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Have your say! 
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AREA OF FOCUS 

The role of the City Strategy Committee is to set the broad vision and direction of the city, 
determine specific outcomes that need to be met to deliver on that vision, and set in place 
the strategies and policies, bylaws and regulations, and work programmes to achieve those 
goals. 

In determining and shaping the strategies, policies, regulations, and work programme of the 
Council, the Committee takes a holistic approach to ensure there is strong alignment 
between the objectives and work programmes of the seven strategic areas of Council, 
including: 

 Environment and Infrastructure – delivering quality infrastructure to support healthy and 
sustainable living, protecting biodiversity and transitioning to a low carbon city 

 Economic Development – promoting the city, attracting talent, keeping the city lively and 
raising the city’s overall prosperity  

 Cultural Wellbeing – enabling the city’s creative communities to thrive, and supporting the 
city’s galleries and museums to entertain and educate residents and visitors 

 Social and Recreation – providing facilities and recreation opportunities to all to support 
quality living and healthy lifestyles 

 Urban Development – making the city an attractive place to live, work and play, 
protecting its heritage and accommodating for growth 

 Transport – ensuring people and goods move efficiently to and through the city  

 Governance and Finance – building trust and confidence in decision-making by keeping 
residents informed, involved in decision-making, and ensuring residents receive value for 
money services. 

The City Strategy Committee also determines what role the Council should play to achieve 
its objectives including: Service delivery, Funder, Regulator, Facilitator, Advocate 

The City Strategy Committee works closely with the Long-term and Annual Plan committee 
to achieve its objectives. 

 
Quorum:  8 members 
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1 Meeting Conduct 
 

1. 1 Apologies 
The Chairperson invites notice from members of apologies, including apologies for lateness 
and early departure from the meeting, where leave of absence has not previously been 
granted. 
 

1. 2 Conflict of Interest Declarations 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when 
a conflict arises between their role as a member and any private or other external interest 
they might have. 
 

1. 3 Confirmation of Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 21 September 2017 will be put to the City Strategy 
Committee for confirmation.  
 

1. 4 Public Participation 
A maximum of 60 minutes is set aside for public participation at the commencement of any 
meeting of the Council or committee that is open to the public.  Under Standing Order 3.23.3 
a written, oral or electronic application to address the meeting setting forth the subject, is 
required to be lodged with the Chief Executive by 12.00 noon of the working day prior to the 
meeting concerned, and subsequently approved by the Chairperson. 

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

 

 

AN INTEGRATED MASTERPLAN FOR SHELLY BAY 
 
 

Purpose 

1. To identify the feedback from the public consultation, including wider issues raised, and 
respond to the issues that are of concern to the community. To also recommend that 
Council proceed with the proposed sale and lease of land to Shelly Bay Limited (SBL) 
to provide for an integrated development solution through a masterplan that unlocks 
the potential of Shelly Bay for Wellingtonians, visitors and iwi.   

Summary 

2. The Council at its meeting of 26 April 2017 was presented with a report entitled 
Proposed Long-Term Lease and Sale of Council Land at Shelly Bay. The purpose of 
the report was to introduce to the Council the idea of a long-term lease and sale of part 
of the Council land at Shelly Bay. The primary recommendation from the meeting was 
to undertake public consultation, the outcome of which would help Council in its 
decision making.  

3. The proposed integrated development is a compelling value proposition:  

 It maintains and enhances public accessibility.   

 It provides for increased housing supply.  

 A new visitor destination in the city is developed.  

 The risk allocation shifts from the Council to SBL. 

 The sale and lease largely offsets infrastructure commitments.  

 It improves the rating base for the city.  

 The commitments Council has made with iwi to work closer and in partnership 
are reinforced.   

4. The substantive decision for the Council is whether or not it sells/leases a portion of its 
land holdings to facilitate the larger integrated development of Shelly Bay, and if so on 
what terms. A number of issues that assist in Council’s decision were raised during the 
consultation process. This report focuses on the main areas of concern which are 
grouped as follows: 

 Integration with Council strategy; 

 Traffic improvements; 

 Assessment of the resource consent under the Housing Accords and Special 
Housing Areas Act 2013 (HASHAA); and 

 Infrastructure capacity and funding. 
 

Other areas of concern include:  

o Sea level rise; 

o Impact on the natural environment; 

o the wharves; 

o the design and  

o heritage 

5. In response to the issues raised the following are proposed: 
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  The Council will continue to work with iwi, the community and central 

Government to develop a strategy; Te Motu Kairangi - A Prospectus of 
Opportunities - a Miramar-wide vision which seeks to embrace the unique 
opportunities of the peninsula as a whole.  

 The infrastructure and public space cost as it relates to infrastructure 
investment at Shelly Bay is $20 million. Council’s contribution would be 50%.    

 Consider improvements to Shelly Bay Road between Miramar Avenue and 
Shelly Bay to support multi-modal travel, in particular to enhance cycling while 
maintaining the natural character of the coastline. This is in line with 
progressing the aspiration of the Great Harbour Way.  

 Consider investing in an upgrade of the wider water supply and waste 
infrastructure to support future development across the wider Miramar 
Peninsula. This investment cost is estimated at $5.6 million.   

 Work with SBL to instigate further research and opportunities to better 
accommodate the needs of the Little Penguin. 

 Confirm Council’s Technical Advisory Group (TAG) as the design review panel 
to assess future designs of buildings, public spaces and other interventions, to 
confirm a quality outcome.   

 Consider seeking commitment through the proposed development agreement 
that SBL undertake to deliver an appropriate amount of affordable housing 
within Wellington city during the life of the development. 

6. The integrated masterplan proposed by SBL gives certainty as to the outcome at Shelly 
Bay, which would direct the following for the 3.5 hectares of Council owned land:  

 The retention of 2.6 hectares in Council ownership of publically accessible land 
for public space, waterfront promenade and road access.   

 The 125 year lease of approximately 0.6 hectares of land and two buildings; 
Shed 8 and the Shipwrights Building to SBL for commercial, mixed use 
development which will generally be publicly accessible. This lease is valued at 
approximately $5.5 million.  

 The selling of approximately 0.3 hectares to SBL for housing. The value of this 
land is in the order of $2.5 million.  

7. If Council were not to approve the sale and lease: 

 SBL is likely to deliver a less inclusive development.  

 There would be a cost to Council for deferred maintenance on buildings, 
infrastructure, seawalls and an upgrade for Shelly Bay Road.   

 The Council would not be delivering on its MOU commitments to iwi. 

 The best opportunity for the future of Shelly Bay since the air force base 
closed in 1995 would be lost for another period of time. 

 The Council would be missing an opportunity to show its ability to work in 
formal and informal partnerships to unlock housing pressures created by 
increased growth.  

 There is no certainty of the outcome for this site and the economic benefit 
would be lost. 
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 8. If Council were not to approve the sale and lease, SBL would not be able to exercise all 

of the development rights under its existing resource consent. Any proposal to vary the 
present consent would have to be lodged with the Council resource consent team for 
its consideration and assessment as to whether the applied variation is in scope of the 
current consent. 

 
 

Recommendations 

That the City Strategy Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Recommend to Council that it  

i. Note that resource consent has been granted for the redevelopment of Shelly 
Bay. 

ii. Note the findings from the public consultation process. 

iii. Note this proposal delivers on Council’s wider strategic objectives around 
housing supply and commitment under the MOU partnership agreement with iwi. 

iv. Note the significant public amenity and economic benefit in both the construction 
phase and in the post construction period.   

v. Agree that Council sell the area identified in Attachment 1, being 0.3 hectares, 
more or less, to Shelly Bay Limited for approximately $2.5 million. 

vi. Agree that Council lease the area identified in Attachment 1, being 0.6 hectares, 
more or less, and Shed 8 and the Shipwright’s Building to Shelly Bay Limited for 
a period of 125 years for approximately $5.5 million.  

vii. Agree that Council contribute half the cost of the development of public realm and 
infrastructure elements necessary to bring ageing infrastructure up to  standard to 
help deliver the Shelly Bay masterplan.  

viii. Request Wellington Water Limited to optimise the LTP budget for water 
infrastructure to enable $5.6 million for infrastructure costs for additional water 
supply and waste water capacity to support future development on the Miramar 
Peninsula, the cost of which would be ultimately recovered as those 
developments are realised.  

ix. request officers to further investigate the upgrade of Shelly Bay Road between 
Miramar Avenue and Shelly Bay.   

x. Agree to include the projected costs and revenues in the Long Term Plan (LTP). 

xi. Agree that Council officers prepare a development agreement outlining the 
principal  commercial and legal terms of a sale and lease agreement with 
Shelly Bay Limited.  

xii. Delegate authority to the Council’s Chief Executive Officer and the Mayor to 
finalise and execute the relevant agreements. 

 

 

Background 

9. In a 1999 Environment Court decision that was considering planning provisions at 
Shelly Bay, Judge Kenderdine wrote: “the area is not very large so that sporadic 
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 piecemeal, disjointed or incomplete development is undesirable. What is really required 

is for a person or organisation to come forward with a complete proposal for the whole 
area”.  

10. The Council is now responding to an integrated development proposal undertaken as a 
joint partnership between the Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust (PNBST) and The 
Wellington Company (TWC). The legal partnership goes under the name Shelly Bay 
Limited. The site for development is approximately 11.3 hectares, which is comprised 
of approximately 7.8 hectares owned by SBL and a Council-owned component of some 
3.5 hectares.  

11. PNBST is the legislative mandated entity for Taranaki Whānui kit e Upoko o te Ika 
(Taranaki Whānui). Taranaki Whānui migrated to Wellington in 1830 and is the original 
kaitiaki and mana whenua of Wellington.  In 2009 Taranaki Whānui settled their 
historical grievances with the Government, and the purchase of Shelly Bay was part of 
that settlement. The objective of Taranaki Whānui is to restore, revitalise, strengthen 
and enhance the cultural, social and economic well-being of Taranaki Whānui and 
Wellington.  

12. In response to a request by the PNBST and TWC, and under the HASHAA, the Council 
recommended to the Government that Shelly Bay become a Special Housing Area 
(SHA). The current Shelly Bay SHA is contained in an Order in Council dated 7 
December 2015.   

13. A resource consent was lodged in September 2016, assessed under the HASHAA, and 
approved in April 2017. The consent was granted for a comprehensive masterplan with 
a vision for the total site, which includes the Council land holding. The consent is for 
352 houses and other commercial amenities such as cafes, bars, shops, a 
microbrewery and a boutique hotel. It also provides for a range of public spaces 
including a waterfront promenade, a village green, and two new parks at the northern 
and southern ends of the development. Public car parking, planting and other 
amenities are provided for. The consent provides for staged subdivision and a staged 
construction timeframe for the 352 units within 13 years of the issue of consent. Some 
of the buildings will be up to the maximum height the HASHAA provides for of 6 storeys 
or 27 metres. However the consent notes; ‘the development will be visually nestled into 
the landscape with the vegetated coastal escarpments remaining the visual dominant  
feature’.    

14. This masterplan was designed by a highly regarded team of Wellington design 
consultants who have worked on many high profile projects around the country and 
Wellington including the Wellington waterfront - Waitangi Park and Te Wharewaka, and 
the Pukeahu National War Memorial Park. The team includes architects - Architecture 
+; urban designers - McIndoe Urban and landscape architects – Wraight Associates.   

15. As part of the masterplan, SBL has proposed to the Council that it sells 0.3 hectares 
and leases 0.6 hectares of Council land to help deliver this vision. This will leave the 
Council owning 2.6 hectares at Shelly Bay which will ensure the public will have 
accessibility to, and through Shelly Bay.  

16. Council officers have worked with SBL over the last 18 months to ensure that the 
proposal would deliver a sustainable, well designed and financially viable 
redevelopment of Shelly Bay.  

