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Have your say!

You can make a short presentation to the Councillors at this meeting. Please let us know by noon the working day
before the meeting. You can do this either by phoning 803-8334, emailing public.participation@wcc.govt.nz or
writing to Democratic Services, Wellington City Council, PO Box 2199, Wellington, giving your name, phone
number and the issue you would like to talk about.
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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

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

e 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

e 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

e Transport — ensuring people and goods move efficiently to and through the city

e 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.  Toidentify 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:

¢ |t maintains and enhances public accessibility.

e |t provides for increased housing supply.

¢ A new visitor destination in the city is developed.

e Therisk allocation shifts from the Council to SBL.

e The sale and lease largely offsets infrastructure commitments.

e It improves the rating base for the city.

e 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;

e Traffic improvements;

e 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:

Iltem 2.1 Page 7
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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.

Item 2.1
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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

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

Note the findings from the public consultation process.

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

Item 2.1
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

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”.

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.

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

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.

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’.

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 - McIindoe Urban and landscape architects — Wraight Associates.

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.

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.

Below is a timeline of events:

August 2008 PNBST was established to administer the Treaty of Waitangi

ltem 2.1 Page 10



CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE
27 SEPTEMBER 2017

Absolutely Positively
Wellington City Council

Me Heke Ki Poneke

18.

19.

settlement of Taranaki Whanui

Late 2008

PNBST purchased a 4.5 ha holding in Shelly Bay

2014

TWC entered into a 5 year management agreement with PNBST to
manage the estate

24 June 2014

Council and Government sign the Wellington City Housing Accord

March 2015

Consultation on the Wellington Growth Plan

June 2015

Council approved Shelly Bay as a Special Housing Area (SHA)
under HASHAA

Late 2015

PNSBT and TWC present early development proposals to Council
officers

7 December
2015

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

September
2016

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

31 January
2017

PNBST and TWC enter into a formal joint venture establishing SBL

18 April 2017

Resource consent approved

26 April 2017

Report: Proposed Long-Term Lease and Sale of Council Land at
Shelly Bay — presented to Council

17 July -14

August 2017

Public consultation undertaken

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.

The report highlighted:

e 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.

e 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

Item 2.1
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20.

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.

e 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.

e 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.

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.

22.
23.

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.

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

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
e Submission form

ltem 2.1 Page 12
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e Resource consent application
e 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:

o 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

o reasons for their support or opposition to the proposal and its component parts,
and the benefits and issues arising.

Iltem 2.1 Page 13
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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.

Item 2.1
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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:

Sea level rise;

impact on the natural environment;
the wharves;

the design and

heritage.

O O O O O

Integration with Council strategy

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

39.

40.

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

Concerns over increased congestion on the wider network

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.

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.

Item 2.1
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41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48.

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

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

Shelly Bay Road is in poor condition, which has been exacerbated by a humber 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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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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49.

The provision of different modes of transport

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.

51.

52.

53.

54.

95.

56.

57.

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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.

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.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 upgrade? 1.21
Shelly Bay Road — Miramar Avenue 0.50
intersection —traffic signals

Water supply and waste water 8.90
infrastructure — to Shelly Bay?

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

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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64.

65.

66.

67.

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.

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 14.5

plans for the Miramar peninsula
A contribution to the required new
infrastructure that should be allocated to 6.6
the Shelly Bay Development.

A contribution to the required upgrades
of the existing infrastructure that should 2.3
be allocated to the Shelly Bay
Development.

Total contribution to the required
wastewater and water supply
infrastructure that should be allocated
to the Shelly Bay Development $8.9

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.

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.

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 Whanui 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.

69.

70.

71.

72.

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

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.

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.

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.

Other areas of concern include:
o Sea level rise;
Impact on the natural environment;
the wharves;
the design of the development and

O
O
O
o heritage

Sea level rise

73.

74.

75.

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.

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’.

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. Inrecent 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:

e SBL is likely to deliver a less inclusive development.

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

e 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.

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

e 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. ltis 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.

Attachments

Attachment 1.  Shelly Bay land ownership - proposed areas to sell and lease Page 25
Attachment 2. Have your say Shelly Bay development Page 26
Attachment 3.  Questions and answers - Shelly Bay development Page 38
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Attachment 4.  Consultation Process and Results - RMG Page 47

Attachment 5.  Public Infrastructure Briefing - Calibre Consulting Page 112

Attachment 6. 3 waters infrastrucutre cost estimation review - Wellington Page 154
Water

Author Gerald Blunt, Design Manager

Authoriser David Chick, Chief City Planner
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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 17" July to the 14™ August 2017 (inclusive) and
oral submissions were heard on the 7" and 8" 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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Approximate area to lease - 0.6 hectares
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Shelly Bay land ownership - proposed areas to sell and lease

Attachment 1 Shelly Bay land ownership - proposed areas to sell and lease
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Shelly Bay a brief history

Shelly Bay

Shelly Bay is set within the
northern end of Te Motu
KKairangi Miramar Peninsula
- an area recognised for

its outstanding natural
characteristics.

Te Ati Awa settled areas around the

bay before European settlement and
remained there for some time after 1839
when Shelly Bay and most of Wellington
was sold to the New Zealand Company.

The bay has an extensive military
history dating from the late 19th century.
It has naval origins but was later used

by the New Zealand Air Force before
decommissioning in 1995.

On 14 February 2009 land at Shelly Bay
was purchased by iwi mana whenua

Taranaki Whanui ki Te Upoko o Te Ika as
part of a Treaty of Waitangi settlement.

Port Nicholson Block Settlement

Trust (PNBST) was set up in August
2008 toreceive and manage the Treaty
settlement package for the iwi.

In 2016, PNBST joined forces with
developers The Wellington Company
in a joint venture (Shelly Bay Ltd) to
develop a proposal to regenerate
Shelly Bay. They gave the proposed
development the Maori name Taikuru.

Abave left: Submarine and Torpedo Mining Corps
annual camp, Shelly Bay, Wellington, Smith, Sydney
Charles, 1888-1972 :Photographs of New Zealand.
Ref: 1/1-020236-G. Alexander Turnbull Library,
Wellington, New Zealand. /records/22769110

Left: Aerial view af Shelly Bay, with Mount
Crawford Prison, and a flying boat, Evening post
(Newspaper. 1865-2002): Photographic negatives
and prints of the Evening Post newspaper. Reft
EP/1959/1451-F. Alexander Turnbull Library,
Wellington, New Zealand. /records/23261280
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Shelly Bay today

Wellington City Council negotiated with
the Crown over many years to maintain
part ownership of land in Shelly Bay

to provide public access for the scenic
marine drive and to provide open space
and access to the foreshore.

The Council owns about a third of
Shelly Bay (3.5 hectares) including the
foreshore and land and buildings next
toit, running the length of the bay. The
remaining two thirds (7.8 hectares) -
mainly the flat ground on the landward
side of Shelly Bay Road - is owned by
Shelly Bay Ltd.

A small number of commercial

tenants are based in the bay - including
the Chocolate Fish Café; film and event
service firm Propeller Studios; and
Blackmore and Best art gallery and
studio.

Inthe last 20 years, deferred
maintenance has resulted in some of
the buildings in Shelly Bay becoming
run down and they are now in need of
either a major upgrade or demolition.
The seawall and other infrastructure are
alsoin need of attention.

From top: Shelly Bay
Sfrom south headland;
the foreshore; Shed 8
existing condition; Shelly
Bay from the north.,
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Shelly Bay what is planned

The Council granted resource consent in
April 2017 to The Wellington Company
for a plan that would develop Shelly Bay
into a new neighbourhood with housing
and a range of public spaces and facilities.

The development is an opportunity
for the Council to resolve the future of
Shelly Bay, enhance the open space
and public access to the waterfront,
and tackle deferred maintenance toiits
infrastructure and buildings there.

There are plans including a waterfront
walkway; green space; parking and
seating; cafes, bars and shops; a
microbrewery and a 50-bed hotel.

The development would add 350
homes to Wellington's housing stock,
providing more choice in housing and
bringing in rates revenue of $1.5 million
ayear to the city.

What are the economic benefits of
the development?

During construction, about $200 million
would flow directly into the Wellington
economy and a further $300 million
would come from indirect spending
linked to the development.

After construction, more than 100
people would work full time in Shelly
Bay creating an additional $7.5 million in
wages and salaries.

What are the benefits to the iwi?

The development of Shelly Bay will
assist the iwi to meet their aspirations
within the takiwa, including with
papakainga and other housing; iwi
development; and their education,
social and cultural objectives.

From top: Proposed
development; view
southwards info proposed
development in Shelly Bay
Central; view towards the
proposed village green.
Images by Stantiall Studio
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View between t
down laneway

Shelly Bay
overview of planned
development

Shelly Bay would be a new visitor destination with attractive
open public spaces and facilities. It would become a more
appealing part of the popular scenic coastal route.

The vision of Shelly Bay Limited for the bay
incorporates new high quality housing,
public facilities located in a mix of new

and refurbished premises, and improved
infrastructure.

The development would complement
existing local attractions such as Scorching
Bay, Massey Memorial and the proposed
heritage reserve above Shelly Bay on the
Miramar Peninsula Te Motu Kairangi.

Housing

It is proposed the new homes would
comprise 280 apartments, 58 townhouses
and 14 standalone homes.

The front row of houses would be three-
level townhouses and detached homes with
front doors and gardens facing the road.

Behind these, at the base of the steep hill,
would be apartment buildings up to six
storeys. A road would separate the two
levels of housing and praovide vehicle access
and parking.

North and south headlands

The headlands at the north and south of
Shelly Bay remain as public spaces with
views into Shelly Bay and the harbour -
but with added facilities including picnic
tables, low level planting, parking, kiosks
with interpretive information, displays and
sculptures.

Public walkway/cycleway

A coastal walkway would link the north
and south headlands, opening up the
foreshore between the two and providing
opportunities for walking, cycling,
sightseeing, fishing, picnicking and other
activities.

Village green
This area would be retained as public space,
with café facilities close by.

Itis proposed to realign the public road so
the village green and adjoining walkway/
cycleway are traffic-free.

Central Shelly Bay

Central Shelly Bay would be the public
focal point of the village with a mix of new
and refurbished buildings providing public
facilities including a community space,
cafes, restaurants, a microbrewery and a

boutique hotel.
View south f
north headland tc
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Hotel veranda looking Village green
north across the Bay looking south

A new commercial/housing building,
with shed 8 in the foreground

Images by architecture+ and Wraight + Associates

Mixed Commercial/Residential
Commercial/Community
Carparking

Hotel

Apartment building

Townhouse

Detached house

View north from south headland
to Central Shelly Bay

Attachment 2 Have your say Shelly Bay development

Page 32



CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE
27 SEPTEMBER 2017

Absolutely Positively
Wellington City Council

Me Heke Ki Poneke

Shelly Bay infrastructure

Improvements would need to be made to the public road,

water supply, and stormwater and wastewater systems if the

development of Shelly Bay goes ahead as envisaged.

The public road through

Shelly Bay

It is proposed that the road from the
Miramar Avenue intersection to Shelly
Bay be six metres wide with a 1.5-metre
adjacent pathway. This would allow for
two-way vehicle traffic, cyclists and
pedestrians.

The Miramar Avenue intersection

may need minor improvements. A

final roading plan would be submitted
to Council for approval. Within the
southern part of Shelly Bay, it is
proposed the roadway will be re-routed
to the back of the village green, away
from the water. This would provide a
clear separation between vehicles and
cyclists/pedestrians.

Traffic

It is expected that traffic would
increase from 1200 vehicles a day to
4700. The speed limit at Shelly Bay
is 40 kilometres an hour. Roads of
similar width but higher speed limits
around Wellington cope satisfactorily
with this sort of traffic capacity.

Aferry service

A passenger ferry service is proposed
by the developer between Shelly Bay
and Central Wellington.

This would provide public transport
to and from the bay and would be an

attractive alternative for those who wish

to experience a harbour trip.

Diagram showing
proposed road and
pathway widths between
Miramar Avenue and
Shelly Bay. Cyclists will
use the road.

Stormwater and wastewater

The development of Shelly Bay would
require the public stormwater network
to be extended. The public wastewater
network to the area would need to be
replaced including a new pump station.

Water supply

It is expected a new reservoir and water
supply pipework would be required to
support the Shelly Bay development.

Existing road through Shelly Bay

Proposed road, relocated to the back of the village green
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Shelly Bay proposed sale
and lease agreement

Boutique hotel including
refurbished building

oy

e
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Community space
(refurbished building)

Part of waterfront walkway

Froposed development including public spaces, Central Shelly Bay

Background

Deferred maintenance means the
Council needs to spend money in the
near future at Shelly Bay to maintain
infrastructure at an acceptable level and
prevent property suffering irreparable
damage. The buildings and infrastructure
have been around a long time and, in the
case of the buildings, their condition is
affected by the marine environment and
strong winds.

Itis estimated it would cost the Council
$5.85 million just to refurbish the
buildings and maintain the infrastructure
to a minimum standard.

Alternatively, the Council could
enter into the proposed agreement
with Shelly Bay Ltd.

The proposal

Under the proposal, the total
infrastructure upgrades (including
roading, seawalls, water, sewerage and
wastewater) are estimated at $13 million.

The proposal also covers the upgrade of
public space, including the development
of three park areas, with wallkways
connecting them, at a cost of $7 million.
Completing that upgrade will significantly
increase the value of the Council's land.

Under the proposal, Shelly Bay Ltd
would meet half the cost of the Shelly
Bay infrastructure upgrade and the
public space development ($10 million)
and purchase/lease the land at a ‘fully
serviced' value of $8 million. The land
without infrastructure upgrade and
public space development is worth
significantly less.

SO

The net cost to the Council would be

$2 million ($10 million cost of
infrastructure/public space, minus

$8 million income from the sale/lease
of Council land). For that amount, the
proposed Shelly Bay development
would become a reality including greatly
enhanced public spaces and facilities -
and the Council's existing building and
infrastructure issues at Shelly Bay would
be resolved.
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Have your say on Shelly Bay

The Council would like your views on the proposal to enter into an agreement
to sell and lease land to Shelly Bay Ltd so the planned development of housing

and public space can go ahead as envisaged.

