any new activities for the city to be 

Carbon-negative (or net-zero Carbon, as a minimum).    
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Respondent No: 310

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 02, 2022 15:08:52 pm

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: Nury Monardez

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? No

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

not answered

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

not answered

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

not answered

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

not answered
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

not answered

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

not answered

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Do not support

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

not answered

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

not answered

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? I oppose the proposed budget

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

Regarding the review fee structure proposal on road encroachment: I bought my property on 1989 with the fence already

installed, no one then informed me about the property had an encroachment. I am a pensioner, it will be impossible for me to

be able to pay that increase of the proposal. The only way for me to avoid to pay will be to put the fence down but my four

year old granddaughter lives with me and it will be very dangerous for her or anyone here to have the section open to the

street with no footpath. Also some of my neighbours likes to speed their cars on the streets, you can come have a look the

skid marks on the road.

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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Full name: 

Tyler Dunkel 

Phone number: 

Are you making this submission as an individual or on behalf of an organisation? 

Organisation  

Please name your organisation 

WCC Takatapui & Rainbow Advisory Council 

Are you a City Housing tenant? 

No  

What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all that apply) 

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer 
I live in Wellington  
I work in Wellington  
I own a business in Wellington  
I study in Wellington  

Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your submission at an Oral Forum? 

Yes  

Would you prefer the Council to retain City Housing through increasing rates and borrowing or by 
establishing a Community Housing Provider 

Establish a Community Housing Provider 
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If the Council did establish a Community Housing Provider, which option do you support? 

Option B: Leasehold CHP with broad responsibilities  

If the council established a Community Housing Provider, do you agree with the council’s 
preference for a community trust,  rather than a company or limited partnership? 

Community Trust 

Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options? 

See appendix 1 of attached  

Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to recognise market  and supplier constraints 

Neutral don't know  

Not proceeding with previous plans of extending on street paid parking time limits on Friday and 
Saturday evenings. 

Neutral don't know 

A $20m Environmental and Accessibility Performance Fund that provides financial support  for 
those building energy efficient or sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington. 

Neutral don't know 

Increasing encroachment licence fees to better reflect their value 

Neutral don't know  

Removal of all library charges to remove barriers to accessing  council libraries 

Support  
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Overall, do you support the proposed budget? 

Neutral  

You can attach any other document supporting your submission here. (Please ensure that the 
information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23) 
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APPENDIX 1:  Annual Plan public housing submission 

Tēnā kouto katoa, 

We welcome the opportunity to submit on WCC’s annual plan, specifically in relation to public housing. 
The Takatāpui and Rainbow Advisory Council is a Wellington City Council Advisory group with expertise 
and lived experience of Rainbow Communities within Wellington. We advise on matters focusing on 
the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Takatāpui, Transgender, Questioning, Intersex, and Asexual (LGBTTQIA+) 
perspective. A major focus of our current workplan is Health, Safety, Wellbeing and Accessibility for our 
communities.  

Broadly we support option B for both questions. We think the formation of an independent Trust to 
manage public housing in Wellington will be beneficial for public housing residents in Wellington. We 
note that this model has been successfully adopted in Ōtautahi with the formation of Ōtautahi 
Community Housing Trust. ŌCHT are the largest Community Housing Provider (CHP) in the country and 
were the first to meet the standards set out in the Healthy Homes Guarantee Act 2017.  

LGBTTQIA+ people are disproportionately affected by homelessness; while we don’t currently have 
whole-of-population statistics in Aotearoa, international evidence indicates that 20-40% of people who 
experience homelessness are part of the LGBTTQIA+ community (Fraser, 2019). Emerging research 
indicates that LGBTTQIA+ people in Aotearoa experience significant housing deprivation and 
homelessness (Clark et al, 2021; Veale et al, 2019; Fraser et al, 2021). Disabled LGBTTQIA+ communities 
in Aotearoa are more likely to be affected by homelessness and unstable housing (Veale et al, 2019). 
Furthermore, LGBTTQIA+ communities in Aotearoa, on average, earn less than their non-LGBTTQIA+ 
counterparts (Statistics New Zealand, 2021; Veale et al, 2019). There is a pressing need to ensure that 
our housing support system is accessible for these communities. While the Homelessness Action Plan 
mentions LGBTTQIA+ people in passing, we are yet to see significant policy and practice which caters to 
the needs of our communities.  