17. Below is a timeline of events: 

 

18. August 2008 19. PNBST was established to administer the Treaty of Waitangi 
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 settlement of Taranaki Whānui 

20. Late 2008 21. PNBST purchased a 4.5 ha holding in Shelly Bay 

22. 2014 23. TWC entered into a 5 year management agreement with PNBST to 
manage the estate  

24. 24 June 2014 25. Council and Government sign the Wellington City Housing Accord  

26. March 2015 27. Consultation on the Wellington Growth Plan  

28. June 2015 29. Council approved Shelly Bay as a Special Housing Area (SHA) 
under HASHAA 

30. Late 2015 31. PNSBT and TWC present early development proposals to Council 
officers  

32. 7 December 
2015 

33. Government executed an Order in Council resulting in Shelly Bay 
being formally designated as a SHA 

34. September 
2016 

35. TWC lodge a resource consent application containing a masterplan  
and design guide  

36. 31 January 
2017 

37. PNBST and TWC enter into a formal joint venture establishing SBL  

38. 18 April 2017 39. Resource consent approved 

40. 26 April 2017 41. Report: Proposed Long-Term Lease and Sale of Council Land at 
Shelly Bay – presented to Council 

42. 17 July -14 
August 2017 

43. Public consultation undertaken  

 

18. A publicly excluded report – Proposed Long-Term Lease and Sale of Council Land at 
Shelly Bay - was presented to Council on 26 April 2017. The purpose of the report was 
to propose the long-term lease and sale of the Council land at Shelly Bay to support 
SBL to develop the land in accordance with its SHA status. It also requested the 
Council to agree to go out for public consultation. 

19. The report highlighted: 

 Over the next ten years it is estimated that deferred maintenance on property 
and infrastructure and ongoing operational losses will require investment by 
Council of some $6.1 million. 

 The redevelopment of the site would remove this liability and realise a 
comprehensive, high quality solution for Shelly Bay with substantial public 
benefits.   

 The valuation for the purposes of the sale and lease is based on the land being 
fully serviced by infrastructure. This is not the case and therefore the true value 
of the land is arguably less than what SBL will contribute.  

 An arrangement was proposed where Council contributes 50% towards the 
infrastructure and public realm works required to support the development. The 
remaining 50% would be funded by SBL. The total estimated cost of these 
works has been estimated at $20 million.   

 Specifically it is proposed that Council fund $3.35 million in public realm works 
(50% of the total estimated cost of $6.7 million) for the development, comprising 
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 a village green, the road relocated behind the green enhancing better public 

access to the water’s edge, two waterfront “point parks” located at each end of 
the development, and other streetscape works within the development area (all 
to remain in Council ownership). Further, it is proposed that Council fund $6.5 
million in infrastructure works (50% of the total estimated cost of $13 million) 
made up primarily of upgrades to Shelly Bay Road and the Miramar Avenue  
intersection, water supply, stormwater and wastewater upgrades. The residual 
50% of public realm and infrastructure costs would be met by SBL.  

 The proposed development provides for the retention and adaptive re-use of 
two prominent buildings on Council land – the centrepiece of Shelly Bay - Shed 
8 and the Shipwright’s building. The cost of remediating these buildings to a 
reasonable standard of repair has been estimated at $3.0 million. It is proposed 
that SBL remediate both buildings, at its cost, to a superior standard of repair as 
key public components of the proposed development. Both these buildings are 
in poor condition and require remedy before weathering and damage renders 
the buildings irreparable.   

 Upon completion it is estimated the development will employ in excess of 100 
people in full time jobs. During the construction phase it is estimated there will 
be a direct spend of $216 million with an additional $180 million in third-party 
spending in the local economy resulting directly from the Shelly Bay 
development. Overall a community benefit cost ratio in excess of 20 is expected 
during the construction phase, reducing to around 2.7 in the post construction 
period. A ferry service connecting Shelly Bay to the city is also proposed.  

 Note that some of the figures that were proposed in the 26 April report have 
been slightly adjusted to reflect further work undertaken since then.  

 

20. The land has been valued by giving consideration to comparable land sales in 
Wellington. Sales evidence is comprised of sites that are fully serviced by infrastructure 
– Shelly Bay is not – and it is therefore difficult to make a direct comparison. The sale 
and lease price results in gaining the fully serviced value for the Council land while the 
Council is contributing only 50% of the costs required to upgrade the site to a fully 
serviced state of amenity. The value of the land without an expected level of 
infrastructural support would arguably be considerably less than the price negotiated. 

 

Discussion 
 

Public consultation  

21. A working group of Councillors including the portfolio leads of Community Planning and 
Engagement, Maori partnership, Urban Development and Housing as well as the three 
Eastern ward councillors, and Council officers was set up to develop the consultation 
process, questions to be asked of the public and consultation documentation.   

22. The consultation ran from 17 July to 14 August 2017 inclusive. 

23. The consultation documents were made available online at 
wellington.govt.nz/shellybay and at public libraries. The documents relating to the 
consultation were: 

 Have your say Shelly Bay development– consultation document –attached as 
Attachment 2 

 Submission form 
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  Resource consent application 

 Resource consent report 

 Frequently asked questions – attached as Attachment 3 
 
Public displays 

24. Two public displays were set up for the Shelly Bay consultation: one at Shelly Bay itself 
and the other in Council reception in Wakefield Street. The displays contained the 
information from the consultation document Have your Say on Shelly Bay. 
 
Public drop-in sessions 

25. Two four-hour drop-in sessions were held at Shelly Bay – one on Sunday 23 July and 
the other on Sunday 30 July. In total about 120 people attended. The architect for the 
development, Stuart Gardyne of Architecture +, presented on the design and 
development rationale at each session. Council officers and a representative of Shelly 
Bay Ltd were on hand to answer questions. 
 
Meeting for Miramar businesses 

26. PNBST hosted a meeting for Miramar commercial ratepayers and commercial tenants 
on Monday 31 July at Shelly Bay. Trust and iwi representatives addressed the meeting 
along with David Chick, Chief Planner, and architect Stuart Gardyne. About 20 
commercial ratepayers/tenants attended the meeting and asked questions. 
 
Publicity and promotion 

27. The Council issued a media release announcing the start of the consultation on 
Thursday 13 July. As a result, news articles appeared on Stuff and Scoop. Following 
the release of the consultation document on 17 July the Dominion Post featured a front 
page article about the consultation including the main elements of the proposed sale 
and lease agreement and details about the proposed development. 

28. The Council promoted the consultation on its Facebook page and invited feedback, 
resulting in about 30 questions form the public which were responded to on Facebook 
and added to the online Q&A document. The Council also placed a quarter page 
advertisement about the consultation in the Dominion Post Weekend on Saturday 15 
July. 

 
Results of the public consultation 

29. There were 1103 public submissions received on the proposed sale and lease of 
Council land at Shelly Bay. Of these, 60 submitters chose to be heard orally at 
hearings on 7 & 8 September. Attached as Attachment 4 is the report from consultants 
RMG who have analysed the submissions in detail.   

30. The RMG report notes: In summary, a formal survey was provided for respondents to 
give feedback on various aspects of the proposal.  The survey questions can be 
summarised as follows: 

 levels of support for Council’s proposal to enter into an agreement with SBL to 
 develop Shelly Bay, including the sale and lease of Council land and buildings at 
 Shelly Bay and a sharing of the costs for associated infrastructure upgrades and 
 public space development; and 

 reasons for their support or opposition to the proposal and its component parts, 
 and the benefits and issues arising. 
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 The majority of responses utilised this survey format, though many respondents did not 

respond to all questions.  Other respondents used a different format for their respective 
responses. 

The main findings from public consultation on the proposal are as follows: 

 a greater number of respondents were unsupportive of the overall proposal and 
the proposed sale of land for housing than were supportive of those matters; 

 the lease of land and buildings for commercial/retail uses received similar levels 
of support and opposition, and the proposed public spaces and facilities received 
more supportive responses than unsupportive;  

 responses in support were frequently of a general nature, though respondents 
commonly identified increased housing supply, improved vibrancy in the area, 
adaptive reuse of existing buildings and improved tourism, economic or 
employment opportunities as benefits arising from the various aspects of the 
proposal; 

 commonly raised issues and/or reasons for not supporting the proposal included 
concerns about effects on the transportation network, cyclists and pedestrians, 
opposition to Council funding or subsidising aspects of the proposal, concerns 
that the planned development will have adverse effects on the character of the 
area and/or on local wildlife, and concerns about infrastructure capacity (among 
others); 

 many responses commented on the design and type of development anticipated, 
with some supportive and others suggesting the development should be less 
intensive, more affordable and/or more attractive; 

 a large number of respondents expressed a desire to ensure public accessibility 
is maintained or enhanced throughout the area, and others stressed the 
importance of preserving or enhancing the wide range of recreational activities 
currently enjoyed there; 

 other respondents raised process-related issues, including an often-expressed 
view that the resource consent application for the proposed development of the 
area should have been publicly notified and considered under the District Plan; 
and 

 a large number of parties took the opportunity to suggest further work, 
amendments to the proposal and/or improvements to the wider area, including 
the development of a wider framework to guide the future management of the 
Miramar Peninsula, requests for further public engagement, suggestions that the 
area should be converted to a regional park, that more emphasis should be 
placed on providing for public and active transport, and that upgrades to the 
wider transportation network should be prioritised to improve existing issues in 
the eastern suburbs (among others). 

 

Consideration of Matters Raised  

31. The RMG report identifies the matters that were raised as part of the consultation 
process, identifying levels of support and non-support. This section provides responses 
to the matters that have had a level of non-support. In some cases the response 
clarifies issues, identifies issues that are outside the scope of this process and/or 
identifies issues that are still evolving.  
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 32. The public consultation process has provided useful feedback. For the purposes of this 

report, the four major matters raised are grouped as follows:   

 Integration with Council strategy; 

 Traffic improvements; 

 Assessment of the resource consent under HASHAA; 

 Infrastructure capacity and funding. 
 

Other matters that were raised included:  

o Sea level rise; 

o impact on the natural environment; 

o the wharves; 

o the design and  

o heritage. 

  
Integration with Council strategy   

33. The Wellington Urban Growth Plan – Urban Development and Transport Strategy 
2014-2043 was consulted on in 2015. As part of the Implementation Plan it identified 
that Shelly Bay offered ‘a unique opportunity for high quality mixed-use development 
providing both residential accommodation and public uses’ (p. 23 Wellington Urban 
Growth Plan – Implementation Plan Draft for consultation March 2015). It proposed a 
joint master planning exercise between the Council and PNBST to deliver a long term 
solution for the site.  

34. The Urban Growth Plan also proposed a Watts Peninsula Reserve be developed on 
the northern part of Miramar Peninsula into a heritage reserve in partnership with the 
Central Government and PNBST.  

35. Over the years the Council has been in discussions with Central Government on the 
future of the Miramar peninsula and the Shelly Bay development proposal has evolved.    

36. The adjacent former Mt Crawford prison site is going through the Government’s 
disposal process – this looks at whether the land needs to be offered to former owners. 
If not, the property will be offered to iwi under their Right of First Refusal.  

37. There is now the opportunity to consider Shelly Bay in the wider context of Miramar – 
Te Motu Kairangi - A Prospectus of Opportunities is currently a proposal being 
discussed with Government and our iwi partners as a way forward to develop a 
visionary masterplan in partnership for Miramar.  

 
Traffic improvements 

38. The effects of increased traffic are the largest area of concern raised in submissions.  
 

Concerns over increased congestion on the wider network 

39. Currently Shelly Bay road is carrying 1,200 vehicles per day (vpd) and this is expected 
to rise following completion of the development to 4,700 vpd, an increase of 3,500.  
Currently Cobham Drive carries 36,500.  It is likely the Shelly Bay traffic movements 
have been displaced from somewhere else, including from the Miramar peninsula.  

40. The Council anticipates and plans for growth of the City. It makes provision for growth 
through its various strategies and policies including its Urban Growth Plan 2014-2043. 
Clearly every new development places an increased load on the existing infrastructure 
and Council’s urban development and transport strategies seek to provide for this 
growth through a balanced capital expenditure programme across the transport modes.  
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 41. In terms of the wider network it can be expected that the majority of the traffic 

generated by the proposed development will travel towards the city via the state 
highway. It forms part of the Levin to Wellington Airport Roads of National Significance 
(RoNS) for which the NZTA have developed plans for major improvements. These 
include improvements to intersections, widening of Wellington Road and Ruahine 
Street and duplication of the Mount Victoria Tunnel. Other major improvements to the 
state highway within the inner city are being developed through the Let’s Get 
Wellington Moving Project including potentially duplication of the Terrace Tunnel. 
 