Areas for sale and lease

Ht

Wellington City Council ownership

Shelly Bay Limited ownership

Main terms of the proposed agreement
The Council owns 3.5 hectares of land at Shelly Bay, mainly
close to the waterfront.

The Council and Shelly Bay Ltd have agreed in principle on the
main terms for a sale and lease agreement. These terms will be
considered by the Council in September:

.

The Council and Shelly Bay Limited would each pay $10
million towards the costs of public infrastructure and
public space associated with the development.

Shelly Bay Ltd would buy 0.3 hectares of land from the
Council for $2.5 million* to be used for housing.

Shelly Bay Ltd would sign a 125-year lease with Council for
$5.5 million* for 0.6 hectares of land, and Shed 8 and the
former Shipwright's Building - to be used for commercial
facilities and waterfront public space. Shelly Bay Ltd
would be liable for the upgrade and maintenance of the
two buildings.

/77, Areatosell

A Areato lease

Final boundaries subject to survey

How can you have yoursay?

You can find more detailed information,
make a submission online or print a
submission form at
wellington.govt.nz/shellybay

or you can email your submission to
shellybay@wcc.govt.nz

Copies of the consultation documents
are at the Central Library,

65 Victoria Street,

and the Council Service Centre,

101 Wakefield Street.

Your feedback will be considered by the
Council when it makes a final decision on
the proposed sale and lease agreement
for Shelly Bay in September 2017.

*These figures are the current market valuation for the fully serviced sites, provided by an independent valuer.
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Please submit your feedback by 5pm on
Monday 14 August 2017.

Come to the drop-in sessions at
SHEWAEVE

Sunday 23 July, Tlam-3pm

Sunday 30 July, Tam-3pm

There will be a short presentation
from Shelly Bay Ltd on the proposed
development at 12pm and 1pm at each
of the drop-in sessions.
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Questions and answers — Shelly Bay development

The Council proposes to enter into a sale and lease agreement with Shelly Bay Ltd so the planned
development of housing and public space can go ahead as envisaged in the bay. Here are some
common questions about the proposal, with answers. If you have a question that’s not answered
here, email us at shellybay@wcc.govt.nz

To find out more about the proposal and give your feedback, go to wellington.govt.nz/shellybay

oV Rk wNpRE

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.
18.
19.

How much of the Council’s land is proposed to be sold/leased?

Why did the Council not consult the community about the Shelly Bay resource consent?
Would the public be consulted about the Shelly Bay development if it progresses?
What are the next steps following public consultation?

Why is the Council only engaging with Shelly Bay Ltd for this development?

What could Shelly Bay Ltd develop if the Council does not sell/lease the land as
proposed?

Can Shelly Bay Ltd fund more of the cost of the infrastructure improvements and public
space development?

Does the Council usually fund infrastructure costs for developments? If not, why is the
Council proposing to part fund the infrastructure and public space for the Shelly Bay
development?

What changes are proposed for the road between the Miramar intersection and Shelly
Bay?

What happens if the proposed road (six metres wide with a 1.5 metre adjacent path) is
not adequate? Who would fund improvements?

What changes would be made to the road through Central Shelly Bay development?
How are the eastern suburbs going to cope with the traffic and infrastructure strains that
come with this development? Who is paying for it, the ratepayers or the developer?
What public parking will there be? What about parking spaces for ferry users?

With the private development, can you assure Wellington ratepayers that we will have
access to the road and beach front to the same degree as our public roads?

How will you maintain safe, comfortable access to the coast road on foot or by bike, with
the increase in traffic and years of heavy trucks during building?

Will there be public transport?

Which Shelly Bay buildings would be re-used in the development?

Are any buildings at Shelly Bay heritage listed under the District Plan?

Have you considered the cultural impact of the development?

Wellington City Council 101 Wakefield Street Phone +64 4 499 4444

PO Box 2199, Wellington 6140, Fax +64 4 8013138
New Zealand Wellington.govt.nz
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20. What precautions would be in place to manage the risk of sea level rise, tsunami and
earthquake?

21. What about the wharves at Shelly Bay?

22. If the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd reach an agreement, what happens if Shelly Bay Ltd then
cannot proceed with the development for any reason?

23. What are the economic benefits of the development?

24. How would the quality of the development be assured?

1. How much of the Council’s land is proposed to be sold/leased?

The Council owns 3.5 hectares of land at Shelly Bay — mainly along the waterfront. It is
proposed the Council sells and leases a total of 0.9 hectares of land to Shelly Bay Ltd. The
proposal would see the Council sell 0.3 hectares of land to Shelly Bay Ltd to be developed as
housing; and lease 0.6 hectares of land and two buildings on the waterfront to Shelly Bay Ltd
to be developed for housing, commercial and retail facilities and public space.

Areas for sale and lease

Wellington City Council ownership  *///  Area tosell Final boundaries subject to sunvey

Shelly Bay Limited ownership D Breatolesse

Wellington City Council | 20of9
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2. Why did the Council not consult the community about the Shelly Bay resource consent?

In April 2017 the Council granted resource consent to The Wellington Company to develop
housing and public space/facilities in Shelly Bay. (The Wellington Company and Port
Nicholson Block Settlement Trust have established a joint venture to develop Shelly Bay).

The Council considered the resource consent under the Housing Accords and Special
Housing Areas Act 2013 (HASHAA). The HASHAA aims to fast track housing projects in areas
including Wellington where the housing market is under pressure. Under the HASHAA,
Shelly Bay is designated a Special Housing Area.

The HASHAA limits councils’ ability to notify the public about proposed developments in
Special Housing Areas. Only owners of adjacent land and infrastructure providers can be
notified. So the resource consent was not publicly notified.

3. Would the public be consulted about the Shelly Bay development if it progresses?

This consultation is your best opportunity to have your say on Shelly Bay. We are keen to
hear your views on the proposal for the Council to enter into an agreement for the sale and
lease of land to Shelly Bay Ltd.

The Council granted resource consent for the development in April 2017 which means the
development has approval to proceed if the Council agrees to sell and lease land to Shelly
Bay Ltd.

4. What are the next steps following public consultation?

After public consultation closes on 14 August, people who submitted their views on Shelly
Bay will have the opportunity to speak to their submission at a meeting with councillors. If
you made a written submission and indicated you wanted to speak to councillors about
your views, we will contact you with the date, time and location of the meeting.

In late September, councillors will receive a report about the Shelly Bay consultation. They
will consider your feedback and make a decision about whether to sell and lease land to
Shelly Bay Ltd.

If they agree to proceed, the Council would negotiate a development agreement with

Shelly Bay Ltd. The concept design would be developed and assessed by the design panel
(see question 12) before construction got underway.

Wellington City Council | 3of9
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5. Why is the Council only engaging with Shelly Bay Ltd for this development?

The Council is responding to a proposal from the owners of the land adjacent to the
Council’s land at Shelly Bay.

Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust (PNBST) was established in August 2008 to
administer the Treaty of Waitangi settlement of the Taranaki Whanui. In 2008, PNBST
purchased a holding in Shelly Bay as part of the settlement.

PNBST established a joint venture with developers The Wellington Company, known as
Shelly Bay Ltd. They have put forward a proposal to develop land at Shelly Bay and the
Council has granted them resource consent. The Council owns about a third of Shelly Bay,
and Shelly Bay Ltd owns about two thirds.

6. What could Shelly Bay Ltd develop if the Council does not sell/lease the land as
proposed?

The development cannot proceed in its current form if the Council does not sell and lease
land to Shelly Bay Ltd.

Any development by Shelly Bay Ltd on its own land would require the company to
demonstrate to the Council that existing public infrastructure was sufficient to support the
development before any construction work could begin.

It is already known that the existing public infrastructure is not sufficient to support the full
proposed development at Shelly Bay.

If the Council decided not to sell/lease land to Shelly Bay Ltd the Council could consider
whether to go ahead and develop public spaces and infrastructure at Shelly Bay, and how
to fund that.

7. Can Shelly Bay Ltd fund more of the cost of the infrastructure improvements and public
space development than is proposed?

It is proposed that the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd pay $10 million each for public
infrastructure improvements and public space development, including upgrading the
Council’s seawall at Shelly Bay and road from Shelly Bay to Miramar. Shelly Bay Ltd has
advised that is the maximum they will contribute.

Wellington City Council | 40of9
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8. Does the Council usually fund infrastructure costs for developments? If not, why is the
Council proposing to part fund the infrastructure and public space for the Shelly Bay
development?

Normally the developer pays. In this case, it is proposed that the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd
pay 510 million each for public infrastructure improvements (including the Council-owned
seawall and public road) and public space development.

Shelly Bay Ltd would then purchase/lease about a hectare of the Council’s land for $8
million (the land without infrastructure upgrade and public space development is worth
significantly less).

The net cost to the Council would be $2 million ($10 million cost of infrastructure/public
space, minus $8 million income from the sale/lease of Council land).

For that amount, the proposed Shelly Bay development would become a reality including
greatly enhanced public spaces and facilities — and the Council’s existing issues with
deferred maintenance of buildings and infrastructure at Shelly Bay would be resolved.

If the sale and lease agreement does not proceed, the Council will have to spend about
$5.85 million just to refurbish its buildings at Shelly Bay and maintain the public
infrastructure to a minimum standard.

9. What changes are proposed for the road between Miramar intersection and Shelly Bay?

It is proposed the road from the Miramar Avenue intersection to Shelly Bay be six metres
wide (as it is now) with a 1.5 metre adjacent pathway. Cyclists would be expected to use
the road.

10. What happens if the proposed road (six metres wide with a 1.5 metre adjacent pathway)
is not adequate? Who would fund improvements?

Under the proposed agreement, the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd will each fund half the
estimated cost of the public infrastructure including the proposed road (six metres wide
with a 1.5 metre adjacent pathway).

The Council would be responsible for the construction of the road and would monitor the
road during construction and after it is complete to make sure it is safe and suitable, and
improve it if required. Any increase in the width and design of the road or adjacent path,
over and above the agreed six metres wide plus 1.5m adjacent path, would require
resource consent from Greater Wellington Regional Council. Wellington City Council would
have to fully meet any costs of road improvements that exceed the agreed budget.

Wellington City Council | 5of9
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11. What changes would be made to the road through Central Shelly Bay development?

It is proposed the public road would be realigned behind the proposed village green so the
green and the walkway/cycleway are traffic-free.

The images below show the existing public road and the proposed alignment of the road to
the back of the village green.

Image 1 - existing public road

e

Image 2 - proposed realignment of public road

Wellington City Council | 6of9
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12. How are the eastern suburbs going to cope with the traffic and infrastructure strains that
come with this development? Who is paying for it, the ratepayers or the developer?

The road from Shelly Bay to the Miramar intersection is expected to cope safely and well
with the anticipated traffic increase. The intersection of Shelly Bay Road and Miramar
Avenue will be improved to make it safe and efficient, possibly requiring traffic lights. Most
of the traffic will travel to the city via the state highway which is in line for major
improvements through the New Zealand Transport Authority.

It is proposed that the infrastructure and public realm costs related to the development
(estimated at $20 million) are split 50/50 between the developer and the Council.

13. What public parking will there be? What about parking spaces for ferry users?

There would be 128 time-limited car parks at Shelly Bay. Park and ride for ferry users will
be considered as the plans for a ferry develop. The location for park and ride would
depend on whether the ferry would dock.

14. With the private development, can you assure Wellington ratepayers that we will have
access to the road and beach front to the same degree as our public roads?

Wellington City Council owns the public road and the waterfront at Shelly Bay. The Council
is absolutely committed to maintaining and improving public access to the area

15. How will you maintain safe, comfortable access to the coast road on foot or by bike, with
the increase in traffic and years of heavy trucks during building?

It is proposed the road from the Miramar Avenue intersection to Shelly Bay be six metres
wide (as it is now) for vehicles and cyclists, with an additional 1.5 metre adjacent pathway.
The Council would be responsible for the construction of the road and would monitor the
road during construction and after it is complete to make sure it is safe and suitable, and
improve it if required. A traffic management plan will be in place during construction.

16. Will there be public transport?

The provision of a subsidised bus service will be considered and the developer intends to
provide a ferry service to and from the city centre.

Wellington City Council | 7of9
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17. Which Shelly Bay buildings would be re-used in the development?

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.

¢ Shed 8 is owned by the Council. It stands on the waterfront in the centre of Shelly Bay and
has a small number of tenants at the moment. Under the sale and lease proposal, Shelly
Bay Ltd would refurbish and maintain the building, and lease it as commercial space.

* The Shipwright's Building is owned by the Council. It stands next to Shed 8 near the
waterfront. Under the sale and lease proposal, Shelly Bay Ltd would refurbish and maintain
the building, and lease it as commercial space.

e The Officers’ Mess is owned by Shelly Bay Ltd. The developer proposes to refurbish the
building and relocate it closer to the waterfront as part of a proposed boutique hotel.

® The former Submariners’ Mining Depot Barracks (owned by Shelly Bay Ltd and on their
land) dates from 1887 and is the current home of the Chocolate Fish café. The developer
proposes to refurbish and relocate the building closer to the waterfront as a café.

* One other building (owned by Shelly Bay Ltd and yet to be identified) will be refurbished
and relocated closer to the waterfront as a community space. The remainder of the
buildings will be relocated away from Shelly Bay or demolished by Shelly Bay Ltd.

18. Are any of the buildings at Shelly Bay heritage listed under the District Plan?

No.

19. Have you considered the cultural impact of the development?

A cultural impact assessment was prepared on behalf of PNBST and Taranaki Whanui,
reflecting the role of mana whenua in the long term development of Shelly Bay.

The cultural impact assessment identified how the Maori history and significance of the
area can be recognised in the development, including storytelling through interpretive
displays and art work. The design guide for the development takes these factors into
account.
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20. What precautions would be in place to manage the risk of sea level rise, tsunami and
earthquake?