We would like to see specific Māori and LGBTTQIA+ representation on the board of any trust that 
might be formed because of changes made to how WCC governs its public housing. LGBTTQIA+ 
people’s housing needs are often side lined, or our communities are “treated the same'' as non-
LGBTTQIA+ communities, to our detriment (Fraser, 2020). LGBTTQIA+ communities have specific 
housing needs to ensure their safety and ability to thrive; it is important that these needs are 
considered and met.  

Public housing tenants should be able to access the Income-Related Rent Subsidy (IRRS); the current 
two-tier system is inequitable and disadvantages some of our most vulnerable citizens. With the 
housing crisis continuing to worsen, we feel it imperative to change the model of how WCC provides 
public housing so that all tenants can access the IRRS.  

We welcome the opportunity to meet with any Council staff who wish to talk about this more; our 
advisory council has a specific interest in housing for LGBTTQIA+ communities.  

Ngā mihi nui, 

Tyler Dunkel, Co-Chairs 
and 
On Behalf of the Takatāpui & Rainbow Advisory Council 
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Respondent No: 306

Login: Admin

Responded At: May 02, 2022 11:41:41 am

Last Seen: May 15, 2022 10:49:41 am

Q1. Full name: Tony Yeung

Q2. Phone number:

Q3. Are you making this submission as an

individual or on behalf of an organisation?

Individual

Q4. Please name your organisation not answered

Q5. Are you a City Housing tenant? Yes

Q6. What is your connection to Wellington? (tick all

that apply)

I am a Wellington City Council ratepayer

I live in Wellington

Q7. Do you wish to speak to Councillors about your

submission at an Oral Forum?

Yes

Q8. Would you prefer the Council to retain City

Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing or by establishing a Community

Housing Provider

Retain Council's City Housing through increasing rates and

borrowing

Q9. If the Council did establish a Community

Housing Provider, which option do you

support?

not answered

Q10. If the council established a Community Housing

Provider, do you agree with the council’s

preference for a community trust,  rather than a

company or limited partnership?

not answered

Q11.Are there comments you would like to make about the changes to city housing  options?

Selected Option A and Company or Limited Partnership for follow up questions

Q12.The council’s preference is for a new landfill on

top of the existing landfill (piggyback option),

rather than waste to energy incineration or

having no residual waste facility in Wellington

City. Which option do you prefer?

New landfill on top of the existing landfill (piggyback option)

Q13.Are there comments you would like to make about the landfill options?

not answered

Q14.Rescheduling of the timing of some projects to

recognise market  and supplier constraints

Neutral don't know
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Q15.Not proceeding with previous plans of extending

on street paid parking time limits on Friday and

Saturday evenings.

Neutral don't know

Q16.A $20m Environmental and Accessibility

Performance Fund that provides financial

support  for those building energy efficient or

sustainable homes and  buildings in Wellington.

Neutral don't know

Q17. Increasing encroachment licence fees to better

reflect their value

Neutral don't know

Q18.Additional funding for a full upgrade to

Khandallah summer pool

Neutral don't know

Q19.Removal of all library charges to remove

barriers to accessing  council libraries

Neutral don't know

Q20.Overall, do you support the proposed budget? Don't know

Q21.Do you have any comments about the upcoming decisions, fees and user charges changes, other plans or any

other general feedback  on our annual plan and budget?

not answered

Q22.You can attach any other document supporting

your submission here. (Please ensure that the

information is on the Annual Plan 2022/23)
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