Concerns around impact on the Miramar Avenue and Shelly Bay Road intersection 

42. The intersection of Shelly Bay Road with Miramar Avenue will be improved to a 
satisfactory standard to ensure the intersection will be safe and efficient. It is proposed 
the intersection has traffic signals installed, the cost of which is included in the 
infrastructure cost as discussed in paragraph 62. 
 
The impact on Shelly Bay Road between Miramar Avenue and the Shelly Bay 
development 

43. Shelly Bay Road is in poor condition, which has been exacerbated by a number of 
storms over the last four years. Work is about to start on two new seawalls. Other work 
is likely to be needed to be undertaken over the next few years to maintain access 
along the road. There is the opportunity to coordinate the maintenance work with a 
wider vision for Shelly Bay Road.     

44. A significant number of submitters raised the issue of congestion, impacts on 
cyclists/pedestrians etc. As part of the solution it is proposed to upgrade the stretch of 
Shelly Bay Road between Miramar Avenue. It is expected that the levels of traffic 
projected will be able to be safely and conveniently accommodated and while it is 
desirable to provide a dedicated cycle way, there is a major environmental and cost  
impact to achieving this option.  

45. A base case was consulted on: 6 metre wide carriageway and 1.5 m wide crushed lime 
path. The path would not be appropriate for cycling. This has been costed at $1.21 
million. Following the consultation, a number of other options have been considered.  

46. Council officers have considered how to improve the conditions for all users, while 
taking into account the desire to mitigate impacts on the natural conditions of the 
coastline. A number of options have been considered. A preferred solution being to 
widen the ‘shoulder’ with continuous asphalt, with a more robust built edge to the 
coastline. This shoulder would be suitable for cycling and pedestrians. It will be a 
minimum of 1.5 metres wide for approximately 40% of the length with the balance a 
minimum of 2 metres wide. It will run immediately adjacent to the carriageway.  

47. Councillors asked that the financial information and outline scheme plans for 
consultation reflect a variety of options for public roadway through the site and between 
the Miramar cutting and the site. Options were not able to be produced in time for the 
public consultation, but have now been developed in response to submitters concerns.  
 
Parking within the development 

48. It is proposed that there will be128 time restricted public car parks on legal road within 
Shelly Bay.  Overflow parking will be available at the headland park to the north and 
south of Shelly Bay. This will provide for the general public who wish to stop at Shelly 
Bay for leisure/recreational purposes rather than be available for 
residents/employees who will need to be accommodated within the off road parking 
areas. 
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The provision of different modes of transport  

49. GWRC is responsible for planning and funding public transport in the Wellington 
region. SBL has proposed that a new ferry service would be provided and that could 
potentially be an attractive choice for some workers/ residents or visitors. Currently 
GWRC has no plans to fund such a ferry service. With regard to the provision of a 
regular bus service, GWRC has confirmed that this too is unlikely.  

 

Assessment of resource consent under HASHAA   

50. Issues with the granting of the resource consent have been raised including that the: 

 Development was consented under the Housing Accords and Special Housing 
Areas Act 2013 (HASHAA) rather than the Resource Management Act 1991 
(RMA) and by extension the District Plan;   

 Consent was not consulted on; and  

 Scale of development is larger than what is anticipated under the District Plan. 

51. The purpose of HASHAA is to enhance housing affordability by facilitating an increase 
in land and housing supply. Under HASHAA the Council and Government entered into 
the Wellington City Housing Accord (the Accord) in June 2014. The Accord established 
the Council as an authorised agency under the HASHAA, and outlines how the Council 
and the Government will work together to increase housing supply in Wellington City.   

52. Through the Accord, the Council recommended the creation of SHAs to the Minister of 
Housing. In March 2015 the Council agreed to recommend to the Minister the creation 
of a SHA at Shelly Bay. In October 2015 the Council recommended an amended area 
which encompassed the whole of the SBL landholding along with that area of the site 
owned by the Council. The Shelly Bay SHA included qualifying development criteria 
that stipulated the maximum height of development be 6 storeys or 27 metres, and that 
a minimum of 10 dwellings must be created.  

53. Upon lodging of the application by TWC, officers determined the proposed Shelly Bay 
development to be a qualifying development under HASHAA.  

54. As the development was assessed as meeting the requirements of a ‘qualifying 
development’ it was legally appropriate for it to be consented under HASHAA.  The 
development was accordingly consented under HASHAA which requires the District 
Plan to be taken into consideration, but it is not a determining factor. 

55. HASHAA contains a more limited notification regime than the RMA, essentially 
enabling the Council to only notify the owners of land adjacent to the site, local 
authorities and infrastructure providers at its discretion.  

56. Council’s consenting and legal teams have reviewed the process enabling the granting 
of a consent under HASHAA and are satisfied a proper process was followed.  
 

57. The issue of the lack of affordable housing has been raised by submitters. The Order in 
Council does not require that the Shelly Bay development include affordable housing in 
order to qualify as development consented under HASHAA. PNBST is clear that their 
intent is to make an acceptable rate of return on investment, and use proceeds from 
Shelly Bay development for affordable housing off site for iwi. It is proposed that as part 
of the development agreement SBL will provide affordable housing elsewhere in the 
city. 
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 Infrastructure capacity and funding 

58. The proposed Council contribution to the infrastructure costs has been highlighted by a 
large number of submitters as a concern.  The existing infrastructure is in poor state, 
barely able to support the existing uses in Shelly Bay. It is estimated that $1million will 
need to be spent in the short term to just maintain water supply and waste water for the 
existing level of use. As well Shelly Bay Road has erosion issues, with new sea walls 
proposed. This is likely to present an ongoing maintenance requirement. 

59. Calibre Consulting completed a report for Council officers (Attachment 5). This outlined 
a conceptual plan for an upgrade of infrastructure to support the proposed 
development at Shelly Bay. This report provided estimated costings for an upgrade to 
Shelly Bay Road, its intersection with Miramar Avenue, three waters infrastructure, 
seawalls, utilities and public realm.  

60. In response to queries arising in the consultation period about the estimated quantum 
of cost, Council officers commissioned Wellington Water Ltd (WW) to undertake a peer 
review of the water supply and waste water component (Attachment 6). Calibre 
completed a specific task that related to the Shelly Bay redevelopment proposal only; 
WW was asked to consider the solution and the costings as per Calibre’s work, as well 
as provide a more strategic Miramar-wide infrastructure solution. In other words, 
upgrading the whole area in anticipation of the projected medium term growth expected 
on the peninsula over time. 

61. WW is broadly supportive of the costs outlined in the Calibre report – if contingency is 
excluded the base figures are within 5% of each other. WW has included a potentially 
generous contingency allowance of 55%. In summary WW figures are some $1-2 
million greater than Calibre’s.  

62. In April the Council asked officers to report back to Council with information on the 
infrastructure costs for the development. The breakdown of the infrastructure to support 
Shelly Bay can be split as follows: 
 

Element  Cost ($M) 

Public Realm 6.70 

Shelly Bay Road upgrade¹ 1.21 

Shelly Bay Road – Miramar Avenue 
intersection –traffic signals  

0.50 

Water supply and waste water 
infrastructure – to Shelly Bay²   

8.90 

Shelly Bay Stormwater 0.32 

Seawall upgrades 0.60 

Professional Fees 1.45 

Rounding 0.32 

Total  $20.00 

¹ This is base case option – further options have been developed as outlined in paragraph 49 

² As assessed by Wellington Water Ltd  

63. WW suggest there is a need for a combination of new infrastructure as well as 
upgrades to the existing infrastructure to provide wastewater and water supply 
infrastructure to service the Shelly Bay Development. WW propose that the upgrades 
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 and new assets should be constructed with consideration given to the infrastructure 

needed to support all medium term growth on the Miramar peninsula. This is in line 
with the submission from LINZ.  There are significant overall cost savings if future 
developments, such as any Mount Crawford development, are planned for in 
conjunction with the development in Shelly Bay. 

64. Allocation of infrastructure costs has been made by proportioning the costs of the 
infrastructure based on required capacity needed for the Shelly Bay development and 
the remaining life of the assets requiring upgrade. The results of WW analysis are 
summarised below:  

 

 

Description  Cost ($M)  

Total cost estimate of the components of 
the long term infrastructure upgrade 
plans for the Miramar peninsula  

 
14.5  

A contribution to the required new 
infrastructure that should be allocated to 
the Shelly Bay Development.  

 
6.6  

A contribution to the required upgrades 
of the existing infrastructure that should 
be allocated to the Shelly Bay 
Development.  

 
2.3  

Total contribution to the required 
wastewater and water supply 
infrastructure that should be allocated 
to the Shelly Bay Development 

 
 
 

$8.9 

 

65. Of the total $14.5 million worth of infrastructure upgrades across the peninsula, $8.9 
million is required to support the Shelly Bay development. The remaining $5.6 million 
worth of infrastructure costs includes the cost to provide additional capacity to support 
other future development on the Miramar peninsula, this cost can be recovered as 
those developments are realised.  

66. This analysis has excluded the costs of stormwater infrastructure at Shelly Bay as little 
detail has been provided in the Calibre report and the planned stormwater network 
services only the Shelly Bay development. 

67. Council asked officers to come back with final advice on how to manage the risks of the 
project to ensure that the Council does not incur further costs in the event that 
agreement is reached.  Discussions between SBL and Council officers have led to a 
proposal to split the public realm upgrades and infrastructure provisions 50:50. The 
rationale for this is: 

 This is an important site for Wellington which would become an upgraded and 
new publicly accessible destination  

 There are significant economic benefits to be gained from the project during and 
post completion  

 Council land will be transferred at its fully serviced value 

 A better long-term outcome is achieved if Shelly Bay is looked at holistically 

 It helps deliver commitments on housing supply as outlined in the Wellington 

Housing Accord 
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  It supports the Council in its commitments to Taranaki Whānui ki Te Upoko o Te 

Ika as outlined in the joint MOU Partnership Agreement  

 Council officer recommendation, following consultation, is that our contribution to 

the delivery of infrastructural upgrades necessary to support the Shelly Bay 
development be set at 50%.  

 

Infrastructure funding policy 

68. Council requested officers to provide policy guidance for future decisions on Council 
funding infrastructure requirements if requested by private developers.   

69. The Council’s Development Contribution Policy (DCP) requires developers to fund the 
cost of servicing growth from developments. Development agreements can be entered 
into, at the Council’s discretion, as an alternative to applying the formula for calculating 
development contributions in the DCP, and are often suitable for large-scale bespoke 
arrangements such as this.  

70. A private agreement mechanism is appropriate for Shelly Bay because the proposed 
development and associated network infrastructure and reserve upgrades are larger 
than the level of development anticipated for the area in the DCP and the LTP. Based 
on standard application of the DCP the entire development would only be liable for 
development contributions of approximately $1million. Given the estimated cost of 
$20m for the required infrastructure and reserve upgrades $1million is clearly an 
inadequate contribution (being only 5%). As noted Council officers have negotiated a 
50:50 split with SBL effectively resulting in a contribution of $10 million from each party.   

71. The council’s contribution of 50% of infrastructure costs should be read in light of the 
fact that asset maintenance costs at the site over the next decade are in the vicinity of 
$6.1 million. As development contributions should not be charged for asset 
maintenance costs, but rather service growth, the $6.1 million portion should not be 
viewed as a development subsidy. The balance of the Council’s contribution is 
considered a worthwhile investment for the reasons given in paragraph 67. 

72. Other areas of concern include:  

o Sea level rise; 

o Impact on the natural environment; 

o the wharves; 

o the design of the development and  

o heritage 

 
Sea level rise  

73. There is a lack of clarity around sea level rise, as to what the rise might be, and over 
what period. Tonkin & Taylor in a report to the Council; Sea Level Rise Options 
Analysis, June 2013, suggest the best assumption is that there is likely to be a sea 
level rise of 1m over the next 100 years. 

74. A condition of the resource consent was that any building constructed on the site must 
have a minimum floor level of 2.1m RL (WCC New City Datum).  The consent also 
noted that ‘there is currently no modelling of this area held by the Wellington City 
Council, this level is to be based on the future maximum peak tide level as forecast by 
NIWA climate change modelling’. 

75. As well the Shelly Bay Design Guide has requirements to raise all ground floors 0.6 to 
1.0 metres above ground level. The lowest ground levels are in the order 2 metres 
above high tide, but with the buildings set back from the water’s edge the individual 
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 building platforms are likely to be higher again. As well apartments and other buildings 

referred to as ‘special buildings’ have a requirement of a 6 metre ground to first floor 
inter-storey height which would allow the ground level to be raised without impacting on 
the use those ground floors.     