All floors in the development must be at least 2.1 metres above sea level. That is based on
the future maximum peak tide level as forecast by the National Institute of Water and
Atmospheric Research (NIWA). The Council will monitor climate change advice and seismic
requirements. Any changes would be discussed with Shelly Bay Ltd through the Technical
Advisory Group (see question 12).

21. What about the wharves at Shelly Bay?

The wharves belong to Shelly Bay Ltd. The Council has been advised they are beyond
repair. It would cost Shelly Bay Ltd about $2 million to remove the wharves and about $13
million to replace them. The proposed ferry service does not rely on the wharves: Shelly
Bay Ltd has investigated an alternative solution for berthing.

22. If the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd reach an agreement, what happens if Shelly Bay Ltd then
cannot proceed with the development for any reason?

If the Council decides to sell and lease land to Shelly Bay Ltd, the resource consent and
development agreement will guide the requirements for the development. Any incoming
developer to replace Shelly Bay Ltd would have to deliver the development in line with the
requirements. The design panel would continue to oversee the quality of the development.

23. What are the economic benefits of the development?

During construction, about $200 million would flow directly into the Wellington economy
and a further $300 million would come from indirect spending linked to the development.
After construction, more than 100 people would work full time in Shelly Bay creating an
additional $7.5 million in wages and salaries.

The economic benefits were ascertained by the Council’s Research and Evaluation Unit.

24. How would the quality of the development be assured?

If the agreement goes ahead, the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd would commission the
Council’s Technical Advisory Group (a design panel of independent experts) to make sure
the detailed designs meet the intent of the development as agreed in the resource
consent. Shelly Bay Ltd would cover all the costs of the design panel’s work.

Wellington City Council | 9of9
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Shelly Bay: proposed sale and lease of Council land

Consultation Process and Results

Prepared for Wellington City Council
September 2017
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INTRODUCTION

This report provides a high-level summary of the consultation outcomes on the proposed sale
and lease of Council-owned land at Shelly Bay to enable a planned mixed-use development of
the wider area by Shelly Bay Limited (SBL). It describes the public consultation process
undertaken by the Council and the methodology adopted for processing and reporting on the
responses received, before presenting a summary of the feedback provided. The report also
provides an account of the matters raised at the oral hearing of submissions.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Council sought public feedback on the proposal through a formal consultative process in July
and August of 2017. The consultation involved the installation of a public information kiosk at
Shelly Bay, public drop-in sessions on 23 and 30 July, and further engagement with the public via
the Council website, print media and through direct correspondence and meetings with
stakeholders.

A formal survey was provided for respondents to give feedback on various aspects of the
proposal. The survey guestions are more fully described in this report, but can be summarised
as gauging respondents’:

= 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.

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.

In summary, 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, more attractive and/or more inclusive;

Consultation results: Shelly Bay sale & lease of Council Land 2
September 2017
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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 rather than under special housing
legislation; 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).

Consultation results: Shelly Bay sale & lease of Council Land 3
September 2017
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STRUCTURE OF REPORT

The remainder of this report is organised as follows:

= firstly, a summary of the consultation process is provided;

= that summary is followed by an outline of the survey questions asked by the Council in its
formal consultation material;

= a brief description of the feedback summary process is then provided, before the results are
presented; and

= the report concludes with a summary of the oral hearing process.

SCOPE OF CONSULTATION

The Council resolved to formally consult on the proposal at its meeting of 26 April 2017. The
period for receiving public feedback ran from 17 July — 14 August 2017.

The public consultation process was led by the Council and facilitated by the City Shaper,
Democratic Services, Web Design and IT teams. The process comprised the following:

= A detailed information kiosk was set up at Shelly Bay, including information panels showing
perspectives, plans and sections of the proposed development. Submission forms and a
deposit box were also on display.

* Two public-drop in sessions were held on 23 and 30 July (respectively), which included
formal presentations by representatives of the Council and SBL.

* Information relating to the proposal, together with an online submission form, was placed
on the ‘Have Your Say’ page of the Council website.

= Hard copies of the submission forms were made available at the Central Library, and at the
Council reception on the ground floor of the Wakefield Street building.

= |Individual letters were sent to key stakeholders, including local interest groups.
= Print media was also utilised by the Council.

After the consultation period formally closed, the Council’s City Strategy Committee conducted
oral hearings of submissions for parties that wished to be heard.

FEEDBACK QUESTIONS

The survey forms included questions designed to gather feedback on distinct aspects of the
proposal. The specific questions were as follows:

1. It is proposed that the Council enters into an agreement with Shelly Bay Ltd that involves
these main elements:
* the sale of a plot of Council land to Shelly Bay Ltd enable housing development,
* the lease of a plot of Council land and two buildings to Shelly Bay Ltd to enable the
development of commercial/retail facilities,
* @ 50/50 split between the Council and Shelly Bay Ltd for the cost of infrastructure
improvement (including the Council’s seawall and road) and public space development.

Overall, what is your level of support for the Council entering into an agreement with Shelly

Bay Ltd to develop Shelly Bay?

Consultation results: Shelly Bay sale & lease of Council Land 4
September 2017
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[options provided] Do not support at all / Not really supportive / Neutral / Supportive / Very
supportive

What are your main reasons for supporting/not supporting this agreement?

2. The Council is proposing to sell an area of land to Shelly Bay Ltd so it can be developed as
housing. To see the plot of land referred to, go to page 10 of the consultation document at
wellington.govt.nz/shellybay

What is your level of support for that proposal?
[options provided] Do not support at all / Not really supportive / Neutral / Supportive / Very
supportive

3) What do you see as the benefits and/or issues with the proposal for the Council to sell the
area of land so it can be developed for housing?

4.  The Council is proposing to lease an area of land and two buildings on the waterfront to
Shelly Bay Ltd so that the area can be developed for [housing and]* commercial/retail
purposes. To see the plot of land referred to, go to page 10 of the consultation document at
wellington.govt.nz/shellybay

What is your level of support for that proposal?
[options provided] Do not support at all / Not really supportive / Neutral / Supportive / Very
supportive

5)  What do you see as the benefits and/or issues with the proposal for the Council to lease that
area of land and two buildings so it can be developed for commercial/retail purposes?

6) The proposed public spaces and facilities at Shelly Bay include a waterfront walkway; green
space; parking and seating; cafes, bars and shops; a microbrewery and a boutique hotel.

Overall, what is your level of support for the proposed public spaces and facilities at Shelly
Bay?

[options provided] Do not support at all / Not really supportive / Neutral / Supportive / Very
supportive

7)  What do you see as the benefits and/or issues with the public spaces and facilities?
8)  What other comments or questions do you have?
* Note to reader — the hard copy survey forms included the words ‘housing and’ in Question 4,

whereas the online forms did not. It is understood this was a typographical error on the hard
copy forms.
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FEEDBACK SURVEY METHODOLOGY

As noted above, an online submission form was created, and a drop box was set up in the kiosk
to allow respondents to deposit hard copy responses. The submission form requested that
respondents supply their name and an email or postal address. Duplicate submissions detected
were subsequently consolidated for analytical purposes.

Some submissions were signed by, or were on behalf of, two or more people; however, these
were treated as a single submission.

Several parties made comments on the Council’s Facebook page. These are provided at
Annexure 1 and are summarised at various intervals below. The Facebook feedback has been
differentiated from the other formal responses provided in the various discussion sections.

Overall, 1103 responses were received as follows:

= 40 hard copy responses were deposited in the drop box, returned to the reception area at
Council or mailed in to the Council;

= 963 electronic submissions were made on the Council website; and

= 100 responses were made via email.

The responses ranged in length and detail from a single sentence through to multiple specific
outcomes sought. Some respondents used the form as a cover sheet, attaching further pages
with feedback set out in narrative form. Wherever possible, narrative responses have been
correlated with the feedback form questions for comparative purposes.

Each response was individually numbered and the results were collated. Responses were
organised into a database structured to compile results for the specific questions provided in the
feedback forms. Additional fields were also used for general comments and feedback that
extended beyond the scope of the direct questions on the forms.

The focus of this summary has been on capturing broad themes, issues and comments provided
in the responses, rather than a comprehensive reproduction of each point made in each
response.

Some discretion has been exercised for the purposes of tabulating the data into defined
categories as follows:

= for the submissions that utilised the formal survey forms provided by the Council {online
and hard copy), responses have been analysed where they were recorded by the
respondents, meaning that where a respondent has repeated a certain theme or point in
multiple fields, some issue duplication has resulted;

= for the submissions that adopted an alternative format:

- themes that were applicable to specific questions on the feedback forms were
recorded under the relevant field(s) for quantitative purposes; and

—  where themes were not applicable to the specific questions, these were summarised
as ‘other’ comments.

In relation to the latter point above, it is noted that the cataloguing of the non-survey type
responses has resulted in a relatively larger number of responses under questions 1A and 8, as
those are related to the proposal as a whole and other matters, respectively.
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The tabulated output is the compilers’ best assessment of wording to accurately reflect each
response, and to group like responses for comparative purposes.

SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS

The summary below focusses on the results of responses to the form questions, along with some
general, high-level comments regarding the nature and trends' seen in the feedback. The
summary also includes some of the wider responses provided in the ‘other comments’ section of
the form, and in the bespoke submissions which did not utilise the form format.

The figures in the tables and graphs below are exclusive of the feedback received on the Council
Facebook Page. However, the ‘general observations’ sections make reference to the Facebook
feedback where relevant.

As guestion 1 was presented in two parts on the survey forms, this has been captured below two
separate response sets. The question aimed at gauging levels of support for Council entering
into an agreement with SBL to develop the area is hereafter referred to as ‘Question 1A’. The
question seeking to understand the main reasons for supporting or not supporting the
agreement is referred to as ‘Question 1B'.

! NB - some rounding has occurred for percentages below, such that some compiled results may not equal 100%.
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Question 1A:
Overall, what is your level of support for the Council entering into an agreement
with SBL to develop Shelly Bay?

Do not support at all 466
Very supportive 358
Not really supportive 117
Supportive 71
Neutral 54
No response provided 37

8
mDo not support at all
m Mot Really supportive 39 Other
mNo response uSupportive
Neuvtral mNot supportive
mSupportive PP
Very supportive 53
%

Figure 1: Level of support for the proposal (% of respondents’). Graph at right combines ‘Do not support af
all’ with *MNot really supportive’ and "Very supportive’ with 'Supportive’.

General observations:
= The parties that do not support this aspect of the proposal comprise 53% of responses,
outnumbering those expressing some level of support by a ratio of more than 4:3.

= The two largest categories of responses collectively made up 74% of the feedback received,
with the largest group being not supportive ‘at all’ (42%) and the second largest being ‘very
supportive’ (32%).

= Of the 91 parties that expressed no overall view, or a neutral view, some indicated that they
were not opposed to development on the site in general, but that they held concerns about
some aspects of the proposal. Those qualitative responses are captured in relation to
subsequent questions.

* Facebook feedback has not been gquantified, but responses were both for and against the
proposal as discussed further below.

? Total figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Question 1B:

What are your main reasons for supporting/not supporting this agreement2

Feedback (out of 2,898 responses)? Total

increased congestion 231
Traffic + Roading impacts on cyclists/pedestrians 107 378
other 30
gather more evidence 10
prefer retain all Council land 160
support proposal 128
Sale / lease other 30 325
lease only 6
sale only 1
effects on existing/natural character 158
Environmental effects on wildlife/habitat 112 274
positive effects 4
concern about lack of capacity 113
Infrastructure oppose infrastructure cost to Council 104 264
support proposed upgrades 28
other 19
oppose Council subsidy 175
Funding general support Council part funding 50 250
other 25
oppose (general) 94
support [general) 59
Proposed housing less intensive a1 221
more affordable 23
other 4
support 115
General / other oppose 92 218
" other 11
recognise / enhance existing 105
Recreational support proposal 30 161
facilities/opportunities other 14
enable variety of activities 12
ensure good [ better access for public 109
Public accessibility other 23 148
support proposal 16
concern about effects on heritage 83
Heritage support adaptive reuse 60 145
other 2
oppose 61
. support 54
Design of dEVE|0meI‘It enisre good [ better design outcome 22 141
other 4
oppose HASHAA/ lack of notification 50
conduct further consultation 33
Process 94
other 10
support 1
Housing supply/increased | support 73 77
population oppose 4
Concern about hazard risk 54
ki L. provide adequate/more parking 49 )
Parking provision other 3 5
Other suggestions / other 13 45

ltem 2.1 Atachment 4

* The number of responses exceeds 1103 as many respondents made multiple comments on this matter.
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enhancements improve wharves 10

campground / camper van park 6

convert all public land to recreational 9

Trail / footpath enhancements 4

create wildlife habitat / area 3

support proposal / benefits to iwi 26

. oppose proposal / greater benefits to

lwi / cultural iwi needed 4 34

other 4
Economic/Tourism benefits 17

Some effort has been made by the compilers (for this and subsequent questions) to capture the
feedback accurately in its context. For this reason, there are issues/benefits identified in the
table above that are similar to others but have been collated into distinct sub-categories. For
example, general support and opposition feedback has been separated into comments relating
specifically to the proposal (or the sale and lease aspects), and to comments which are of a
generally supportive or non-supportive nature.

General observations:
= The most common topic in the responses related to vehicle traffic, with around 90% of
respondents on that matter expressing concerns about effects arising from increased
vehicle congestion and/or specifically in relation to pedestrian and cyclist safety and
amenity.

= Other responses that were not supportive of the proposal frequently expressed concern
about Council subsidising private development and/or associated infrastructure. A similar
number of responses either expressed a general lack of support for the proposal or a desire
that all Council land be retained. Another notable selection of the unsupportive feedback
related to impacts of the proposal on the physical environment, including on the existing
character of the area and on local wildlife / habitat.

= The most common reasons for supporting the proposal were of a general nature, either in
broad support of the sale and lease arrangements or of the anticipated development itself.
These responses included comments such as 'just get on with it or ‘will be good for
Wellington’.

= Other common reasons for support included increased housing supply, adaptive reuse of
existing buildings the design of the proposed development, and perceived benefits for
tourism/employment/economy.

= Of the group of responses relating to further work or enhancements, the most common
issues related to ensuring public access and existing recreational opportunities are
maintained or enhanced by the proposal. Other frequent suggestions included the need to
provide adequate public carparking, that further consultation should be carried out and
that the proposed housing should be less intense or more affordable.

* Another suggestion for further work that featured regularly at the hearing of oral
submissions was the suggestion that a masterplan should be generated to guide future
management of the wider peninsula.

= Consistent with the other responses, Facebook feedback included:
- general support for the proposal;
- concern about traffic effects;
~ concern about hazard risk;

- desire for more affordable housing;
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desire for prioritisation of public and active transport modes over private vehicles;
preference for more open space and/or uninterrupted access to the coast;
concern about the capacity and cost of infrastructure; and

- support for increased housing supply.

Consultation results: Shelly Bay sale & lease of Council Land 1"
September 2017

Attachment 4 Consultation Process and Results - RMG Page 57

ltem 2.1 Atachment 4



ltem 2.1 AHachment 4

CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE A e il

27 SEPTEMBER 2017 Me Heke Ki Poneke

Question 2:

The Council is proposing fo sell an area of land to Shelly Bay Ltd so it can be
developed as housing. To see the plot of land referred to, go to page 10 of the
consultation document at wellington.govit.nz/shellypay. What is your level of
support for the proposed sale of land to SBL for use as housing?

Feedback (out of 1,103 responses) Total

Do not support at all 477
Very supportive 334
Not really supportive 91
Supportive 86
Neutral 63
No response provided 52

m Do not support at all 10
m Mot really supportive 38 Other
m Mo response m Supportive
Neutra mNot supportive
mSupportive 51
Very supportive o

Figure 2: Level of support for the proposed sale of land for housing (% of respondents’). Graph af right
combines ‘Do nof support at all’ with ‘Not really supportive’ and *Very supportive' with 'Supportive’.

General observations:
= Results for this question were similar to Question 1. Respondents who expressed some lack
of support for the proposal outnumbered those in support by a ratio of more than 4:3.

= Also similar to Question 1, the most common responses were not supportive ‘at all’ (43%)
and ‘very supportive’ (30%).

“ Total figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Question 3:
What do you see as the benefits and/or issues with the proposal for the Council
to sell the area of land so it can be developed for housing?

Feedback (out of 1,926 responses)® Total

oppose (general) 109
support (general) 77
Proposed housing more affordable 52 279
less intensive 35
other 3]
prefer retain all land / do not support 139
Sale of land (general) general support proposal 116 268
prefer lease to sale 1
other 5
increased congestion 149
Traffic & roading ;T::::ts on cyclists/pedestrians ﬁ 208
gather more evidence 3
effects on existing/natural character 92
. effects on wildlife/habitat 62
Environmental other 6 162
positive effects 2
concern about lack of capacity 80
Infrastructure oppose infrastructure cost to Council 47 150
support proposed upgrades 14
other 9
Housing supply/increased | support 137 146
population oppose 9
oppose (other) 65
Other (general) support (other) 63 139
other (general) 11
prefer current uses 52
suggest other public use/facilit 35
Use of the area Suﬁim propoial Y 29 122
other 6
ensure good [ better access for public 97
Public accessibility other 11 118
support proposal 10
oppose 39
. support 38
Design of development ensure good /[ better design outcome 13 95
other 5
concern about effects on heritage 46
Heritage support adaptive reuse 25 73
other 2
support 25
. . ensure Council gets good/better deal 18
Private investment oppose 13 58
other 2
oppose HASHAA/ lack of notification 22 a4
Process conduct further consultation 14
other ]
Provide adequate/more parking 35
Concern about hazard risk 20

° The number of responses exceeds 1103 as many respondents made multiple comments on this matter.
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General observations:

The most common topic addressed in the responses related to the proposed housing. Of
the responses pertaining to that topic, 70% (collectively) were either in general opposition
to the housing, or expressed a preference that the housing is less intensive or more
affordable. Just under 30% expressed general support for the proposed housing.

The other most common responses related to the sale of the land and traffic effects. Of
those responses relating to the sale of land, 55% preferred the retention of Council land
and/or leasing of the land rather than selling, with the remaining 45% supporting the sale.
97% of responses relating to traffic effects were concerned with congestion and/or safety
and amenity effects on pedestrians and cyclists.

Similar to Question 1B, some responses included suggestions or further work. The most
common of these responses related to ensuring good/better public access, providing
sufficient carparking, ensuring public transport is well catered for and exploring tourism
opportunities for the area.

Other commonly identified issues included concerns about changes to existing character of
the area, infrastructure capacity and impacts on wildlife/habitat.

The benefit identified most by respondents related to the increase in housing supply
anticipated by the development.

Again, facebook feedback was consistent with the issues raised above, as per Question 1B.
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Question 4:

The Council is proposing to lease an area of land and two buildings on the
waterfront to Shelly Bay Ltd so that the area can be developed for [housing
and]* commercial/retail purposes. To see the plot of land referred to, go to
page 10 of the consultation document at wellington.govt.nz/shellybay

What is your level of support for that proposal?

*note previous comment re: difference in wording on online and hard copy survey forms.

Do not support at all 346
Very supportive 328
Neutral 136
Supportive 129
Not really supportive 102
No response provided 62

18
Do not support at all
mNot really supportive Other
~ mNo response 41
o : mNot supportive
o/o Neutra pl.:)
mSupportive = Supportive
Very supportive
41
%

Figure 3: Level of support for the proposed lease of land and buildings (% of respondents). Graph at right
combines ‘Do not support at all’ with ‘Not really supportive’ and ‘Very supportive' with 'Supportive’.

General observations:
= This question experienced higher rates of support than questions 1A and 2. Unsupportive
responses were less frequent than for those earlier questions. Levels of support and
opposition were broadly equal in relation to this aspect of the proposal.

= The two largest categories of responses collectively made up 61% of the feedback received,
with the largest group being not supportive ‘at all’ {(31%) and the second largest being ‘very
supportive’ (30%).

* The rate of respondents who were either neutral or silent on this matter (18%) was more
than double the rate for Question 1A.
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Question 5:
What do you see as the benefits and/or issues with the proposal for the Council
to lease that area of land and two buildings so it can be developed for
commercial/retail purposes?

Feedback (out of 1,359 responses) ® Total
support proposal 196
oppose 114
Council lease / oversight / = more info about commercial 343
ongoing revenue terms/uses needed 16
other 16
prefer sale to lease 1
Commercial activity support commercial uses 184
4 prefer community / other use 85 318
propose other 49
oppose (other) 51
Other/general support (other) 65 146
other 30
increased congestion 72
Traffic & Roading impacts on cyclists/pedestrians 33 123
other 16
gather more evidence 2
proposal will enhance 66
Vitality/vibrancy of area proposal will reduce 26 95
other 3
concern about effects on heritage 61
Heritage support adaptive reuse 27 90
other 2
i . support proposal 63
Public accessibility ensure good [ better access for public 14 77
concern about lack of capacity 33
oppose infrastructure cost to Council 18
Infrastructure support proposed upgrades 13 69
other 5
. . provide adequate/more parking 33
Parking provision other 3 36
oppose HASHAA/ lack of notification 18
Process conduct further consultation 11 30
other 1
. effects on existing/natural character 8
Environmental effects on wildlife/habitat 7 13
Economic / Tourism benefits 10
Concern about hazard risk 7

General observations:
= The most common topics addressed in the responses related to the lease arrangements and
to the proposed commercial activities. In relation to both matters, responses were more
supportive than not. Those responses that did not support the proposed commercial
activities largely preferred some community or other uses, and some responses suggested
that alternatives should be explored and/or further work commissioned.

= Other regular reasons for supporting the lease aspect of the proposal related to
respondents’ views that the proposal will enhance vitality/vibrancy and/or accessibility in
the area;

© The number of responses exceeds 1103 as many respondents made multiple comments on this matter.
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= Common reasons for not supporting the lease aspect included traffic effects, concern about
heritage effects and concern about infrastructure capacity and funding.

* Facebook feedback was generally not focussed on the lease aspect of the proposal, though
some commented on the ability (or otherwise) for existing commercial, community, cultural
activities to continue operation post development.
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Question é:

The proposed public spaces and facilities at Shelly Bay include a waterfront
walkway; green space; parking and seatling; cafes, bars and shops; «
microbrewery and a boutique hotel.

Overall, what is your level of support for the proposed public spaces and facilities

at Shelly Bay#?
Feedback (out of 1,103 responses) Total
Very supportive 370
Do not support at all 293
Supportive 143
Not really supportive 114
Neutral 108
No response 75

17
mDo not support at all
mNoft really supportive 37 Other
®No response mMNof supportive
Neutra S )
m Supportive moupporiive
Very supportive
47
Yo

Figure 4: Level of support for the proposed public spaces & facilifies [% of respondents’). Graph at right
combines ‘Do nof support at all’ with ‘Not really supportive’ and *Very supportive' with 'Supportive’.

General observations:
= Of the four questions that sought to gauge respective levels of support about the various
aspects of the proposal, this question experienced the highest levels of support, with 47%
of responses being in support.

= The two largest categories of responses collectively made up 61% of the feedback received,
with the largest group being ‘very supportive’ (34%) and the second largest being not
supportive ‘at all’ (27%).

’ Total figures may not add up to 100% due to rounding.
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Question 7:
What do you see as the benefits and/or issues with the public spaces and
facilities?

Feedback (out of 1,226 responses)® Total
recognise / enhance existing 144
support proposed recreational
Recreational activities & facilities 115
s p . 324
facilities enable variety of recreational
activities 42
other 23
ensure good/better access to public
. s areas 151
Public accessibility SUppOTt proposal 51 222
other 20
. . oppose 119
If’quqsed mdn: of public Support 3 179
acilities and spaces other 17
increased congestion 85
Traffic & roading impacts on cyclists/pedestrians 39 158
other 34
support &9
General / other oppose 49 145
other 27
. provide adequate / more parking 68
Parking other 1 79
Economic / Tourism benefits 50
greater contribution from SBL 14
. Council fund improvements without
Funding other development 13 35
other 8
Concern about adverse environmental effects 21
Concern about hazard risk 8
Infrastructure capacity/cost 5

General observations:

The most common topic in the comments on this guestion pertained to recreational
activities. A large proportion of those comments sought for the existing recreational
opportunities of the area to be maintained or enhanced, and a selection of respondents
expressed a desire for a wider mix of recreational activities to be provided. More than a
third of the responses see the proposal as providing recreational benefits.

Public accessibility and traffic matters were among the other most common topics
addressed. While some responses lent support to the public accessibility enabled by the
proposal, the number expressing either concern that the proposal would erode public
accessibility, or a desire to ensure that accessibility is maintained or enhanced was
considerably more. Concern about traffic effects again related to network safety and
efficiency effects from congestion, and to impacts on cyclists and pedestrians.

# The number of responses exceeds 1103 as many respondents made multiple comments on this matter.
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= Other common reasons for support included the positive effects on tourism and
employment, and general economic performance.

= Additional reasons for opposing this aspect of the proposal related to funding, with a
number of responses seeking a greater contribution from SBL or for Council to fund
improvements of the area independently from the proposed agreement approach.

= There was more negative feedback on the proposed mix of facilities (brewpub, hotel, cafes,
etc) than supportive feedback.

= Other suggestions under this question included (among others):

- enhancement of the wharves to facilitate recreational opportunities and the ferry
service;

assurances that public transport would be provided for;
- establishment of campgrounds and/or motorhome parks; and
— conversion of the entire area to a regional park;

= The Facebook page exchanges included several comments expressing a desire for retention
or enhancement of open space or green space.
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Question 8:

What other comments or questions do you have?

Most respondents took the opportunity to provide additional comments. In many instances,
respondents used this section to amplify (or justify) feedback provided elsewhere in the
submission form - both in support and in opposition. Given that, and as the remaining ‘other’
matters are wide-ranging in their scope, it is considered a more appropriate response for this
portion of the summary to adopt a more qualitative approach than the preceding sections.

In taking that approach here, some editorial license has been exercised by the compilers for the
sake of brevity. To this end, the summary points below are provided to distil key themes for
high-level analysis — it is not intended to be a comprehensive list of all matters raised. Should
any reader want to obtain a complete picture of the ‘other’ feedback provided, reference should
be made to each of the responses themselves.

For navigation purposes, the discussion below has been broken down into general topic areas.

Traffic & roading

= As with previous questions, traffic and roading issues were of the most common response
topics.

= Similarly, the responses were primarily concerned with:

— increased congestion in the area and exacerbation of traffic safety and efficiency
issues in the eastern suburbs and between that area and the Central City;

effects on cyclists, including increased safety risks and reduction in recreational
amenity;

doubt that sufficient area is available in the roading corridor at Shelly Bay Road to
accommodate multiple transport modes safely and efficiently, or related fears that
the requisite widening works would have adverse environmental implications;

— adesire for viable public transport accessibility to be provided for, and a reduction in
private vehicle dependency;

- particular concern for construction traffic over the 10+ years the development
staging programme proposes; and

— adesire to ensure sufficient carparking is provided for the area.

Funding
= The predominant feedback in relation to funding was opposition to the Council contributing
to, or subsidising, private development. Some responses raised this in a general context,
whilst others referred expressly to shared funding of infrastructure.

= Some comments also were opposed to the potential contribution from Council being
uncapped whilst the contribution from SBL is capped.

= Others called for greater detail of the commercial terms/arrangements to be made
available to the public.

Infrasfructure
* In addition to those expressing concerns about infrastructure funding arrangements, most
who commented on this issue were concerned about the services lacking sufficient capacity

to accommodate the development.