76. Council asked that officers come back to Council with advice on the risks that Council 
may face as a result of development in this low lying coastal area. This will include 
advice on how to indemnify the Council against future claims for infrastructure costs 
due to sea level rise on private land. 

77. In recent years both Kapiti Coast District and Christchurch City Council have attempted 
to indemnify themselves to future liabilities caused by sea level rise on private land; 
both cases were problematic.  LGNZ is convening a Steering Group to provide advice 
on climate mitigation and adaptation. As well the Ministry for the Environment is 
preparing guidelines for Local Government in part to address this challenge. These will 
not be available until 2018.   

 
Impact on the natural environment   

78. The Shelly Bay Masterplan has an overarching objective around; “enhanced landscape 
and vegetation with visual and physical connections to the bush-clad hills”. 

79. SBL has advised that it will work with Te Papa in undertaking a research project; 
‘Embedding nature at the heart of the city: Proposals to create habitat for Little 
Penguins within Shelly Bay’. Forest and Bird has undertaken a large amount of work in 
supporting Little Penguins along the Shelly bay foreshore and this work will be used to 
inform the research.  

 
The wharves 

80. The wharves are owned by SBL and are generally in very poor condition. The future of 
the wharves has not been determined; early estimates indicate a replacement cost of 
up to $13million. 

 
The design of the development 

81. The design quality has been proposed as an important component of the development. 
Delivery of a quality outcome will be assisted by the establishment of a design review 
panel via Council’s existing Technical Advisory Group. This is a condition of the 
resource consent.   

82. Construction of any buildings, structures, open spaces, car parking or the relocation 
and alterations to existing buildings to be retained, will all be the subject of a detailed 
design review. All costs associated with the assessment by the design panel shall be 
borne by the consent holder. 

 
Heritage  

83. None of the buildings at Shelly Bay are listed heritage buildings, although several 
buildings on the site do hold heritage value. Under the proposed development, five of 
the most prominent buildings at Shelly Bay would be refurbished and re-used for 
commercial, retail and community purposes. 

84. Shed 8 and the Shipwright’s Building are owned by the Council. They stand on the 
waterfront in the centre of Shelly Bay. Under the sale and lease proposal, SBL would 
refurbish and maintain the buildings, and lease it as mixed use developments, 
potentially focusing on hospitality.  
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 85. The Officers’ Mess is owned by SBL. SBL proposes to refurbish the building and 

relocate it closer to the waterfront as part of a proposed boutique hotel. 

86. The former Submariners’ Mining Depot Barracks is owned by SBL and dates from 1887 
and is the current home of the Chocolate Fish café. SBL proposes to relocate the 
building adjacent to the village green and refurbish it as a café.   

87. One other building (owned by SBL and yet to be identified) will be refurbished and 
relocated closer to the waterfront as a community space.  

88. An accidental discovery protocol condition is included in the consent so if SBL 
discovers items of heritage or cultural significance, works must cease and a detailed 
examination of the area begin.   

 

Options 

89. There are essentially two options that Council could consider:  

 The Council approves the sale and lease of the land and buildings: 

 An integrated public accessible mixed use development is delivered   

 There is certainty as to the outcome 

 An agreement with SBL for affordable housing elsewhere in the City  

 The Council not to approve the sale and lease: 

 SBL is likely to deliver a less inclusive development.  

 There would be a cost to Council for deferred maintenance on buildings, 
infrastructure, seawalls and an upgrade for Shelly Bay Road.   

 The Council would not be delivering on its MOU commitments to iwi. 

 The Council would be missing an opportunity to show its ability to work in 
formal and informal partnerships to unlock housing pressures created by 
increased growth.  

 The best opportunity for the future of Shelly Bay since the air force base 
closed in 1995 would be lost. 

 There is no certainty of the outcome. 
 

90. The first option gives the Council and the community a comprehensive high quality 
solution for Shelly Bay which will provide much needed housing for the city, it will be 
publicly accessible, as well as becoming a new public visitor destination for Wellington. 

 

Next Actions 

91. The public consultation process has delivered some useful input for consideration.  
Council officers will take on board these matters, and work both with SBL and look to 
incorporate into the wider Miramar peninsula strategy.  

92. It is proposed that Council officers work collaboratively with SBL to formalise a 
development agreement for the common objective of delivering a sustainable, well 
designed, financially viable redevelopment of Shelly Bay.  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Engagement and Consultation 

The Council previously agreed with officers assessment of the significance of the proposal as 

moderate and agreed with officers recommendation to undertake public consultation.  

 

Public consultation was undertaken  on the 17th  July to the 14th  August 2017 (inclusive) and 

oral submissions were heard on the 7th and 8th September. 

 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

Local iwi (Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust, Wellington Tenths Trust) were part of the  

consultation process. 

 

Financial implications 

The costs of public consultation on this development proposal were approximately $50k . 

 

Policy and legislative implications 

The recommendations in this paper has been prepared in accordance with relevant Local 

Government Act decision-making requirements and are consistent with Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

 

 

Risks / legal  

There are risks in supporting, or not supporting the sale and lease of Council land in Shelly 

Bay, but overall the lost opportunity in not supporting the sale and lease is considered the 

greater risk.   

 

 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

The effects of climate change were discussed as part of  the resource consent and will be 

further evolved in the detailed design of the building, and taken into account when 

considering applications for building consent. 

 

 

Communications Plan 

Communications and engagement plans have covered the public consultation on Shelly Bay 
and the Council decision-making process to decide the outcome. It is in the Council’s 
interests for a communications and engagement plan to be developed, covering the 
development going forward. Resource would need to be identified. 
 

Health and Safety Impact considered 

There are no perceived health and safety risks that would come about through supporting the 

recommendations in this paper.  
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 ISLAND BAY CYCLEWAY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
 

Purpose 

1. This paper presents a recommended option to the City Strategy Committee (the 
Committee) for the reconfiguration of The Parade - Island Bay as a result of the Love 
the Bay and The Parade public engagement and consultation process, and to take it 
forward for detailed design and traffic resolution. 

Summary 

2. Following agreement at the 22 June 2017 meeting of the City Strategy Committee, a 
working party was established, which oversaw public consultation on four options for 
reconfiguration of The Parade and its cycleway.  

3. The feedback resulting from the analysis of the 3763 submissions forms an important 
part of the proposed concept design, which this report presents to the Committee. 

4. An independent review was undertaken by Morrison Low of the Love the Bay 
engagement and subsequent consultation. The purpose being  to provide both the 
public and the Committee assurance that, while there were particular areas that could 
have been done differently, overall and given the circumstances the process 
undertaken can be relied on. 

 

Recommendations 

That the City Strategy Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note the Morrison Low report, “Review of Island Bay Cycleway Re-engagement – 
August 2017”. 

3. Note the Research and Evaluation Team report, “Love the Bay – Delivering on the 
Cycleway, 2017. Analysis of Submissions”. 

4. As a result of engagement feedback and technical design, agree to adopt the design as 
indicated in Attachment One, p. 25 to 29 and Appendix B made up of the following 
elements: 

a. Provision of a 1.5m wide separated kerbside cycleway, with the cycleway above 
road level on each side of The Parade. Colour options are to be investigated for 
marking the cycleway surface. A vertical kerb is proposed to separate parked 
vehicles from the cycleway, with a car door buffer zone of 900mm width adjacent 
to parallel parked vehicles.  

b. Vertical separation between the cycleway and road, and the cycleway and 

pedestrian footpath is recommended to clearly define the separation of user 
facilities, and to discourage inadvertent pedestrian encroachment into the 
cycleway.  

c. The kerb between the cycleway and pedestrian footpath is recommended to be 

well delineated with appropriate height, colour and material contrast to assist the 
visually and mobility impaired and reduce or remove any tripping hazard to 
pedestrians. The design of the kerb face is also recommended to be forgiving to 
ensure the safety of cyclists in the event a cyclist has to mount the kerb to avoid 
a hazard. 
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d. Traffic lanes increase to 3.5m wide in the residential areas, 3.0m wide in the 

business area, and no flush median is proposed. 

e. A minimum footpath width of 2.0m is recommended. 

f. A full reseal of The Parade is proposed due to condition of the road surface and 

to remove ghost markings. 

g. Individual parallel parking spaces along the residential section of The Parade will 

not be marked or delineated in this design. Instead; clear space for vehicles to 
park kerbside will be provided with minimal yellow no-stopping lines and end 
space markings.  

h. Driveway setbacks are recommended to be maintained at 3m, the intersection 

setback for parking maintained at 30m. Potential relaxation of the recommended 
parking setbacks should be supported by a safety review at the design stage, 
agreeing the changes are acceptable and do not compromise the cycleway from 
a safety or service perspective, nor impact on the safety and ability of vehicles to 
exit driveways without crossing the centreline. 

i. Angle parking is proposed to be reinstated outside the medical centre. 

j. Three streets that could potentially accommodate an increase in on-street 

parking have been identified for further investigation; Mersey Street, Medway 
Street and Derwent Street. 

k. The option also aims to maintain the existing kerbside parking provision between 

Medway Street and Avon Street within the business area. This objective would 
need to be confirmed through further detailed design. 

l. Within the business area, the west side pedestrian footpath is proposed to be 

4.6m in width, in order to maintain as far as practicable the outdoor dining space 
for local businesses. 

m. Relocation of the following bus stops are proposed:  

i. Relocating the current stop from 88 The Parade to 64 The Parade near 
Tamar St  

ii. Relocating the current stop from 101 The Parade to 73 The Parade near 
Tamar St  

iii. Relocating the current stop on the west side of The Parade at Humber 
Street across to the departure side (north side) of the intersection  

n. The pedestrian crossing by The Empire Theatre to be retained in its current 

location. The safe walk to school crossing to be moved south, with a relocation of 
the bus stop and kerbside parking resulting. The pedestrian crossing at Humber 
Street will be reviewed during detailed design  

o. The landscape and urban design treatment options are recommended to remain 

in the project design, with the aim to improve the amenity and quality of public 
space along the length of the Parade. 

5. Note that this proposal allows for the potential new standard for cycleway priority at 
intersections to be realised early. 

6. Note the estimated cost total to be $6.1 million (excl GST), and which includes 25% 
contingency. Costs will be refined through detailed design and independent cost 
estimation. 
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7. Note that the total estimated cost of $6.1 million (excl GST) includes a full reseal of The 
Parade, estimated to cost from $0.8M to $1M (excl GST). Note that officers will liaise 
with New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) (as key partners in the Wellington City 
Cycleways Programme) to get feedback on the final design and layout, and to 
investigate any options for future co-funding of the cycleway. 

8. Agree that detailed design and the traffic resolution process will commence for the 
adopted design. 

 

Background 

5. Adopted by the Council in 2015, the Wellington City Council - Cycleways Programme 
Master Plan and the Wellington City Council Cycling Framework1 provide both the 
strategic imperative for implementing the Island Bay cycleway and outlines two primary 
objectives: 

 A safe and connected network 

 Increased cycling uptake 

6. The Island Bay cycleway forms the first section of the Southern Connections Corridor 
to be developed, with the aim of connecting the South Coast with the CBD, an integral 
part of Wellington City’s connected cycleway network. 

7. This report updates Council on the outcomes of the re-engagement and consultation 
processes that have taken place on the Island Bay cycleway from June 2016 to August 
2017, and proposes an option to be considered for detailed design and traffic 
resolution. 

Discussion 

Review of Island Bay Cycleway re-engagement 

8. The following information is a summary of the review of the Island Bay Cycleway Re-
engagement report findings. Refer to Attachment Two for the full report. 

9. Morrison Low (ML) were commissioned in May 2016 to undertake a review2 of 
Wellington City Council’s Urban Cycleways Programme for the NZTA. That review 
made a number of recommendations regarding the Island Bay cycleway, with a 
particular emphasis on the need to re-engage with interested parties. In June 2016, 
Council followed through with those recommendations, and resolved to commence re-
engagement with the Island Bay communities.  

10. In August 2017, ML were again commissioned to review Council’s progress on the re-
engagement and consultation aspect of the programme, and to provide Council (and 
the community) with a level of comfort regarding the process that was undertaken.   