Consultation results: Shelly Bay sale & lease of Council Land 21
September 2017

Attachment 4 Consultation Process and Results - RMG Page 67

ltem 2.1 Atachment 4



ltem 2.1 AHachment 4

CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE A e il

27 SEPTEMBER 2017 Me Heke Ki Poneke

= Some responses expressed support for the shared funding arrangement for services, seeing
it as a ‘win-win’ for SBL and the Council.

(N et alaaT=Tal s
Environmenial

= As with previous guestions, the two main environmental concerns in responses related to
the manner in which the development will change the existing character of the area, and to
the potential impact on wildlife and habitat (in particular for the blue penguin).

FProcess
= Respondents also amplified their previously stated concerns about the use of the HASHAA
process to consent the development, and/or expressed a desire for more consultation in

response to this question.

= Another group of responses suggested that a more extensive masterplan exercise should be
conducted for the wider peninsula before the form and timing of development at Shelly Bay
is determined.

Recreational activities and public accessibility
= The majority of responses relating to recreational activities focussed on the benefits
derived from existing opportunities in the area, and the need to maintain or enhance them.

= Related to this, many responses signalled that good access to the coast in particular is
essential for a range of activities currently enjoyed in the area — fishing, diving, windsurfing
and swimming to name a few. Many expressed concern that accessibility will be limited by
the development, though some respondents gave the view that the proposal affords
opportunities for access to be enhanced.

azard risk
= Most responses relating to hazards pertained to risk from sea level rise and coastal erosion,
and the possible future liabilities for the Council in the event of inundation.

= Some saw benefit in the proposal enabling repair/maintenance of the seawalls, but others
suggested that other parts of the city should be prioritised for such works to protect
existing residents.

= Others raised issues around slope stability and seismic hazards.

Housing and design
= Some echoed previous points in support that the development will increase the supply of
housing in Wellington.

= A large proportion of respondents, however, were either opposed to the proposed housing
or expressed a desire for the housing to be more affordable and/or less intensive. In the
latter respect, some noted that closer adherence to the District Plan and Shelly Bay Design
Guide’s expectations about built form would provide for a better overall outcome.

= Some responses expressed concern that the development would become a gated
community and preclude access though the area;

= Support levels were mixed on the concept designs for proposed buildings; however, a large
majority of these respondents were either opposed to the designs, or expressed a desire to
see better outcomes achieved through subsequent detailed design stages.
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Other points
* A wide range of other comments were made, again, many of which were similar in nature
to points raised elsewhere in respective responses, including:

general comments of support and opposition to the development itself and to
various aspects of the proposal to sell/lease land and buildings;

support for the increased vitality and vibrancy resulting from the development;

— suggestions for improvements to the wider area, including in relation to wharf
enhancements, more green or open space, provision of a cable car up Mt Crawford,
retention of existing community and small-scale commercial activities in the area,
and increased tourism opportunities (among others);

— support for the benefits to iwi arising from the proposal; and

—~ responses expressing both support and concern about modifications to heritage
buildings and values in the area.
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DISCUSSION

The opportunity has been taken to briefly compare (at Figure 5) the responses to the 4
questions in the survey targeted at gauging respondents’ levels of support for the various
aspects of the proposal.
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Figure 5: Comparison of support levels for Questions 1A (overall proposal/agreement), 2 (sale of land for
housing). 4 {lease of land and buildings), and é [public spaces / facilifies).

Relatively speaking, support levels were highest in relation to the lease and public improvement
aspects of the proposal; and opposition levels were highest in relation to the overall agreement
between Council and SBL and the proposed sale of land for housing. It is worth noting that the
incidence of lowest opposition — relating to the public spaces and facilities — coincided with the
highest rate of non-response for the four questions.

It should also be observed that while these figures provide an indication of the support levels
expressed, many responses were subsequently qualified as conditional or respondents took the
opportunity in the qualitative response boxes following the support/oppose questions to:

= express concern about certain matters notwithstanding a generally supportive position;
= signal favour for certain aspects of the proposal despite an overall position of opposition; or

= to express support and/or opposition on matters notwithstanding a neutral position.

Time did not allow the incidence of such responses to be recorded, and this point is noted here
simply for context in viewing the range of results presented in Figure 5. In any case, the
gualitative responses for the remaining questions were considered in each given context,
independent of overall support or opposition levels (where clearly expressed).
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ORAL HEARINGS

Oral hearings were held by Council’s City Strategy Committee on Thursday 7*" and Friday 8" of
September 2017. This part of the report provides a brief summary of the matters raised in the
submitters’ presentations and in response to questions from Committee members.

Ms Frances Velvin

A fourth generation Wellingtonian, Ms Velvin expressed her love of the beautiful coastline and
recreational opportunities along wellington harbour. She noted that Shelly Bay and the wider
coastline hold importance to her family.

Ms Velvin expressed her strong opposition to the proposal, including the sale and lease of
Council land, and the Council contributing large sums of money to private enterprise. She
emphasised three main points from her submission, being that the proposal:
= is unsympathetic to local environment and its quiet, peaceful, rural, unsophisticated,
raw beauty;
= s designed to maximise private profit at the expense of public enjoyment, which will be
undermined by the staged construction for more than a decade by noise and traffic; and
* has not been subject to a comprehensive, independent environmental impact
assessment.

Ms Velvin urged the Council to abandon the development, to not enter into any agreement with
SBL, to undertake further engagement, to commission an independent environmental effects
assessment, and to ensure all costs are met by SBL, not the Council.

Ms Angela Foster + Roger Walker - Havana Architects

The two submitters were speaking on behalf of a number of architects based in central
Wellington. They shared the view that the proposal will kick off a much-needed revitalisation of
the area. It will increase housing stock in urban, rather than suburban environment — thereby
avoiding urban sprawl.

The group noted that Council has successfully contributed to a number of other urban projects
in coordination with private landowners — such as the City’s recent lane developments. They
suggested that a similar partnership approach should be used at Shelly Bay to ensure good
development outcomes.

Mr Walker gave kudos to the Wellington Company’s track record with Hannah apartment
redevelopment and suggested their vision and execution would have a similar beneficial effect
at Shelly Bay. He also noted that the area previously was subject to limited public access when
military operated there. After that former use ceased, the public has enjoyed access on de facto
basis. The proposal will enhance public access in Mr Walker's view, rather than hinder it.

Mr Walker urged the Council not to be concerned about wildlife and habitat, pointing to other
parts of the coastline in the area that would remain available for that use.

The pair closed their presentation noting that infrastructure costs will be less significant to new
greenfields on the urban fringe, and that the development will present additional tourism
opportunities, consistent with the progressive attitude fostered by successive City Councils in
the past few years.
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Mr Alan Hucks
Mr Hucks introduced himself as a resident of Miramar peninsula for 43 years. He explained that
he has seen many things change in the area over that time.

Mr Hucks addressed three key points, as follows:

"  Purpose - he asked what purpose beyond profiteering that the proposal achieves. In his
assessment SBL will profit and the Council will make good rate return; however, he
questioned if that was the best choice for the development. He asked if all viable
options have been considered or any other potential development partners invited to
think differently? For example, he noted tourism opportunities and affordable housing
as alternative aims.

= History — Mr Hucks spoke of the long, rich history of the area dating back to its first
Maori settlement. He expressed disappointment with the area deteriorating over the
last 10 years. In his view, the area is only an amazing destination today due to local
artists, entrepreneurs and pioneers who have operated there despite the physical
condition of the area. Mr Hucks questioned whether the proposal would continue to
provide for the value those entities add to the area.

= Legacy — Mr Hucks observed that Wellington’s citizens are being asked to enter into 125
year lease with an entity whose sole focus is to make economic gains. In his view, that
outcome is short sided and puts short-term gains ahead of longer term benefits to
future generations.

In conclusion, Mr Hucks noted that he supports development of area, provided it is based on
partnerships that benefit all Wellingtonians.

Mr Max Mevyers

Mr Meyers introduced himself as a valuer, involved in Wellington property since the 1970s. He
further explained he has been an Eastern Suburb resident on and off many years, and a regular
runner and driver around the Shelly Bay area.

Mr Meyers is in support of the proposal; however, he expressed concern about a scenario where
the proposal does not proceed. In his view, the wharves and buildings are in a state of disrepair
and must be improved. He noted that without the wider development of the area, those
improvements become difficult and potentially costly.

Mr Meyers believed the sale / lease arrangement is an effective way for Council to get good
value out for the improvements, thereby adding value both commercially and recreationally. In
his view, the result will be improved access and traffic management (which has been increasing
already recently). If development doesn’t proceed, Mr Meyers believes the area will further
deteriorate.

Mr Meyers also expressed a desire to see fresh thinking about the Massey memorial and how it
can be made more visible, prominent and accessible. He observed also that the addition of
several hundred residents to the area will exacerbate existing traffic issues getting in/out of the
eastern suburbs.

He closed his presentation by signalling support for the developer based on his observations of
previous projects. In Mr Meyers’ view, developers should profit by improving areas, and not all
developers have the ability to deal with problems and retain long term interest in the City as the
Wellington Company.
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In response to a question from the Committee about his views on the type of
development/housing proposed, Mr Meyers gave the view that most new housing tends to be
mid-upper quality out of economic necessity. He noted that there are inherent difficulties in
providing good-quality low-cost housing, particularly at Shelly Bay where economies of scale are
limited.

Mr Andrew Muir

Mr Muir has been a resident of Miramar his entire life, and recognised the unigqueness of Shelly
Bay from an early age. He observed that the area is very popular for cyclists, walkers and drivers.
His main focus was on the quality and design of Shelly Bay Road.

In his view, the road should be widened to allow for a wider carriageway and ample space for
active transport modes. Mr Muir acknowledged the works would be expensive for Council to
upgrade, and would be an added cost to ratepayers.

Mr Muir's desire is for the land for sale/lease should be retained for carparking and/or other
public use. He believes there will be a carparking shortfall, which will be a major issue. Mr Muir
was dubious that public transport would be viable in the location, which would result in a
predominance of 2-car households. Public parking will be at a premium with residents and
visitors fighting over what is provided.

The Committee asked his preference on widening the road — whether it should occur to the
seaward or landward side of the existing road. Mr Muir acknowledged there may be a tension
between economic and environmental drivers, but believed that widening could occur on both
sides.

Mr Duncan McKee

Mr McKee is a resident of eastern suburbs, where his family has been based since 1958. He
opened his presentation expressing concern about the loss of public land at Shelly Bay, and
related it to the Treasure Island area sold by Wellington Harbour board for housing at Greta
Point. Mr McKee observed there is a lot of common land at Shelly Bay that is undeveloped,
serviced by road and not over crowded. He believes that the proposed development will change
the nature/character of the area, possibly resulting in the area becoming gated as it was during
previous use of the area by the military.

Mr McKee described Shelly Bay as a wild area, and expressed his admiration that the site is
“falling to bits”. His preference is that the area remains like it is, and is not subject to further
investment. Any decision to develop the site should be made 50 years from now, after more
investigations and when there is less alternative for accommodating growth.

Mr Ken New & Karin Wiley — Forest & Bird

The presenters consider that the use of HASHAA legislation to consent the development was
incorrectly done. In their view, inclusion of a boutique hotel does not meet the intent of the act
for development to be largely residential. The pair also noted that while there is no specific
requirement in HASHAA to have existing infrastructure, the servicing here is inadequate and
ratepayers are having to subsidise the development. Mr New pointed to the lack of affordable
housing proposed despite public expectation that the Act would deliver more affordability.

Forest & Bird believe the proposal should have been considered under the RMA, which requires
a full environmental impact assessment. Should the decision be taken to widen the road, the
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presenters expressed concern that this would result in substantial effects on the environment.
This should have been considered before granting consent under HASHAA in their view.

Forest & Bird does not support the lack of public transport apart from a possible ferry service.
They consider the development will result in a large increase in private traffic on public roads,
noting that all services have to be provided from scratch and Shelly Bay Road will require
widening for construction and operational traffic.

The presenters noted that the proposed development is close to sea level. With the Council yet
to decide how to deal with seal level rise on a city-wide basis, the group guestioned the decision
to establish a new coastal suburb.

Another main concern for Forest & Bird relates to the unique species of penguin struggling to
survive on this part of the Wellington coast. The presenters explained that the penguins return
to their birthplace in order to breed and nest. The species is not migratory, and when its
breeding habitat is destroyed, it has major implications on the population.

Destruction of their natural habitat concerns the group as they fear it will lead to increased
likelihood of the birds attempting to cross the road for alternative habitat areas. In turn, it is
feared this would result in increased risk to injury or death of the animals. The group also
believe the proposal will undermine the several hours of volunteer time committed by group to
support the survival of the species in the area.

In response to a question from the Committee, Ms Wiley noted that the group has observed 15
natural nest sites along this stretch of coast, and a further 7 nest boxes have been provided in
the area. The pair also noted that Forest & Bird would be willing to provide expertise to the
Council and SBL to minimise the potential impact of the development on habitat.

Ms Michelle Rush

Ms Rush’s main point was to emphasise the opportunity for Shelly Bay to be a future-focussed
settlement for Wellington. In particular, she urged use of sensitive environmental design
including water and energy conservation principles.

Ms Rush implored the Council to use its bargaining position with SBL for leverage to get good
environmental outcomes in the design. She gave the view that Wellington is 30 years behind
other cities in New Zealand on water and energy sensitivity.

Ms Rush added that transport solutions for the development should be people-focussed, rather
than car-dependent. She supported the potential ferry service, and suggested the road should
be one-lane and slow-speed, with only shuttles and delivery vehicles provided access. Ms Rush’s
view is that active transport should be emphasised, observing that younger generations don’t
drive as much as older generations.

In her view, any new community at Shelly Bay should be diverse and inclusive. Ms Rush added
that ratepayer contributions should not be used to subsidise exclusive housing. She concluded
by noting she supports development of the area, but that it must include social housing with
enduring affordability for residents.

Ms Nicole Miller — Wellington Underwater Club
Ms Miller explained the club is the oldest active scuba club in New Zealand. In the club’s view,
Miramar is unique and has great potential to be a biodiversity and recreational hotspot. It is
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currently a recreational asset and provider of seafood for divers and fisherpersons, but could be
further enhanced to that end.