11. The 2017 review process was a combination of a desktop research, engagement with 
stakeholders (including Island Bay residents and business owners), cycling groups, 
Council officers, elected members and other interested parties. The review was 
confined to consideration of the engagement process only and was not a technical 
review of the designs. 

12. ML have noted that the refreshed engagement programme did not begin with a “clean 
slate” as most of the other cycleway programmes in Wellington have. It commenced in 
an environment where there were multiple parties with long held views and distrust in 

                                                
1
 https://wellington.govt.nz/services/parking-and-roads/cycling/cycling-master-plan-and-framework 

2
 http://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/review-of-wellington-city-councils-urban-cycleways-programme  

https://wellington.govt.nz/services/parking-and-roads/cycling/cycling-master-plan-and-framework
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 Council. This created unique challenges for the re-engagement process, and meant a 

significant part of that process needed to focus on restoring trust between the 
communities of Island Bay and the Council.  

13. Overall, the re-engagement process lasted over 12 months. In the report, ML refer to 
the re-engagement process as having two distinct stages. The first is the engagement 
stage, which occurred through the Love the Bay process and began in June 2016. The 
second stage was the formal consultation process which ran from 31 July 2017 to 13 
August 2017.  

14. The review sought to answer a key question about the re-engagement process for the 
Island Bay cycleway, namely “Was the re-engagement process robust and 
transparent?”  

15. In order to answer this question, ML took into account the principles of engagement in 
the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA), and IAP2 guidance. In their opinion, the re-
engagement process followed by Wellington City Council broadly conformed to the 
principles of engagement in the LGA and guidance from IAP2. ML reached this view 
having determined that: 

 Relevant information was available to all interested parties and multiple channels 
were available for providing input. 

 The Love the Bay process had a clear strategy and Terms of Reference. 

 The re-engagement process (June 2016 to August 2017) provided sufficient time 

to provide input. 

 During the 2 week consultation process, 3,763 submissions were received by 

Council. 

 The Council committed significant resources to the cycleway re-engagement, 

including hiring independent contractors to carry out facilitation of community 
workshops and a full time community engagement and communications advisor, 
as well as the allocation of existing resources to the project.   

 Council also endeavoured to retain independence throughout the process, to the 
extent that Council officers were not involved in developing the concept design 
options put forward for consultation.  

16. The review then considered whether the process met its intended objectives of “rising 
above the discourse of the past” and to “design a solution that as many people as 
possible are as happy as possible with”.  ML noted that at the time of writing the report, 
a “solution” is yet to be determined. A number of decisions regarding key concerns for 
the communities of Island Bay still need to be made as the process moves from 
concept design to solutions.  

17. The review found that throughout the Love the Bay process, there were times when the 
first objective appeared to be met.  It also appeared from the communities’ reaction to 
the four concept designs, that achieving the second objective may be difficult.  

18. The Kaikoura earthquakes put additional time pressure on the process, and progress 
on developing a vision for The Parade was perceived to have slowed. In the final 
stages of the Love the Bay process (insofar as it relates to The Parade) time pressures 
were introduced that may have affected the ability to communicate and engage with the 
communities.  

19. The key issues that influenced community acceptance with the concept designs 
include:  

 There was a significant amount of distrust in the communities following the 
implementation of the current cycleway and the engagement process that 
preceded that.  
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  Community had a lack of clarity about how their feedback was to be incorporated 

into the concept designs, and the process allowed differing community 
expectations to exist.  

20. Communication of key aspects of the four concept designs was not clearly presented in 
the summary consultation document. For example:  

 Trade-offs were not well articulated. For example, the trade-off between parking 

and safety/driveway setbacks. Further work and consultation will be part of that.  

 The cost of the options in the summary consultation document does not clearly 

separate out the costs of the “cycleway” and works to improve the amenity of The 
Parade.  

 How the ‘communities’ feedback had been incorporated into the four concept 
designs.  

21. The review also found that: 

 Outside of the consultation period/process, communication between Council and 

the communities was timely, clear and transparent.  

 The syndicate’s composition created challenges. The composition of the Love the 
Bay syndicate could have included a broader cross section of views from the 
communities of Island Bay, and a clearly neutral party or chairperson.  

 The Love the Bay workshops made a good attempt to develop a shared 

understanding of needs for The Parade, and the Design Objectives reflected 
these, however the objectives were often open to interpretation.  

22. There is little evidence that Council’s own needs for The Parade were articulated 
through the process. In seeking to be, and perceived as being neutral, where Council 
had specific needs it did not appear to state them. The workshops attempted to 
illustrate the challenges faced by city planners, but may not have clearly expressed 
what an acceptable solution would look like for Council.  

23. ML note that while the report findings may suggest that there were a number of failings 
in the process, to a large degree they considered that many of the issues were inherent 
in attempting to re-engage with communities that are discontent with Council. They 
also related largely to the consultation stage of the process, which was only one part of 
a much longer engagement process. ML observed that it is apparent that it would have 
been very difficult to regain trust from the communities and develop consensus. 

 

Consultation process 

24. Following completion of the Love the Bay engagement project, the City Strategy 
Committee noted the outcomes of the engagement and on 22 June 2017 agreed to 
establish a Councillor working party to oversee the development and delivery of the 
engagement and consultation plan and associated material encompassing the options 
for The Parade. 

25. Tonkin+Taylor (T+T) was engaged to develop up to four design options for The Parade 
and cycleway, and to incorporate feedback from the Love the Bay project along with 
best practice and relevant council strategies and policies. 

26. The working party consulted with key stakeholder groups, including the Island Bay 
Residents Association (IBRA), local Island Bay business representative and Cycle 
Aware Wellington (CAW), as part of developing the consultation strategy and 
approach. 
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 27. Given the comprehensive engagement activities preceding the formal consultation, the 

working party and stakeholders agreed to a two-week consultation period, so as to 
maintain momentum and move towards the decision and implementation phases as 
soon as possible.  

28. In an effort to obtain more nuanced and complete feedback, submitters were asked to 
rank designs in order of preference as well as the opportunity to provide broader 
feedback. Submitters were also asked to provide information on suburb of residence, 
relationship to Island Bay, and age to assist with greater understanding of how the 
submissions were represented in these areas. 

29. The working party and officers developed a summarised version of the four design 
options for the main consultation materials. This sought to balance communicating 
sufficient information against introducing bias by reinterpreting engineering advice. 
Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) on the consultation website addressed more 
detailed aspects of the designs and the consultation process, and were updated 
throughout the consultation period.  

30. The summary and FAQ supported the substantive consultation material provided by 
T+T; the design report and related plans for each of the designs and included cost 
estimates for each. 

31. Following public feedback before and during the consultation the working party agreed 
to withhold personal information from publicly published submissions. 

32. The Council’s Research and Evaluation team conducted the analysis of the 
submissions received, independent of officers involved in the engagement and 
consultation activities. To further ensure accuracy and transparency, an independent 
review of the analysis, methodology and results, was undertaken by the Christchurch 
based research firm, Research First.  

33. Due to the volume of submissions received and the need to ensure a demonstrably 
robust process was undertaken for analysis and review of the data, the working party 
agreed to move the decision on The Parade to the 27 September meeting of the City 
Strategy Committee.  

Analysis of submissions 

34. The following information is a summary of the Analysis of Submissions. Refer to 
Attachment Three for the full report. The online submissions are available on the 
Council website3. 

35. Almost one quarter of Island Bay residents participated in the consultation (1991), 
which led to over half of the total submissions received (3763), being from the area. 
While this represents a strong response in the context of this consultation, equally over 
three quarters of the Island Bay population were either indifferent or chose not to 
participate. Submissions were also received from all parts of Wellington City and 
beyond.  

36. The results illustrate that public sentiment about the future of the cycleway is situated 
within both a broader evolution of roading infrastructure to further support urban 
cycling, and a community passionate about its character and the wellbeing of people 
who live, work and travel in Island Bay. 

                                                
3 https://wellington.govt.nz/have-your-say/public-inputs/consultations/closed/love-the-bay---delivering-

on-the-cycleway/submissions 
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 37. Responses were diverse and honestly held, and are broadly overlaid by two clear 

responses, characterised as: a conserving response (revert to a roadside option) and 
a progressing response (establish a kerbside option). This distinction has a strong 
geographical influence with Option E (roadside option) strongly preferred by residents 
living on the cycleway itself and generally lessening in support the further away 
submitters are from it. In contrast, kerbside options become significantly more popular 
as physical distance from the cycleway increases.   

 

 

Options and Kerbside - Roadside : Percentage of submitter first choice preferences 
from different geographical areas 

38. A conserving response is a reaction to the change that has already taken place in 
Island Bay. These people are passionate about Island Bay, and the Parade – its 
residents, road users, shoppers, business owners, and critically, its feel. These people 
feel that the new cycleway has lessened the amenity of the Parade with negative 
impacts for these stakeholders. Supporters of this revert option talk of loss – a loss of 
safety for road users, a loss of character on the Parade, a loss of carparks with more at 
risk, a loss of businesses and business viability. Reverting back erases these losses: it 
brings back parking and will make people feel safe travelling the Parade again. Many 
“conserving” submitters argue that there was nothing wrong with the old wide road and 
painted cycle lane of the past.  

39. Submitters commenting on a revert option positively associate the following with this 
option: carpark spaces, safety, cost, and the road width. 

 

Theme Category +ve/-ve 
Number of 
mentions by 
submitters 

Number of car parking spaces  positive 266 
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Safety  positive 184 

Cost  positive 169 

Roadside  positive 151 

Traffic lane width  positive 94 

Parallel parking  positive 81 

Cycle lane buffer zone  positive 72 

Visibility  positive 39 

Parking proximity to services  positive 39 

Safety  negative 20 

 

40. A progressing response advocates for an evolution of the Parade and Wellington City 
streets generally towards safer cycling infrastructure that encourages cycling. 
Submitters want a kerbside option because it will be safe for cyclists and other road 
users and is best practice for future-proof cycling infrastructure. These submitters are 
looking to the future and saying that the benefits are worth the financial cost. They see 
a bigger picture of an urban cycleway from Island Bay through to the City. A number of 
these submitters were, or speak on behalf of, cycling families, children, and vulnerable 
cyclists. Some already like aspects of the current cycleway and want it improved. 

41. For example option C, as the leading kerbside option was positively seen as safe, a 
strong example of a kerbside option, and provided appropriate components for safe 
cycling. 

 

 

 

Theme Category +ve/-ve 
Number of 
mentions by 
submitters 

Safety  positive 130 

Kerbside  positive 99 

Height of cycle path  positive 70 

Cycle lane buffer zone  positive 51 

Number of car parking spaces  negative 39 

Footpath width  positive 32 

Visibility  positive 32 

Traffic lane width  positive 25 

Cost  negative 25 

Height of cycle path  negative 21 

 

42. In summary there is very little support for the status quo cycleway. The way forward 
however is sharply divided between a conserving (of the pre-cycleway Parade) 
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 response, and a progressing response. The majority of Island Bay submitters say they 

want the old Parade back. They see the current cycleway as unsafe, bad for residents, 
businesses and travellers, with little upside for cyclists. The majority of other submitters 
want a strengthened kerbside option which they see as safe for cyclists, necessary and 
ultimately good for all road users and Wellington City.  

Advice to the Mayor’s Office 

43. The Mayor has received feedback from the public on the cycleway. This feedback has 
generated a number of considerations and subsequently the Mayor has requested 
further and independent assessment.  

44. T+T have been separately engaged to develop a scheme for how those considerations 
could be responded to and be reflected in a cycleway on The Parade. 

45. This report does not directly deal with this but rather it recognises a range of options 
and tradeoffs that officers and T+T have considered in the final proposal outlined in the 
recommendations. 

Strategic setting for an Island Bay cycleway 

46. Providing a safe and connected network to increase cycling uptake relies on the target 
user having access to an environment which is perceived to be safe and comfortable to 
operate in. 

47. The NZTA Cycling Network Guidance (CNG) outlines a classification system that 
provides assistance with determining the target user group. The system focuses on 
people’s willingness to cycle for transportation as a function of perceived safety of 
cycling conditions, ie risk tolerance4.  

48. The system identifies that the largest potential target group that is most likely to result 
in uptake is the “Interested but Concerned”. This group is described as keen to ride but 
cautious about doing so in some circumstances. They know how to ride in traffic but 
don’t feel comfortable while doing it. They shouldn’t be considered incompetent, just 
more risk averse.5 

 

Figure 1 – NZTA - People Who Cycle Classification System 

49. Providing a cycling facility that encourages the “interested but concerned” and meets 
their needs, by both addressing perceived safety challenges and importantly making it 
comfortable for them to ride, will most likely result in the uptake sought to in turn obtain 
return on investment.  

Design Proposal 

50. T+T were engaged with the primary objective being to develop a final proposal to put 
forward to the Council for consideration. 

                                                
4
 https://www.nzta.govt.nz/walking-cycling-and-public-transport/cycling/cycling-network-guidance/cycle-

network-and-route-planning-guide/principles/people-who-cycle/ 
5
 https://www.nzta.govt.nz/walking-cycling-and-public-transport/cycling/cycling-network-guidance/cycle-

network-and-route-planning-guide/principles/people-who-cycle/#interested 



CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE 
27 SEPTEMBER 2017 

 

 

 

Item 2.2 Page 176 

 I
te

m
 2

.2
 The proposal will: 

 Consider the consultation feedback with a focus on the qualitative data provided 
through the analysis of that feedback 

 Acknowledge the feedback from key stakeholders, including but not limited to: 

o Living Streets Aotearoa 

o IBRA 

o Interest groups 

o Tramways Union 

 The proposal will reflect the relevant and current policy settings and objectives, 

and best practice design guidance including but not limited to that of Wellington 
City Council and NZTA. 

 Encourage sustainable and active transport through safe, convenient, connected, 

and comfortable network provision. 

51. The proposal honours the Love the Bay objectives: 

 The Parade is safe for all users 

 The layout is intuitive and easy to understand 

 The Parade accommodates all current and future users 

 The visual environment is cohesive and clean 

 Central Island Bay is a pleasant, welcoming destination 

Road Environment 

52. The T+T report “The Parade – Island Bay Design Option Refinement” commissioned by 
the Council in September 2017 (Attachment One), and the earlier T+T report6, outlines 
the road user environment on The Parade. 

53. The T+T Report references the relevant guidance tools from both the NZ Transport 
Agency and Austroads to define the level of separation of cyclists and motor vehicles 
given the volumes and average speed of motor vehicles along The Parade.  

54. The Parade is an arterial road, generally with a speed limit of 50 kph, 30 kph through 
the shopping area, and at the north end nearly 10,000 vehicles per day use it. In view 
of the May 2016 records of traffic volume and motor vehicle speeds within the three 
sections of The Parade; south, mid and north, in order to provide an environment which 
supports a cycling facility, physical segregation or separate paths in all sections of The 
Parade is required (Attachment One, p. 10). 

Recommended Facility 

55. The T+T report notes the strongly divided preference between Island Bay and non-
Island Bay residents: a roadside facility being the first choice option for the majority of 
residents submitting; and a kerbside facility is preferred by other communities.  

56. As noted earlier (Submissions Analysis) the feedback has been interpreted as falling 
into two broad responses: conserving and progressing. The conserving response 
generally speaks to a cycleway on the roadside with a preference for reverting back to 
how The Parade was. This view was a high ranked preference for people reporting 
their connection to Island Bay as residents, regular visitors, local business owners and 
‘others’. 

57. However as identified previously, a roadside cycleway conflicts with the objectives and 
assumptions which state that protected bike lanes will be used along main routes with 

                                                
6
 Design Report: The Parade – Island Bay https://wellington.govt.nz/have-your-say/public-

inputs/consultations/closed/love-the-bay---delivering-on-the-cycleway  

https://wellington.govt.nz/have-your-say/public-inputs/consultations/closed/love-the-bay---delivering-on-the-cycleway
https://wellington.govt.nz/have-your-say/public-inputs/consultations/closed/love-the-bay---delivering-on-the-cycleway
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 high volumes of vehicles. Further, the NZTA Cycling Network Guidance recommends 

protected kerbside bike lanes along the entire length of The Parade. 

58. “This guidance is important in the context of the concept design options consulted on. 
Option A, Option E and revert options with roadside cycle lanes on The Parade, would 
not adhere to the most recent recommended guidance above” (Attachment One, p. 11). 

59. On this basis officers support the T+T recommendation - that a roadside cycleway 
cannot be supported noting however that fundamental aspects of those that provided 
additional commentary around Option A and E were specifically concerned about 
parking loss, safety and parking provision in the business area particularly. 

60. Officers therefore support the recommendation in Attachment One (p. 17) of a 
separated kerbside cycleway, “Our assessment of the two different facility types shows 
how we consider each of the two facilities contributes to achieving the community 
design objectives. This assessment concludes that on balance, the kerbside option 
best achieves the outcomes sought by the community design objectives.  

Our recommendation for a separated kerbside cycleway therefore reflects the aim to 
best achieve policy objectives of the WCC cycling framework and masterplan, the 
community objectives, safe system practices, and best practice design guidance for 
cycling facilities in this road environment. The design complies with WCC’s design 
principle to most likely locate protected bike lanes by the kerbside and to provide a 
physical element between the bike lanes and moving traffic (i.e. 2.0 m wide parallel 
parking).” 

Recommended Design Proposal 

61. Largely the recommended design proposal merges the residential section of Option C 
and the business section of Option D, with refinements that incorporate public feedback 
in regards to the principle concerns around parking, bus stop provision and safety of all 
users.  

62. Attachment One includes a series of Design Themes (Section 5, p. 19)in response to 
the main feedback topics that were common across the submissions: 

 Safety features and potential safety consequences of options on various groups 

 The impact on car parking spaces 

 Impact on businesses, particularly those on The Parade 

 Cost 

 Bus stops 

63. Key themes that provide latitude in their application are summarised below. They are 
included as a signal of areas where judgement and tradeoffs have  been made. The full 
description is contained in Attachment One (p. 19). 

64. Widen the Road Lanes:  Traffic lane widths typically fall within the range of 3.0m to 
3.5m. Lane widths of 3.0m are typically the narrowest acceptable on central city roads 
or where speed limits are low. The proposal recommends 3.5m in the residential zone 
and 3.0m in the business area where speed limits are already 30kph (and proposed to 
remain so). 

65. Flush Medians: Are used to segregate traffic, usually to accommodate turning 
manouvres. The minimum effective width of a flush median to remove turning traffic 
from through traffic lanes is 2.0 m. A flush median in this proposal has not been 
recommended as a minimum 2.0m is not achievable given the existing constraints. A 
much narrower flush median might be possible during detailed design to provide a 
buffer for reversing vehicles from driveways, noting however that this has not been 
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 recommended in the proposal so as to maximise footpath/cycle-path space and the 

proposed wider lanes. 

66. Develop Flexible Parking Controls: Individual parallel parking spaces along the 
residential section of The Parade are able to be left unmarked due to the proposed 
cycleway postion and elevation. However driveway setbacks are recommended to be 
maintained at 3m, the intersection setback for parking maintained at 30m. Potential 
relaxation of the recommended parking setbacks should be supported by a safety 
review of the concept design if the proposal is adopted, at the design stage and on a 
case-by-case basis. Three streets that could potentially accommodate an increase in 
on-street parking have been identified for further investigation; Mersey Street, Medway 
Street and Derwent Street. 

67. Impact on Businesses: Feedback received highlights the potential negative impact on 
businesses from loss of parking and encroachment on footpath area on the west side 
of the shopping centre. 

While retaining the angle car parking is proposed, there remains the potential for the 
loss of 1-2 car park spaces within the business area. However the existing kerbside 
parking provision between Medway Street and Avon Street within the business area 
could be maintained, but this would need to be confirmed through further detailed 
design. 

There remains opportunity for flexibility in placement of a cycle path through the 
western side of the shopping area. There is sufficient space to locate a cycle path 
without negatively impacting use of the footpath or impacting on the ability to have 
outdoor dining. While not recommended due to the impact on level of service to both 
cycles and pedestrians, and higher potential for conflict between them, the area could 
be considered for designation as a shared space. 

Surface treatment, use of colour, street furniture and other visual cues are means for 
managing speed of cyclists and the potential for conflict between users in the space. 

68. Bus Stops: A cycle path may bypass to the rear of a bus shelter, or pass in front 
between the shelter and kerb. Potential for conflict between cycles and pedestrians is 
higher with the latter. Greater Wellington Regional Council support a bypass to the rear 
as their recommendation, but note a path to the front is acceptable so long as the 
potential conflict with bus users is accounted for, noting however that the greatest 
conflict will occur during peak travel times where the number of both cyclists and bus 
patrons will be at their highest. 

69. Intersection Configuration: The long-term intersection option treatment would not be 
possible with cyclist’s priority across the intersection under current traffic rules and 
legislation; cyclists must give way to vehicles.  

Raised tables help reduce vehicle speeds on approach to the side road intersections 
where pedestrian and cyclist safety can be improved and the incidence and severity of 
crashes are reduced. The raised tables will also reduce the actual and perceived risk, 
and improve comfort for active road users to encourage the uptake of these modes of 
travel.  

In anticipation of the upcoming legislation change, the proposed interim design and 
construction of the intersection kerb lines and raised table requires the transition of 
cyclists to a roadside cycle lane, at road level through the intersection as shown in 
Attachment One, Appendix B, figure 1. This however means that only minor road 
marking changes after the legislation becomes available is required to transition to the 
long-term option as shown in Attachment One, Appendix B, figure 2. Depending on 
design and construction timeframes, and the progress of the legislation, the marking 
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 may be able to proceed straight to the long-term option before the completion of 

construction, without the need for an interim solution. This is certainly the preferred 
outcome. 

Cost 

70. A rough order cost for construction of the concept design proposal has been estimated. 
This cost has been estimated using the cost information contained within the previous 
Design Report – The Parade Island Bay (July 2017). It is an indicative basis of costing 
based on broad ratios of the original cost estimates. An independent cost estimation 
will be undertaken during detailed design. 

 

 Roading & Civil Landscaping Total 

Residential Zone  $2.5M $0.5M $3.0M 

Business Zone  $0.6M $0.5M $1.1M 

Subtotal Estimate $3.1M $1.0M $4.1M 

 

Pavement & Surfacing $0.8M 

Contingency (25%)  $1.2M 

Total Estimate  

(excl. GST)  

$6.1M 

 

71. The total cost of $6.1 million includes a full reseal of The Parade, estimated to cost 
from $0.8M to $1M (excl GST). 

72. Detailed design will provide the opportunity to idenfity areas for value engineering and 
to realise the potential for cost lowering, and could include the proposed rain gardens 
or other landscaping amenity. However to do so risks moving away from the public 
feedback that these features are important. Value engineering will also likely reduce 
the estimated 25% contingency. 

73. Subject to the agreement of the Committee, detailed design will be undertaken, the 
cost of which will be met from the 2016/17 carry forward and existing 2017/18 cycling 
budgets.  

74. Detailed design will develop the proposals cost structure with greater assurance. If the 
final design requires funding above that available in existing budgets, this will be 
presented to Committee for decision. Noting that funding for the preferred option will be 
separate to the urban cycleway fund. 

75. Officers will liaise with NZTA (as key partners in the Wellington City Cycleways 
Programme) to get feedback on the final design and layout, and to investigate any 
options for future co-funding of the cycleway. 

 

Next Actions 

76. Subject to the adoption of the design proposal, detailed design and preparation for the 
required traffic resolution will be commenced. 

77. An indicative timeframe is as follows: 

 Detailed design commence – Late September 
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  Traffic Resolution preparation – Mid October 

 Statutory Consultation on Traffic Resolution – Mid November to mid December 

 Break for Xmas-New Years 

 Oral hearings – Mid February 

 Committee Approval – Early March 

 Tender/Construction Drawings/Pricing – Early March to end May 

 Construction commence – Early June 

 
 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1. The Parade - Island Bay Supplementary Design Report   Page 182 
Attachment 2. The Parade - Island Bay Cycleway Morrison Low Re-

engagement Review   
Page 231 

Attachment 3. The Parade - Island Bay consultation 2017 Analysis of 
Submissions   

Page 268 
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION Engagement and Consultation 

This report provides an account of the outcomes from the consultation process undertaken 
during the period 31 July and 13 August under the oversight of the Councillor working party as 
signalled in the report to the Committee on 22 June 2017. Further, a summary is provided of 
the Morrison Low review of the Love the Bay engagement and consultation, as well as the 
detailed report of the analysis of submissions and the submissions themselves.