The group is concerned about road widening and the impact on marine habitat, including the
prevalence of seaweed. Ms Miller explained that seaweed is important for divers given its role
in providing habitat areas for marine life. She also observed that road widening could affect the
habitat of the penguin, and that stormwater runoff may have adverse effects (quantity and
quality). The group is concerned about overflow events into the bay due to impacts on food
collection. Ms Miller encouraged blue/green environmental design practices to be employed.

The club expressed a number of additional concerns, including:
= the guestionable resilience of new assets during earthquakes, and the impact of sea
level rise on the proposed development area;
* the impact of increased vehicle traffic, including effects on penguins; and
= lack of public transport options leading to greater car use.

Ms Miller closed her presentation by suggesting that opportunities could be taken for alternative
uses of the area, including preservation and adaptive reuse of the wharves and surrounding
areas.

The group wants to ensure the open space areas remain accessible to Wellingtonians and to
ensure best practice is followed in the management of rubbish, recycling and pests.

Mr Grahame Hanns

Mr Hanns urged the Council to take a leap of faith. In his view, the development of Shelly Bay is
the most exciting opportunity in the city for a long time. He believes that concerns about the
width and design of the local road is a red herring, raising comparisons with other Wellington
suburban streets.

In his view, the development offers an exciting prospect, and he disagrees with others’
suggestions that the area should be used as open space. Mr Hanns expressed the preference
that the area is developed, rather than left to resemble a practical museum piece.

Mr Stan Andis

Mr Andis opposes the proposal due to the substantial and extensive nature of the anticipated
development. He believed that HASHAA has been used to exclude public notification for the
proposal, and questioned why the consent was approved by Council officers under delegated
authority. In his view, the process avoided transparency and credibility.

Mr Andis expressed uncertainty with how this current process might impact on the development
itself. He believes there should have been a full hearing of submissions under the RMA and the
current LGA engagement process in unacceptable.

Mr Andis explained that widening of the local road will be essential to facilitate the anticipated
traffic. He observed that consent may be required from the Regional Council for road works in
the coastal area, and questioned why the associated costs should be met by WCC rather than
SBL.

Mr Andis” desired outcome would be for Council to abandon the current process and re-notify
proposal under an RMA process before proceeding further.
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Ms Yvonne Weebe

Ms Weeber introduced herself as an urban designer, landscape architect and neighbour of Shelly
Bay for many years. In her view, the existing road, local coastline and open space should remain
in Council hands and remain accessible to public in the future.

Ms Weeber considered that the consenting of the proposal under HASHAA was incorrect
process, and believed the proposal should have been determined through a publicly notified
RMA process. In her view, HASHAA does not provide a robust resource management process.

Ms Weeber explained that infrastructure costs have not been well quantified, and expressed
concern that Council’s potential contribution is not capped. In her opinion, if SBL is unable to
afford the necessary works without Council investment and the sale/lease proposal, then the
development should not proceed. Ms Weeber also suggested that a masterplan should be
prepared for the whole peninsula to carefully plan infrastructure integration of the wider area.

Ms Weeber found the consultation document to be misleading about the amount and location
of land to be sold/leased. She also gave the view that the scale and intensity of the proposed
development is not sympathetic to the area and is inconsistent with expectation of the relevant
District Plan Design Guide.

Ms Weeber also urged that provision be made for affordable/inclusive housing and design
alternatives with lower private vehicle dependency and greater active transport opportunities.

Ms Weeber closed her presentation by asking how sea level rise will be managed, particularly if
council be laden with associated liabilities.

Mr Jim McMahon — Wellington Civic Trust

Mr McMahon explained that the Trust takes holistic view of developments such as this.

The first issue Mr McMahon raised was a lack of an overall masterplan for Miramar peninsula.
He noted that in 2011, there was some intent for Council to produce such a plan to strategically
outline public accessibility and other improvements to the wider peninsula.

Secondly, Mr McMahon expressed the Trust's view that use of the HASHAA legislation is
inappropriate for the consenting of this development. The group believes that more affordable
and less intensive housing should be provided for.

Mr McMahon noted the area is popular on sunny days and is used widely by various groups for
social, recreational and cultural purposes. Finally, Mr McMahon expressed the Trust’s concern
about congestion and traffic issues. He noted current difficulties and exacerbation of those with
increased congestion from the development.

Mr Uli Mueliner
Mr Muellner is a resident and local businessman in Miramar. He outlined three areas of concern
to the Committee as follows:

* Infrastructure/traffic - Mr Muellner is concerned that ratepayers will carry too much risk
around the funding and future use of services, particularly given risks with sea level rise.
He also observed that increased traffic volumes will impact Shelly Bay Road and main
arterial routes into the city which are already very congested.

Consultation results: Shelly Bay sale & lease of Council Land 30
September 2017

Attachment 4 Consultation Process and Results - RMG Page 76



CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE A il

27 SEPTEMBER 2017 Me Heke Ki Poneke

= Recreational use and access — Mr Muellner made the point that many people use the
area for diving, fishing, beach access and windsurfing. He emphasised that Shark Bay is
one of the main access points for the latter, and that the spot is currently well served for
parking, but his fear is that the development will affect that;

*  Type of development — Mr Muellner described the proposed development design as
brutal and unattractive. In his view, the taller buildings proposed do not sit well into the
landscape. Mr Muellner believes the buildings would destroy the existing character of
the area for generations to come.

Mr Muellner closed by referring the Committee to previous concept plans for the area produced
by WETA which he found to be exciting and accessible to all Wellingtonians. His view is that the
proposed design is in contrast to those traits of the WETA concept. He urged the Committee to
hold an architecture competition for the area, including options for wider Watts Peninsula.

Jo Copeland

Ms Copeland has been a resident of Wellington all her life, and family has been in the area since
1848. She is also an employer, and she explained to the Committee that 5 employees of her
company have moved to Wellington from afar because they love the City’s outdoor
opportunities.

Ms Copeland told the Committee that the proposal upsets her deeply because of how it will
change the existing character and amenity of Shelly Bay. She emphasised that the area is
priceless, and used by thousands for recreation and beaches, particularly in the summer.

In her view, the proposal is over-developed, exclusive and private. Ms Copeland believes the
proposal will benefit few at the expense of many and should be abandoned.

Among other concerns, Ms Copeland told the Committee that the beaches will be destroyed,
inadequate parking will be provided, access to the foreshore will be impaired, the quiet pleasure
of beaches will be lost, and walking and cycling opportunities precluded.

Ms Copeland concluded her presentation by describing the development as not befitting of
Wellington. She believes people love the area’s accessibility, peacefulness, and appearance now
— and that these benefits will be lost along with its quirky, cultural and artistic traits. While she
agrees that something does need to be done to improve dilapidated parts of the area, Ms
Copeland urged the Committee to preserve the area as outdoor space for future generations.

Ar Brian Finn — Park Road Post, Weta Workshop, Weta Digital, Peter Jackson &
Fran Walsh

Mr Finn noted that the submitter group is collectively responsible for a 2000-strong workforce,
most of which work in Miramar. The group acknowledged their contribution to effects on the
area due to their operation — both positive and negative.

Mr Finn highlighted the group’s concern about the use of HASHAA for consenting the
development and the associated lack of notification. In their view, the area does not satisfy
HASHAA criteria and consenting should have been administered under the District Plan.

The group finds the proposed development to be out of scale and too dense for the area and its
character. They also guestion the site’s suitability given known risks of seal level rise and
coastal erosion.
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The group also expressed concerns about the construction phase of the project, and the strain
on roading and servicing demands. They find the 4-fold increase in traffic volumes to be
significant and are concerned with the wunspecified nature of required road
construction/improvements. Mr Finn noted there is limited ability to widen road, and
development will affect traffic access for the group.

He also noted that existing infrastructure is already under intense pressure. The group fears
that will be exacerbated with the developments additional demands. They believe the
associated upgrade costs are understated and likely to rise overtime, resulting in added financial
burden on ratepayers.

The group believes the unique nature and current uses of the area have not been well
considered. The think retention of green space should be a focus, rather than the built form and
residential uses proposed. In their view, the area should be retained as an asset for
Wellingtonians to enjoy. Mr Finn told the Committee that the group fears the proposal will set a
precedent effect and may lead to further intensification of Watts Peninsula and Mt Crawford.
Overall, the group prefers less housing, more open space, and better infrastructure
management than currently proposed.

Mr Finn concluded by extending an offer from the group to work with developers, the Council
and other interested groups to achieve a better overall outcome, including through developing a
masterplan for the wider peninsula.

Mr Finn then provided some additional comments on behalf of Mr Jackson and Ms Walsh. The
pair appreciate Council’s desire to improve the area and to enable housing and employment;
however, they are opposed to the scale of development and the associated impacts on
infrastructure.

They are also concerned with debt implications for ratepayers to provide servicing. In their
view, Wellingtonians lose both ways with the proposed deal, particularly as public recreation
assets will be lost to private development which the public will have to subsidise. Mr Finn
concluded with the submitters’ view that any development in the area needs careful
consideration and custodianship by the Council.

The Committee asked Mr Finn if the group had met with iwi or SBL to discuss the project. Mr
Finn explained that a meeting is scheduled for the near future with Port Nicholson Settlement
Block Trust and with Council Officers, but not with the Wellington Company. The group has
offered to be part of redevelopment of the area before and is offering to do so again.

The Committee also asked if the group was surprised about the proposal given its previous
discussions with iwi and its development concepts for the area that failed to materialise. In
response, Mr Finn firstly clarified that the previous development concept was for a museum
proposal and that the development constraints were the major hurdle to that project going
ahead. The group was less surprised about the fact that some other development has been
proposed, and more concerned that it was consented on a non-notified basis.

Ms Ruth Pemberton
Ms Pemberton introduced herself as a resident of Wellington for 35 years, and a long-term
member of Forest & Bird. She told the Committee that she is completely opposed to the
proposal, citing 3 main concerns, being:
= environmental concerns, particularly on the fragile habitat for local penguins (a rarity to
reside so close to a city);
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= opposition to her rates paying for improvements to the area to subsidise private
development; and

* the lack of consideration of climate change, which she finds contradictory to Council’s
wider engagement with the community on the matter.

Ms Pemberton urged the Committee to take on board the detailed submissions presented in
opposition to the development.

Mr Tim Bollinger

Mr Bollinger told the Committee it is telling that 1100 submissions were received, and that most
issues related to matters beyond the scope of this consultation. Relatedly, he found the
advertorial from the Wellington Company in the Dominion Post promoting the consultation to
be misleading where it described the development as comprising around 350 new residential
properties, when it includes nearly that many standalone dwellings, plus 140-bed rest home and
a 50-room hotel.

Mr Bollinger believes the area is important for recreational opportunities. He told the
Committee it would be a terrible outcome if the development proceeds without providing a
viable public transport option. In his view, any development of the area should include a
reduced number of units, and restrictions on private vehicles. He urged the Committee to
convert the road to an active transport corridor and to ensure the establishment of a ferry
service.

Mr Bollinger closed his presentation by echoing Mr Finn’s sentiments that the public was
surprised by the development and that custodianship from Council should not be abandoned

Mr Richard Burrell

Mr Burrell tabled peer reviews of planning and technical reports attached to the HASHAA
consent application for the Committee’s consideration. He told the Committee that Shelly Bay is
of tremendous value to the public, and any sale or lease of it should be dictated by its owners —
the ratepayers.

Drawing on his experience in property development, Mr Burrell expressed concern about SBL
benefitting from the proposal while the rest of the public loses out. He noted alternative
proposals from other parties that he was aware of which were considerably more favourable to
the Council than current arrangements with SBL.

Mr Burrell described the Council land for sale as ‘essential’ given its location. He expressed the
view that the land should not be cheaply disposed of, and that the public should have full access
to the commercial terms and evaluation information.

Mr Burrell referred the Committee to his transport peer review paper. He explained that the
results are not favourable, in particular that the original transport assessment report
underestimates effects. He also gave the view that the consent application did not follow a due
and proper process, and would be subject to judicial review.

Mr Burrell questioned why the Council was hesitant about fully disclosing all commercial
information. By his calculations, the estimates of infrastructure costs alone are inaccurate. Mr
Burrell believes the City will need to spend $22-25M over next 10 years in order to service the
area. He also noted that the partnership approach appears to be at odds with Council’s long
standing Development Contributions policy.
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In Mr Burrell’s view, the Council should buy the land owned by iwi at Shelly Bay and convert it to
parkland. He reinforced this point in response to a question from the Committee, suggesting a
‘give-a-little’ campaign could be used for funding. Mr Burrell clarified that iwi should not be out
of pocket as a result in such a change in approach, but he is firmly of the view that the City's
housing should be provided in the northern suburbs and inner city, rather than at Shelly Bay.

In response to other questions from the Committee, Mr Burrell:

= clarified that his estimates on costs came from a number of engineering firms, all of
which arrived at similar figures;

= noted an example of one of his developments in Silverstream where he is required to
provide 2km of pipe to service the development, all at his cost (as opposed to Council
subsidy);

= suggested that the valuer who provided the land valuations to the parties involved in the
Shelly Bay was conflicted; and

= that his understanding of the necessary works to the road required to service Shelly Bay
would be in the order of $12M to enable multiple transport modes.

-

Mr David Graham + Sally Dossor — Scots College Cycling Club

Mr Graham and Ms Dossor were accompanied by two members of the College’s cycling club.
The group’s primary concern about the development is the effect it will have on cycling safety
and amenity in the area.

Mr Graham noted that the club typically is responsible for 20-30 cyclists per day in the Miramar
area, including students, parents and coaches. Shelly Bay Road is the preferred route for 2-3
training rides per week. The group suggested that the ride around Shelly Bay would be in the
top 5 preferred routes for most cyclists in Wellington due to scenic views and low traffic. While
the road is currently in bad condition, the group finds motorists are often mindful of cyclists on
morning training rides.