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There are no specific considerations as part of this paper.

Financial implications 

The estimated total cost is $6.1 million (excl GST), and which includes 25% contingency. 
Costs will be refined through detailed design and independent cost estimation. The total cost 
of $6.1 million (excl GST) includes a full reseal of The Parade, estimated to cost from $0.8M to 
$1M (excl GST).

Officers will liaise with NZTA (as key partners in the Wellington City Cycleways Programme) to 
get feedback on the final design and layout, and to investigate any options for future co-
funding of the cycleway.

Policy and legislative implications 

The proposal responds to the Council’s Cycleways Programme Master Plan and the Cycling 
Framework 2015. 

Risks / legal  

There remains a risk of lack of community acctpance of the proposal, given the range of views 
on what a cycling facility should represent.

The lack of detailed cost information results in reliance on large contingencies, which increases 
uncertainty. This risk will not be suitably addressed until detailed design can be undertaken.
 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

There are no specific considerations as part of this paper, other than the recognition that the 
promotion and provision of infrastructure that supports active modes is recognised as a key 
element in climate change mitigation.

Communications Plan 

The engagement and consultation plan included a communications plan and pending the 
Committee decision an implementation engagement and communications plan will be prepared 
and followed.

Health and Safety Impact considered 

Subject to adoption of the proposed concept design, both the concept design and detailed 
design will have a safety audits undertaken of them. This process recognises the Committee’s 
responsibility to satisfy themselves around any modification to the proposal that may have a 
safety implication.
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 3. Monitoring 

 

 

2016/17 ANNUAL REPORT 
 
 

Purpose 

1. The purpose of this report is to present the Annual Report for the Council and Group 
for the year ended 30 June 2017 to the City Strategy Committee (the Committee) for 
review and confirmation. 

Summary 

2. The 2016/17 Annual Report is attached in Attachment 1 for the Committee’s review.  

3. The Finance, Audit and Risk Management Subcommittee (the Subcommittee), under 
delegation from the Committee, has the primary responsibility for reviewing and 
recommending the adoption of the Council’s Annual Report. In accordance with this 
mandate the Subcommittee reviewed the draft Financial Statements and Statements of 
Service Provision at its meeting on 20 September 2017, involving a comprehensive 
review of financial and service provision results for the year ending 30 June 2017.  All 
substantive issues raised and discussed by the Subcommittee at that meeting have 
now been satisfactorily resolved. 

4. No significant issues impacting the Financial Statements or Statements of Service 
Provision have arisen subsequent to the Subcommittee’s 20 September 2017 meeting. 
Therefore the Subcommittee recommends the formal adoption of the Annual Report to 
the Committee and Council. 

 

Recommendations 

That the City Strategy Committee: 

1. Receive the information. 

2. Note that the Finance, Audit and Risk Management Subcommittee has reviewed the 
Financial Statements and Statements of Service Provision in detail. 

3. Recommend to Council: 
a.  That the Accounting Policies contained in the draft Financial Statements 

(attached to the officers’ report) are formally confirmed for adoption for the 
Financial Statements for the year ended 30 June 2017. 

b.  The adoption of the Financial Statements and Statements of Service Provision for 
Wellington City Council and Group within the Annual Report for the year ended 
30 June 2017, subject to receiving final unmodified audit clearance from Audit 
New Zealand.  

4. Recommend to Council the adoption of the Annual Report for Wellington City Council 
and Group for the year ended 30 June 2017 (attached in Attachment 1). 

5. Recommend to Council that it delegate to the Chair of the Finance, Audit and Risk 
 Management Subcommittee and Chief Executive the authority to make minor editorial 
 changes that may arise as part of preparing the 2016/17 Annual Report document for 
 publication. 
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Background 

5. The Local Government Act 2002 requires the Council to prepare and adopt an Annual 
Report containing audited financial statements within four months of balance date. 
Section 111 requires the Council to comply with generally accepted accounting practice 
(GAAP) in preparing the Annual Report 

6. GAAP is defined by the Local Government Act to mean: 

a. approved financial reporting standards (within the meaning of section 8 of the 
Financial Reporting Act 2013) so far as those standards apply to local authorities 
and council-controlled organisations; and 

b. in relation to matters for which no provision is made in approved financial 
reporting standards (within the meaning of section 8 of the Financial Reporting 
Act 2013) and that are not subject to any applicable rule of law, accounting 
policies that: 

(i) are appropriate to the local authority or council-controlled organisation; and 

(ii) have authoritative support within the accounting profession in New 
Zealand. 

7. The approved financial reporting standards referred to in section a) above are the 
Public Sector Public Benefit Entity (PBE) Accounting Standards issued by the External 
Reporting Board (XRB).  

8. Section 99 of the Act requires that the Annual Report must contain the auditor’s report 
on the Financial Statements and Statements of Service Provision and the Council’s 
compliance with the requirements of Schedule 10 of the Act.  All requirements of 
Schedule 10 have been incorporated within the audited sections of the Annual Report. 

Process and Timetable for Adoption of the Council’s Annual Reports 

9. This section briefly outlines the process and checks that the Finance, Audit and Risk 
Management Subcommittee (The Subcommittee) has undertaken in forming their view 
that the Financial Statements and Statements of Service Provision fairly reflect the 
results of the Council’s operations for the year ended 30 June 2017. 

10. The adoption process agreed to by the Subcommittee at its meeting on 2 May 2017 is 
as follows: 

Date: Action: 
 

14 June 2017 
 

1. FARMS Meeting  
2. Subcommittee reviewed draft format for the 2016/17 
financial statements and approved the proposed sign-off 
process. 

14 August 2017 

Consolidated draft financial statements, including results of 
operations and cash flows for the year ending 30 June 2017, 
financial position as at 30 June 2017 and financial overview 
available for final internal review and management sign off. 

21 August 2017 Audit New Zealand commenced final audit fieldwork. 

12 September 
2017 

3. Finance, Audit and Risk Management Subcommittee 
briefing on draft Annual Report format changes, service 
provisions, draft financial results including major provisions and 
issues.  

20 September 4. FARMS Meeting  
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 Date: Action: 

 

2017 
 

Subcommittee reviewed consolidated draft financial 
statements, including results of operations and cashflows for 
the year ending 30 June 2017, financial position as at 30 June 
2017 and financial overview, subject to final Audit New 
Zealand clearance.  Subcommittee to also review Statements 
of Service Provision, report on CCOs and report on mana 
whenua partnership. 
 
Subcommittee to recommend adoption of draft 2016/17 Annual 
Report to City Strategy Committee. 
 

27 September 
2017 
(scheduled) 

5. City Strategy Committee Meeting  

Committee to recommend adoption of the draft 2016/17 Annual 
Report to Council. 
 

27 September 
2017 
 (scheduled) 

6. Council Meeting 

Council to adopt draft 2016/17 Annual Report. 
Management Letter of Representation issued to Audit New 
Zealand. 
Audit New Zealand sign Audit Opinion. 
Media Release – Financial Results for the year ending 30 June 
2017. 
 

TBC Oct 2017 
Release of published Annual Report. 
 

 

Delegated Responsibility of the Subcommittee to Review the Council’s Financial 
Statements 

11. The Finance, Audit and Risk Management Subcommittee has primary responsibility for 
the review of the Council’s annual financial statements.  This responsibility is delegated 
to it by the City Strategy Committee.  The overall responsibility for the adoption of the 
Annual Report remains with Council. 

The Annual Report publication 

12. The Annual Report is one of the Council’s core publications.  A clear, concise and 
readily accessible document is important in conveying the organisation’s strengths and 
achievements over the last year. The Annual Report in attachment 1 is yet to be fully 
formatted and will undergo layout changes and design before publication. 

13. The publication itself will be prepared following Council’s approval of the version 
presented here.  A summary of the Annual Report will also be produced following its 
adoption by Council.  The summary, which is subject to audit clearance, will provide an 
overview of the Council’s performance and financial position; outline highlights for each 
strategy and provide information on key facts about the city. 

Presentation of Financial Statements 

Format of Financial Statements 
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14. There have been no significant changes to the format of the financial statements from 
that presented to the Finance, Audit and Risk Management Subcommittee at the 20 
September 2017 meeting. 

Group Consolidation and Reporting 

15. The attached financial statements include both the results of operations of Wellington 
City Council as a separate legal entity together with Wellington Waterfront Project, 
Wellington Venues Project and the Council’s interests in its joint venture arrangements.  
The financial statements also include the various Group interests in Council 
subsidiaries and associate entities.  A summary of the reporting entity is outlined 
below: 

Reporting 
Entity 

 

Incorporates Interest 

Council Wellington City Council (as a separate territorial  
local authority). Includes: 
Wellington Waterfront Project 
Wellington Venues Project 
Joint Ventures with Porirua City Council: 

o Spicer Valley Landfill  

o Wastewater Treatment Plant  

 
 
100% 
100% 
 
21.5% 
27.6% 

Group Council (as above) plus: 
Subsidiaries (consolidated on a line by line basis) 

o Positively Wellington Tourism (PWT) 

o Positively Wellington Waterfront (WWL) 

o Wellington Cable Car Limited 

o Wellington Museums Trust 

o Wellington Zoo Trust 

o Karori Sanctuary Trust 

o Wellington Regional Economic Development 

Agency Limited 
- Creative HQ Limited is100% 

owned by Grow Wellington Limited  
 

Associates (consolidated using equity accounting) 

o Wellington Water Limited 

o Chaffers Marina Holdings Limited. 

o Wellington International Airport Limited. (WIAL) 

 
 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
80% 
 
80% 
 
 
 
42.11% 
10.52% 
34% 

16. The Subcommittee has the primary responsibility for the review of the Council’s 
consolidated financial statements. This includes both the Council and the Group. The 
purpose of this section is to highlight the process for consolidating all entities within the 
Group, the current status of these entities’ financial statements and associated audits 
and any significant financial issues and/or judgments in these financial statements. 

Preparation of the Consolidated Financial Statements 

17. There are a number of entities within the Group and tight timeframes for finalisation of 
the Group financial statements. During the planning of the financial statements, finance 
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 representatives from each of the entities within the Group are briefed on key year-end 

deadlines and requirements. Group entities are required to complete the following:  

 year-end consolidation package 

 consolidation / financial statement templates allowing for effective consolidation 
and elimination of financial information 

 a letter of representation signed by the Chief Executive. 

18. In addition, we require early advice of any significant or material issues arising from the 
preparation of the financial statements or the completion of the audit.  These reporting 
requirements continue even after the consolidation package has been prepared and 
submitted to the Council.  The Council’s finance team is in constant contact with 
Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) finance representatives to determine the status 
of their year-end audits, any issues which are arising, and any consequential impact for 
the Group financial statements.   

Materiality of the Financial Results of Group Entities 

19. Due to the size and structure of the Group the individual results of operations from 
each Group entity are unlikely to ever be material, either individually or taken as a 
whole, in relation to the consolidated financial statements.  The nature and extent of 
any individual issues arising from the preparation of the financial statements of the 
Group entity are carefully considered. Where appropriate the Council will exercise its 
judgment at a consolidated level as to how best to address these issues.  At times, this 
may result in differing treatment of financial issues at an individual entity and Group 
level.  Any differences in treatment of financial issues are outlined in this section. 

Results from the Consolidation of Group Entity Financial Statements  

20. In preparing the Group Financial Statements we have consolidated the results set out 
in the consolidation packages returned in July.  Any adjustments made subsequent to 
the completion of the schedules will be reflected in the consolidated Financial 
Statements.  Most Group entities are now in the final stages of their audit process and 
no significant matters have been brought to Council’s attention 

Summary of Adjusted/Unadjusted Amendments to the Consolidated Group Financial 
Statements 

21. The following summarises the status of amendments to the Financial Statements of 
group entities subsequent to the preparation of the consolidation packages: 

Adjusted amendments made to the Group Financial Statements - $nil 

Unadjusted amendments to the Council Financial Statements: - $nil  

Unadjusted amendments to the Group Financial Statements: - $0.04m 

22. We recommend that no adjustment be made for the above amendments as the total 
amount of unadjusted amendments has an immaterial impact on the Group Financial 
Statements 

Management Letter of Representation / Financial Statements Checklist 

23. The management letter of representation is to be signed by the Mayor, Chief Executive 
(CEO) and Chief Financial Officer (CFO).  The letter of representation forms part of the 
overall audit procedures carried out by Audit New Zealand.  The letter of representation 
will be signed on the same day the Annual Report is adopted by Council and the audit 
opinion is received. 
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24. The Mayor, CEO and CFO obtain support for their sign-off through Council business 
unit managers completing a package of schedules detailing key account balances such 
as accruals, contingencies and bad debts.  These schedules, together with appropriate 
supporting documentation, are submitted to Finance.  Completion of the schedules and 
review by Finance supports the completeness, accuracy and appropriateness of the 
Council’s financial information.  In addition, each business unit manager has returned a 
letter of representation, which includes specific representations in relation to the 
financial results of their business units.  We have also obtained representation from our 
Group entities (as noted in paragraph above). 

25. The Council’s sign-off to Audit New Zealand on our overall legislative compliance 
programme requires lead managers to sign off to Risk Assurance on their individual 
legislative compliance requirements.  Managers were provided with a matrix 
summarising: 

 Key legislative requirements 

 The consequences for non-compliance 

 Who needs to know and how will they know 

 Training materials and support mechanisms  

 How we know we are compliant.   

26. Managers completed a sign-off form confirming: 

 The lead manager’s acknowledgment of responsibility for key legislation. 

 Information the lead manager holds on each piece of key legislation is complete 
and up to date, and that systems, processes, training programmes and manuals 
are adequate for all staff to know their compliance responsibilities.  

 That to the best of their knowledge their key legislation has been complied with 
and there have been no legislative breaches during the year.  

27. Lead managers confirmed compliance with their legislative requirements. 

28. These procedures provide the CEO and CFO with positive assurance over the sign-off 
of the letter of representation. 

Discussion 

Results of Operating performance for the Year Ended 30 June 2017 

29. The summary of the financial performance of the Council can be found in Part 2 of the 
Annual Report, called “Overview of our performance” in Attachment 1. 

30. The Statement of Comprehensive Revenue and Expense reports a net surplus for the 
Council’s activities of $31.7 million compared with a budgeted net surplus of $12.8 
million resulting in a favourable variance to budget of $18.9 million. 

Underlying Surplus 

31. The Council achieved an underlying surplus of $10.6 million compared to a breakeven 
budget. The table below explains the composition of the $10.6 million. 



CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE 
27 SEPTEMBER 2017 

 

 

 

Item 3.1 Page 335 

 I
te

m
 3

.1
 

 

32. The underlying surplus/deficit provides a comparison with the rates requirement we 
budgeted for in our Annual Plan to achieve a balanced budget.  It shows how closely 
our annual income matches how much we spend in any given year.   

33. A balanced budget helps ensure that we are not passing the costs of running the City 
today onto future years and future generations or impose future costs on the current 
generation. Our goal is therefore to have an underlying surplus or deficit close to zero.  

34. This year we had an underlying surplus of $10.6 million (2.1% of operational 
expenditure), mainly due to lower debt servicing costs as a result of deferred capital 
expenditure, and higher than budgeted revenue from dividends and our landfill. 

35. This calculation excludes certain accounting transactions that are capital in nature and 
therefore not considered as operating but are required by Financial Reporting 
Standards to be included in the Net Surplus figure. Also excluded are non-cash 
transactions that do not impact on the cash requirements of Council’s operating 
expenditure. These items are excluded because they do not impact on the amount of 
rates that we collect to run the city and provide services to the community. 

 

Annual Report Introduction 

36. The development objective for the Annual Report is to produce a concise, readable and 
audit compliant performance story for 2016/17. This includes explaining our forward 
direction.   

37. To achieve this,  in drafting the Annual Report we have focused on producing:  

 A clear and honest accounting for performance 

 More cohesive reporting of financial and non-financial performance 

 Matter of fact reporting of key challenges faced in 2016/17 and how we have 
responded and what this means for the Council in the near future. Case studies 
to illustrate and describe achievements and challenges; and 

 A document of about 200 pages in length (66 pages less than the 2015/16 
Annual Report). 

$M

Significant changes in net revenue/(expenditure)

Dividends in excess of budget (including Wellington Intl Airport Ltd) 0.9 

Increase in income from activities 1.8 

Increase in investment property lease revenue 1.6 

Increase in rates revenue 1.8 

Decrease in net interest expense 4.5 

Decrease in insurance costs 0.8 

Increase in personnel costs (0.2)

Increase in utility costs (1.0)

Increase in contract, services & materials costs (0.7)

Increase in professional costs (1.0)

Increase in provision for doubtful debts (0.7)

Increase in IT costs (0.5)

Decrease in depreciation 0.1 

Other net variances 3.0 

Total underlying funding surplus available to carry forward 10.6 
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38. In addition to a general review of the content, presentation and structure of the Annual 
Report we have incorporated feedback from the Australian Reporting Awards. The key 
changes are: 

 The introduction section (part 1) has been expanded to include a section on “Our 
city, who we are, what we do” and a section on “How we govern and engage with 
the community” 

 The highlights section (part 2), titled “Overview of our performance” includes a 
discussion on “Our long term approach to developing the city” and “Our Changing 
City and Challenges for the future”. This section also has the overview of our 
performance, financial and delivering services.  

 The Auditors report has also been moved from the back of the Annual Report to 
this section. 

 

39. There has been no material change to the financial section from last year. It continues 
to reflect the new financial format adopted last year, which is more user-friendly and 
easier to read. Key changes in the financial statements template are: 

 The addition of a new note (note 38) on the financial impacts of the Kaikoura 

earthquake. 

Key messages 

40. The key messages supporting the Report’s overall performance story are: 

 “In addition to delivering well on our  2016/17 Annual plan - doing the basics well 
making sure that the City is the best it can be environmentally, socially, 
economically - we have also responded to some significant changes in our 
environment”. 

 “A new Council with new priorities, a major earthquake that has challenged  the 
City’ s resilience, construction cost inflation and dealing with the pressures for a 
City experiencing strong economic growth (e.g. housing affordability) means 
more pressure on spending, and less room to manoeuvre in the update of our 
LTP in 2017/18”. 

 “Despite the changes the Council remains in good shape financially.  We 
continue to make progress on the 2015 sustainable growth agenda, maintaining a 
prudent approach to spending, and actively pursuing opportunities for smarter 
ways of delivering service levels of services and investing in our city.”  

 “This Annual Report is year two of the current 3-year LTP cycle and sets the 
scene for the update of the LTP”; and 

 “Progress on the 2015 sustainable growth agenda means continuing our prudent 
approach to spending and savings, smarter service delivery, managing real risks 
and taking opportunities”. 

Content 

41. The report is structured in 5 parts and will include a short Annual Report summary 
document.  

42. The introduction (Part 1) provides a snapshot of the city, what WCC does how we 
govern and engage with the community. The Introduction also contains the Mayor and 
CEO’s overview. The introduction provides the reader with context for the rest of the 
Annual report 

43. The Overview of performance (Part 2) is a summary of financial and non-financial 
performance. It recognises that some readers will be interested in a summary of 
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 performance. Readers who want more detail performance can find that information in 

the following chapters. 

44. In addition to summarising performance for the year the overview section provides 
forward information on how the city is changing and the challenges for the future. In 
combination integrating the summary of 2016/17performance with the forward view 
provides the reader with line of sight from the previous year to the Council’s future 
direction.  

Statements of Service Provision (Part 3) 

45. The Statements of Service Provision (SSP) outline what Council has achieved over the 
past year in relation to the outcomes that were set in the Annual Plan 2015/16 and 
performance measures and targets for 2015/16.  The SSP also provide a narrative 
around milestone activities that occurred during the past financial year. 

46. Part 3 “Our performance in detail” provides the Statements of Service Provision for 
each of the Council’s seven activity areas as well as Council Controlled Organisations. 
Each activity area has detailed financial and non-financial performance information 
under the headings: 

 The challenges we face 

 Our strategic approach 

 What we did (or delivered / achieved) 

 Progress against our longer term outcome indicators (trend data) 

 How we performed against measures and targets in the 2016/17 Annual Plan 

 How our operations were funded and what they cost in the 2016/17 year; and 

 Case studies – detailing a particular achievements or projects. 

47. Each activity chapter includes details (i.e. graphs and variance explanation) for 
selected measures that show both favourable and less favourable performance during 
the year.  

48. Highlights for the year (Part 2), includes a summary of the number of non-financial 
performance measures that were achieved or not achieved during the year. These are 
presented using the following traffic light symbols: 

 Green with tick - Achieved: target has been met or exceeded. 

 Amber with tick - Substantially Achieved: performance within 5% points of target. 

 Red with a cross - Target not achieved by greater than 5%.  

 Grey dash - The measure was changed or not surveyed and / or no target set. 

49. All measures and variances for each activity are included in a table at the end of the 
relevant activity chapter. Variances greater than 5% are explained.  

50. A full summary of the Annual Report 2015/16 will be produced following its adoption at 
Council on 28 September 2016. This summary will provide a synopsis of the full Annual 
Report for those who wish to only look at an overview instead of the full detailed 
document. 

Clearance process 

51. The management letter of representation will be signed by the Mayor, Chief Executive 
(CE) and Chief Financial Officer (CFO).  The letter of representation forms part of the 
overall audit procedures carried out by Audit New Zealand.  The content of the letter of 
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representation is consistent with that prescribed for use by auditors by the New 
Zealand Institute of Chartered Accountants. 

52. The Subcommittee held two workshops and a meeting to review the processes 
followed to prepare the draft Annual Report, as well as reviewing the draft Annual 
Report and financial results in detail. Any issues or concerns were discussed with Audit 
New Zealand at the workshops and the FARM’s meeting.  This process assisted the 
Subcommittee in forming its view that the financial statements for the 2016/17 financial 
year are fairly stated and provided the Subcommittee with comfort from which to 
recommend them to the Committee and Council. 

Conclusion 

53. The Annual Report prepared for the Committee’s review includes the Financial 
Statements and Statements of Service Provision which have been reviewed in detail by 
the Subcommittee. 

54. The Financial Statements include all known year-end adjustments required in order to 
fairly reflect the Council’s results of operation, cashflows and financial position for the 
2016/17 financial period.  Further, at the time this report was prepared there were no 
known issues identified by Audit New Zealand that would materially affect the 
recognition and measurement of reported balances in the Council’s financial 
statements. 

 
 
 

Attachments 
Attachment 1 –2016/2017 Annual Report – under a separate cover 
 

Authors Richard Marshall, Manager Financial Accounting 
Baz Kaufman, Manager Strategy 
Lloyd Jowsey, Team Leader, Planning and Reporting  

Authoriser Andy Matthews, Chief Financial Officer  
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 SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

Engagement and Consultation 

No consultation is required for the adoption of the Annual Report. 
 

Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There are no Treaty of Waitangi implications. 

 

Financial implications 

There are no financial implications arising from this paper. 

 

Policy and legislative implications 

The Annual Report is a requirement under the Local Government Act 2002. 

 

Risks / legal  

Failure to adopt the Annual Report by 31 October 2017 will breach the Local Government Act 

2002. 

 

Climate Change impact and considerations 

None. 

 

Communications Plan 

The Annual Report and summary will need to be published within one month of adoption. 

Copies will be available in the libraries, service centres and on the Council’s website, as well 

as available on request. 

 

Health and Safety Impact considered 

There are no impacts on Health and Safety. 
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4. Public Excluded 

Resolution to Exclude the Public: 

THAT the City Strategy Committee : 

 

Pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings 

Act 1987, exclude the public from the following part of the proceedings of this 

meeting namely: 

General subject of the matter 

to be considered 

Reasons for passing this resolution 

in relation to each matter 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) 

for the passing of this resolution 

4.1 Acquisition of Land 7(2)(h) 

The withholding of the information is 

necessary to enable the local authority 

to carry out, without prejudice or 

disadvantage, commercial activities. 

7(2)(i) 

The withholding of the information is 

necessary to enable the local authority 

to carry on, without prejudice or 

disadvantage, negotiations (including 

commercial and industrial negotiations). 

s48(1)(a) 

That the public conduct of this item 

would be likely to result in the 

disclosure of information for which 

good reason for withholding would 

exist under Section 7. 
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