The group fears that riding will not be safe with the large-scale increase in the number of
vehicles, especially for younger riders. They suggested improvements that could be carried out
to mitigate their concerns, including:

= better enforcement of slower speed environment (at 40kph), or further reduction to the
posted speed limit to 35kph;

= improvements to intersections and along the road from the cutting;
= tar sealed lanes could be used to enhance safety as well.

The group expressed its appreciation for the opportunity to have input into the process;
however, the club thinks additional, more detailed assessments need to be conducted to ensure
impacts on cyclists are fully quantified and managed by the project. In the group’s view, the
current traffic data has been underestimated, including in relation to the volume of cyclists
present and in relation to the time of year in which monitoring data was taken. Moreover, the
group highlighted that it is not well known what improvements will be conducted to the road, so
the overall impact on cyclists is not fully understood.
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The group concluded by noting they are not alone in their submissions, and that there are real
concerns by others about increased traffic flows and the corresponding impact on active
transport. They observed that many that support the development also want traffic and cycling
issues addressed or have assumed they will be. The club urged the Committee to take further
independent advice and noted the report by Tim Kelly commissioned by Mr Burrell.

Overall, the group seeks the avoidance of significant reductions in recreational amenity and
safety for cyclists on the peninsula.

Ms Leigh Malcolm
Ms Malcolm introduced herself as an artist and designer, based in Shelly Bay for the last 15
years. She is not in support of sale of public land to a private developer.

Ms Malcolm noted her opposition to the capping of developer funding by SBL, noting that
Council has the liability if that cap is exceeded. In her view, that possibility has been poorly
explained to the public, and she observed that new services are extensive and costly.

Ms Malcolm added that once public land is gone, it's gone. In her view, the financial gains
realised in future will go to private developer, not the public. She believes, however, that
ratepayers should benefit first and foremost if Council is disposing of land. Ms Malcolm also
considered that a 125-year lease amounts to a sale and is equally poor.

Ms Malcolm clarified that she is not opposed to development of new green spaces, but is
opposed to the way it is presented as part of a private development in the promotional material.
In her view, the Council should retain ownership of that land and provide adequate parking that
caters to all anticipated users. Along similar lines, Ms Malcolm is concerned that the
development will undermine recreational activities and public accessibility. Her ideal outcome
would be for Council to improve and retain the land.

Ms Malcom concluded by expressing concern about the lack of a viable public transport solution
for the development, which will lead to higher rates of private vehicle journeys.

Mr David Hazlett

Mr Hazlett opened his presentation by clarifying he is not opposed to some development of the
site; however, he opposes the current proposal because it favours exclusive high-density
development over the needs of most ratepayers. In his view, public engagement on the
proposal has been lacking, and the entire scheme should be open to consultation, not just
funding arrangements.

Mr Hazlett guestioned what alternatives were considered, noting his own preference for
minimal additional buildings to be constructed, particularly for residential purposes. He further
added that the lack of infrastructure and maintenance will have had an impact on the initial
value of the land, which will dramatically increase with the improvements funded by Council. In
his view, SBL will benefit from those improvements and the ratepayer will not.

Mr Hazlett contrasted the development to projects in London, where 35% of housing is
affordable. He also expressed concerns that public accessibility will be limited, particularly as
competition for carparking will increase.

Mr Hazlett told the Committee the area has outstanding natural characteristics and that those

traits dictate an architectural competition for the overall design of the development. The
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current proposal is too dense, poorly designed and a missed opportunity for a landmark
development to enhance Wellington’s reputation as a destination in his view.

Mr Hazlett concluded by expressing if the developer cannot make the numbers work without
Council’'s partnership then they should not pursue it and the council should not participate.

Ms Faye Bishop

Ms Bishop firstly described her objection to the proposal in relation to Council expenditure on
the development, including the flow on costs to ratepayers. In particular, she is Concerned
about rate increases as a result.

Ms Bishop also expressed concerns about large increases in traffic volumes from new residents,
visitors and employees. She mooted a road connection from the top of the hill behind Shelly Bay
as a possible mitigation solution.

In Ms Bishop’s view, the Council-owned land should stay public open space. Alternatively, she
suggested the land should be converted to public amenities, such as a camper van park /
campground.

Ms Bishop told the Committee that Shelly Bay has natural uniqueness and some buildings date
back to World War I. She also expressed concern about effects on the resident penguin
population. She concluded her presentation by noting that roading works, and widening from
Miramar avenue will create a large change to the area. In her view, people will struggle to
access small beaches for swimming and fishing; however, she sees opportunity for the wharves
to be improved to afford recreational opportunities.

Ms Karen Smyth

Ms Smyth explained that she is very opposed to the sale or lease of Council land. She suspects
the lease would amount to permanent loss, and in her view, the Council should not sell or lease
the land under any circumstances. Ms Smyth observed that without the public land, the
remainder of the development would be less desirable and less accessible.

Ms Smyth also expressed her distaste for the design of the proposed development. She regrets
the current state of buildings and wharves, but noted there remains a lot of history in the area
and the buildings. In her view, restoration should be prioritised before any new development is
added, which would result in more attractive and more affordable housing opportunities.

Ms Smyth described the Chocolate Fish as a unique destination, and fears it will lose its charm if
the area is developed. She also expressed disappointment with the lack of public transport
solutions proposed.

In response to questions from the Committee, Ms Smyth gave the view that the project is
capable of achieving much more than what is proposed and could be improved in all aspects.

Mr Chris Horne
Mr Horne expressed confusion as to why the consent application was non-notified, particularly
given his expectation that it will result in significant effects on the environment. He also

outlined various reasons for opposing the sale and lease of Council land, including:

= the development would create a largely car dependent suburb, which is poor planning
practice, particularly since Paris Accord commitments;
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= it would be contrary to Council’s aims to be carbon-neutral;

= the proposal is out of scale with the peninsula’s character;
= traffic volumes are staggering and will adversely affect walkers, runners and cyclists;
= fears that parking will overtake footpaths;

* the unlikelihood that a bus service will be practical given the site’s isolation, and the
unreliable, weather-dependency of the possible ferry service;

= concern about how the road will be widened;

= his opposition to ratepayers funding stormwater, wastewater and water supply
upgrades;

= the lack of a substantive environmental impact assessment; and

= his overall appraisal that the development will result in a soulless suburb.

Mr Derek McCorkindale
Mr McCorkindale introduced himself as a Seatoun resident of 37 years. He explained he is
broadly supportive of development, but also expressed some concerns/comments about various
matters, including:

= Council overpaying to subsidise servicing in the area;

= his preference for all land to be subject to long-term lease, rather than partial sale;

* the free Council underwrite to SBL on roading and infrastructure upgrades;

= suboptimal rates return on the public investment;

= his concern with the consultation material suggesting the Council’s negotiation options
are binary — in his view, there are other multiple other arrangements that could be
explored;

= the need to provide for additional carparking; and

= the lack of clarity around use of the wharves, enhancements to the beach area or

revenue to Council from the developer (cashflow analysis).

Mr Russell Tregonning

Mr Tregonning opposes the proposal completely. He told the Committee that climate
breakdown has not been well considered. Mr Tregonning believes sea level rise and increased
storm events need to factor into the discussion of the proposal’s detailed design, suggesting that
no development should proceed below 1.9m at high tide.

Mr Tregonning noted that 6 years ago, a major reserve was proposed at the end of the
peninsula, much like Stanley Park in Vancouver, which he supports.
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He concluded by setting out his vision of the area for the Committee’s consideration:
= stop the current proposal and rethink where to take it;
= consult widely on multiple plans;
*  buy land from iwi; and

= create unique and substantial park.

Ms Pauline Swann
Ms Swann referred the Committee to papers relating to sea level rise attached to her
submission. She explained that the base value for planning scenarios should be much higher.

Ms Swann also quoted from editorial in the Domnion Post from April 2017, noting points made
about non-notification of the consent application and about increased traffic movements
anticipated by the development.

In her view, public accessibility will be compromised in favour of a private development. Ms
Swann’s preference is for the area to be retained for Wellingtonians and visitors for recreational
activities and existing commercial and cultural activities.

Ms Swan closed her presentation by noting a recent discussion she held with an engineer who
suggested that homes in the area could be built on stilts to avoid storm surge and rising seas.
She also observed that under such a scenario, cars and other personal property would not be
protected from those effects.

Mr Nick Tipping
Mr Tipping is the former head of the jazz programme at the school of music, and has been a
freelance professional musician in Wellington for 20 years.

Mr Tipping explained that the buildings at 100 Shelly Bay Road have been used for 20 years as
rehearsal space for local musicians, including Phoenix Foundation, the Black Seeds, Brett
McKenzie, Little Bushman, and more. He noted that the older spaces afforded cheap, accessible
options for artists, enhanced by the location being relatively remote and unlikely to lead to noise
conflicts.

Mr Tipping noted that alternative rehearsal spaces will be required if these assets are lost,
noting also the difficulty in finding alternatives that meet performers’ needs. He explained that
rehearsal spaces are vital to successful performances, and Council should take measurable steps
to ensure artists are not forced out.

Mr Bernard O'Shaughnessy

Mr O’Shaughnessy told the Committee he is in conditional support of the proposal, observing
that other submitters seemed to share that position. In his view, the conditions are the points
which the Council should be particularly focussed on.

Mr O’Shaughnessy noted that climate change and protection of the local environment are
important considerations, including the urgency of improving the existing seawalls. He also
urged the Committee to consider options for improvements in the wider area (eg Mt Crawford),
and opportunities for integration with development at Shelly Bay.
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Peter Cullen — Wellington Chamiber of Commerce
Mr Cullen told the Committee that the Chamber is supportive of the Council entering into an
agreement for sale and lease of land and buildings at Shelly Bay. In their view, the proposal
presents a real opportunity given its location and potential.

The Chamber welcomes the public involvement and participation, and wanted to take the
opportunity to tell the Committee that the City must continue to grow and develop. Relatedly,
the Chamber is concerned about public blocking progress on various projects over recent years,
and this project runs some risk of similar outcomes.

The Chamber welcomes the potential economic benefits of the proposal, including creation of
full time jobs.

Mr Cullen said the site is currently an eyesore and in need of improvement, noting that the
Chamber welcomes the emphasis on enhanced public spaces, residential, recreation and
hospitality uses. The group is supportive of the proposed mix and quality of design, and
particularly supportive of increased housing supply.

The group supports the commercial arrangements provided there is a business case that
supports that a good return will be realised on the Council’s investment. Overall, the Chamber is
comfortable with shared funding of infrastructure improvements.

Mr Thomas Wutzler, Yvonne Legarth & Miramar BID

Mr Wutzler opened the presentation by explaining that BID initially became involved due to
concerns about infrastructure capacity in the area. The group approached Council in 2016 for
further detailed information, but Council has not provided the information requested.
Subsequently, BID engaged with iwi to discuss various issues related to the development of
Shelly Bay.

The group does not support the sale and lease of land as proposed. The main concerns the
group has include:

= sea level rise and the risk to the road and parts of the development;
* the state of the Seawalls and the cost of repairs/maintenance;
=  costs associated with roading infrastructure;

= that market value is not assured and alternatives to the proposal have not been
adequately not explored;

= the wider infrastructure capacity and supply issues facing Miramar;

= traffic effects; and

= that the detailed design of the future buildings remains unknown.
Ms Legarth explained that she worked for Council previously in relation to Shelly Bay to
negotiate specific carefully-considered design controls on future development at Shelly Bay. She
noted that security of the Road was under negotiation at the time. In her view, the consent for

the development proposal has not considered the provisions of the District Plan, including the
Shelly Bay Design Guide.
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The pair told the Committee that the opportunity should be taken to consider alternative
options before the disposal of the land. They added that infrastructure costs are unknown,
uncapped and unlikely to be just 50% funded by Council. Retaining walls and other capital
improvements will be significant in the group’s view.

Vehicle and pedestrian safety is another concern to the group. BID’s traffic engineer described
the transportation assessment attached to the consent application as superficial for a proposal
of this size. The crash history wasn’t fully considered and the report was based on
unrepresentative monitoring data. BID’s suggestion to the Committee was to look more closely
at the figures.

The pair raised concerns about hazard risk, having regard to Regional Council hazard mapping
data. They noted that the risk is to Council and further detailed assessment should he
commissioned. Buildings will essentially be required to avoid inundation over 65 years, and
Council should have evidence to show this is achievable in their view.

The group is concerned about the loss of future opportunities on the wider peninsula and the
undermining of BID's own efforts. They believe there is a need for a wider strategic plan for the
area, rather than piecemeal developments. They stressed the need for further engagement and
consideration of alternative options.

The pair also reminded the Committee of Council’s obligations under s101 of the Local
Government Act and the need for their assessments to be recorded and well thought through.

The Committee asked the group to explain if any cne issue was of particular significance to
them, and whether (for example) Council imposing a cap on funding might go some way to allay
the group’s concern. In response, the pair explained the group’s view that the proposed
development is too dense, and there is insufficient thought about infrastructure and parking.

The Committee invited the pair to consider its position if a fresh consent application came
through without use of Council land. They noted that the land belongs to iwi and they are
entitled to explore development options. However, the group remains of the view that this area
is not a practical place for housing despite the need for more in the City.

The group reiterated that it has been trying to work with Council since 2016 as to its preferred
outcome for the Council land, and would continue to offer that collaboration. They also clarified
their previous point about seawalls in the area, noting that there are other areas in the City that
should be prioritised ahead of Shelly Bay.

Mr Craig Boyes
Mr Boyes is a fisherman who utilises the area regularly. He is concerned that the proposal will
limit access and fishability of the area, and that any road widening will exacerbate that effect.

He told the Committee that he has been a member of a club (with 113 members) that has fished
the harbour for nearly 60 years. He noted that 90% of the members fish from the shore, and the
waters in this area are very important. An aim of the group is to hold an annual competition in
the harbour to showcase the city to wider New Zealand.

He concluded by asking the Council not to proceed with the proposal.

In response to a question from the Committee, Mr Boyes noted a key point for him is to
continue to be able to drive to various spots along the peninsula and to park adjacent to the
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areas that provide access to fishing spots. He also noted that desirability of fishing areas
changes in relation to proximity to Shelly Bay depending on the weather conditions.

Mr Mark Shanks
Mr Shanks told the Committee he opposes the proposal in entirety. He cited three main reasons
for that position, being:

= the destruction of existing natural features he fears would result;
= the disruption of the area’s peace and quiet; and

= that the proposal was about profit — not people — and that the ratepayer is underwriting
long term debt and liability and perpetuation of inequality in favour of elitist housing.

In Mr Shanks’ view, the public has been excluded up until now. He expressed concerns about a
lack of transparency. Mr Shanks disapproves of Council’s fixation on growth, underwritten by
ratepayers who prefer retention of open spaces, free and easy access to coast, more accepting
and inclusive society, paying back debt, reducing pollution, and maintaining/improving existing
infrastructure.

Mr Shanks told the Committee he found the form of the proposed development monotonous
with no architectural value. In his closing comments, Mr Shanks told the Committee that growth
cannot solve the problems created by growth, and he urged the Committee to listen to locals
opposed to development.

Ms Jennifer McDougall

Ms McDougall introduced herself as a local resident of Miramar and a weekly attendee at a class
based at the former Airforce gym. She observed that the building is falling apart and leaky. Ms
McDougall noted that she trains for races by running around Shelly Bay, and while she is not a
confident cyclist, she has observed the high frequency of cyclists there.

Ms McDougall reminded the Committee of Council’s purported policy support for public and
active transport, which appears contrary to the outcome fostered by the development. In her
view, there should be a track around entire peninsula for all active transport modes.

Ms McDougall is troubled by the HASHAA process and the avoidance of a notified consent
process. She was of the view that the legislation was supposed to be about affordability, which
is in contrast the proposal.

Ms McDougall told the Committee that she perceived a lack of transparency in the choice of
developer and development type. She acknowledged that iwi are entitled to partner with
whoever they chose, but that Council could consider alternatives.

Ms McDougall described Shelly Bay as the jewel in Wellington’s crown. In her view, proposed
design of the development should have been more publicly-informed. For example, she
believed a motor-home park would be a logical use for the area. Ms McDougall said it was
unfortunate that the previous proposal for a film museum did not progress there.

Ms McDougall concluded by telling the Committee that Council will have to pick up tab for road
improvements, which will be expensive. She believes the current levels of service are poor at
main intersections and upgrades will be required.
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Ms McDougall was asked her views on the current speed limit. She responded by noting she
was unaware that the posted speed limit is 40km/hr until recently, but that motorists typically
won’t achieve that speed anyway due to windy nature of road and the number of cyclists. More
cars would make it more stressful for drivers in her view.

Mr Jim Mikoz — Wellington Recreational Marine Fishers Assn

Mr Mikoz told the Committee that the Association is opposed to development. In their view, the
proposal will shut off public access and deny fisherpersons access to their recreational
destinations. Mr Mikoz explained that the group wants to ensure access to wharves if
development proceeds.

Mr Mikoz noted that the waters to the west of the peninsula are important due their trapping of
warm surface temperatures during late year nor'westers. He noted also the many freshwater
springs off the length of Shelly Bay Road.

The Association is concerned that the road will result similarly to Airport Drive and other parts of
the City where access has been increasingly limited and/or under maintained by the Council.

Mr Mikoz noted that Shelly Bay is used by windsurfers and kayakers as well as fisherpersons.
Under-provision of vehicle parking in the area will lead to conflict with recreational users having
reduced access in his view. The Association also feels that Council has not engaged well with
interest groups to manage their respective concerns.

Ms Mary Varnham

Ms Varnham is a resident of Miramar. She told the Committee that she is not opposed to
something happening and Shelly Bay, noting that the area is unique worthy of an opportunity for
a new waterfront community there. However, her view is that the Council should step back
from this proposal and think about a more innovative, community-led approach that will be
world leading. Ms Varnham described the development plan is “pedestrian” and
“unimaginative.” She told the Committee the area should be subject to an international design
competition and that the ongoing development of the area could be overseen by an
independent design panel to ensure development is of high quality.

Ms Varnham drew parallels between the proposed development and previous development on
the inner-city waterfront. She said they shared poor prior consultation, fast-tracked approvals +
non-notification.

Ms Varnham also questioned why the development lacked sustainability principles in the design,
in particular the lack of viable public transport and energy efficient design. She noted that any
retirement village that might be developed at the site would suffer from its isolation from
Miramar or other higher service centres.

Ms Varnham was asked if she was aware that the majority of the land comprising the proposed
development would be on private land. She told the Committee that she was aware that the
Council land comprises a third of the site, and Council therefore has leverage to affect outcomes.
In response to a subsequent question, Ms Varnham told the Committee she hoped SBL would
rethink its development should the Council decide not to proceed with the partnership
arrangements.
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Mr Morris Love & Wayne Mulligan - Wellington Tenths Trust

Mr Love is the Chair of the Wellington Tenths Trust and trustee of Port Nicholson Block
Settlement Trust. He noted that the latter purchase the former defence land at Shelly Bay in
2009. Mr Love explained that the Tenths Trust unconditionally supports the sale and lease of
land to SBL, and rejects the notion that that the project is for the benefit of a single developer.
He told the Committee that the project will benefit over 10,000 people in Wellington, most of
which have lower average incomes than existing residents of Miramar.

Mr Love noted the Trust’s support for the development plan consented by the Council, and
noted its comprehensive nature will avoid a piecemeal ocutcome. He clarified to the Committee
that the Council-owned land will largely be for public use, particularly at ground floor, with
access to the coastal promenade — an area which is inaccessible today and previously during
military occupation of the site. Mr Love observed that much of the land subject to the sale
proposal is paper road, and the plan is to slightly shift the alignment of the road towards the
coast to achieve a more desirable outcome for residents and the public. The Trust considers the
net result of the development will be overall greater access to the coast for the public.

The Trust considers that sharing of costs for infrastructure is appropriate due to the area's
current state of disrepair. Mr Love told the Committee that infrastructure upgrades would have
been inevitable irrespective of any level of development in the future at some stage, and the
development affords unique opportunities to more efficiently manage costs.

Mr Mulligan explained that should the Council decide not to proceed with the partnership, it
would not necessarily stop SBL proceeding, but it would prevent Shelly Bay from being the best
it can be. He questioned what Council would do with its derelict buildings and failing
infrastructure under such a scenario. In his view, it would not be in the best interests of the
good faith relationship between iwi and the Council or in keeping with the principles of the
Treaty for the partnership to be dispensed with.

Mr Mulligan described the cost to Council as minimal, at only $2M. The result, he said, will be
fantastic for the City, which was been awaiting the area’s improvement for a long time. Mr
Mulligan also clarified that the proposal is for mixed, not exclusive, housing and is part of a
wider plan to provide diverse housing projects across the city. In his view, the ratepayer
investment in this project will bring good returns to the City over the short, medium and long
term.

Mr Mulligan concluded by explaining that iwi will be meeting $18M of the $20M infrastructure
cost, and is paying $8M for land the Council obtained at no cost. He extended the invitation to
sit down with any interested party to clarify public misconceptions about the proposal; and he
said that all parties can rest assured that this proposal will not be exclusive, will improve public
access, and will increase the amount of publicly accessible land.

Mr Mike Mellor - Living Streets Aotearoa

Mr Mellor explained that the submitter’'s main concern is about access. He quoted from the
District Plan and the Urban Growth Plan to underscore Council’s standing policies about
ensuring activities and developments are designed to be accessible by multiple transport modes.

Mr Mellor noted that a 1.5m footpath would be below absolute minimum required by NZTA. In
his view, the Council should be more forthcoming to the public when substandard services are
being provided. Mr Mellor believes the proposal makes inadequate provision for cycling, which
will result in cyclists’ use of the footpath. He also told the Committee that public transport has
not been provided for, and the Regional Council does not consider it is warranted. He
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acknowledged the potential for a ferry service, but considers it would not be reliable and is
weather/maintenance dependent.

Mr Mellor concluded by urging the Council to look more closely at the proposal and to consider
whether it is consistent with the Council’s own strategic aims.

Mr Mellor was invited by the Committee to describe an ideal road design if he had the
opportunity. He explained that it is a difficult task because of narrowness of road corridor. Mr
Mellor said the road corridor should be 21m wide, whereas it is 7.5m now. Widening would
result in damage along the cliffside and/or habitat for penguins in his view. Mr Mellor also
suggested that a cable car up to prison site should be considered, particularly if it could facilitate
access to the Maupuia bus route via Miramar. He also mooted severely restricting private
vehicle traffic and prioritisation of cyclists.

The Committee asked Mr Mellor if the key issue is one of scale and nature of development, and
associated traffic generation. Mr Mellor said that seems to be the case. He explained it was not
the position of the group to say what the development should be; rather thier purpose was to
signal the proposal is too dense to meet what is required by the District Plan and Urban Growth
Plan.

Ms Lalita Kasaniji

Ms Kasanji told the Committee that she was born and bred in Miramar, and has observed great
change there during her lifetime. She explained that the main issue in Miramar is traffic
congestion, compounded by the limited access points for residents and visitors and increased
volumes over the last few years. Ms Kasanji noted that commutes to/from the central city can
be lengthy, and weekend traffic is unpredictable. These effects will be exacerbated by traffic
from the proposed development in her view.

Ms Kasanji observed that the physical constraints at Shelly Bay make it difficult for the road to
be widened and improved. Not only will residential traffic increase, but also service and
construction vehicle traffic. She also highlighted existing sewerage issues in Miramar,
particularly during heavy rain and high tide events. Ms Kasanji is concerned these effects will be
exacerbated by the development.

Ms Kasanji also expressed concern over coastal erosion and the appropriateness of the
development locating as proposed. She told the Committee she is concerned about cost and
potential overruns to ratepayers for service improvements/upgrades, and also about potential
precedent effect for further housing being developed elsewhere on the peninsula.

Ms Kasanji concluded by giving the view that the development benefits few at a cost to
ratepayers.

Ms Anita Lowcay
Ms Lowcay introduced herself as a Seatoun resident for 6 years and a Wellington resident for
30+ years. She does not support sale or lease of land for three main reasons.

v

Firstly, she noted that Council liability for infrastructure is uncapped, and that the Council may
fund more than the anticipated 50% share as a result. Her fear is that the costs could be far
greater, and that they would fall to ratepayers. Ms Lowcay urged the Committee to renegotiate
the agreement to put costs of inflating improvements to the developer.
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Ms Lowcay’s second issue related to the increased vehicles on the peninsula, which will
compound existing problems. She told the Committee that the traffic report attached to the
consent application is limited in scope. Ms Lowcay believes the peak hour traffic effect has not
been sufficiently considered, including at Cobham/Calabar road roundabout. She told the
Committee that the report’s assumptions are flawed particularly in relation to predicted flows,
referring also to conflicting messages the report had in comparison with a similar report for the
airport runway extension. Ms Lowcay shared the view of other speakers that the possible ferry
service would be unreliable and subject to disruption from weather.

Ms Lowcay’s final point related to the effect of sea level rise, and the apparently limited lifespan
of the development (at 25-50 years). She noted this is an existing issue that will only get worse,
and she urged the Committee to consider residents of Seatoun who also may be in need of
assistance with hazard mitigation. In Ms Lowcay’s view, existing residents’ protection of land
from hazards should be prioritised over new development.

Mr Richard Shea
Mr Shea has been a resident of Miramar for 20+ years, often making use of Shelly Bay. He
highlighted some of the main points from his submission.

Firstly, Mr Shea gave the view that costs are not being borne in fair and reasonable manner. In
his opinion, the development is questionable and Council should not be willing to enter the
partnership. He told the Committee that the proposal will removes public uses in parts of the
area, including casual parking areas at north and south of the bay.

Mr Shea also expressed concern about the dominance of proposed buildings adversely affecting
the landscape character of the area. He acknowledged the area currently includes some
buildings, but defined the anticipated change as significant.

Thirdly, Mr Shea urged that climate change must be more closely regarded. He fears the
development will have to be further subsidised by the ratepayer in years to come through future
mitigation.

He closed his presentation expressing concern about the Council’s lack of responses to
information requests relating to the nature and terms of the agreement, noting his
understanding that the Ombudsmen has directed Council to do so.

Ms Paula Warren — Environmental Reference Group

Ms Warren explained to the Committee that the group’s role is to help Council achieve better
environmental outcomes and engagement. The group is aware the current consultation exercise
is on a limited set of questions; however, they believe it should be wider in scope.

Ms Warren told that Committee that a lack of clarity on some contextual issues in engagement
material led to the nature of feedback, much of which extended beyond the scope of the sale,
lease and partnership focus.

In the group’s view, the Council should develop a clear and more articulate context for the
Council-owned land and for wider use of the peninsula.

Ms Warren told the Committee that natural values need to be better considered, and she
referred to bottom lines outlined in the group’s written submission for the coastal environment,
habitat and natural character. She urged the Committee to take the opportunity to maintain and
restore the character of the area and to establish minimum design standards to be followed.
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In the group’s view, active transport modes should be prioritised and enabled by the design of
the area. They suggest that in lieu of increasing the vehicle capacity of the road, alternative
transport modes and options should be utilised. Ample space for both cyclist and pedestrians
should be ensured in their view.

Ms Warren told the Committee that community resilience needs to be enhanced by public
transport accessibility. She suggested such an outcome could be aided via extension of existing
bus routes at the top of Mt Crawford. In the group’s view this not only enhances connections,
but also assists to evacuate people during storm surge events. They find it a touchstone of
resilience for communities to live with environmental processes, rather than fight them.

Ms Warren concluded by noting the group’s concern about the level of information presented to
the community on this matter. She extended the group’s invitation to work with the Council to
improve engagement in the future, including through use of reference groups. She noted the
group prefers early input to help Council anticipate issues.

Ms Warren was asked by the Committee if the group would support a cable car up the hill to
provide connections to public transport. She supported the concept, noting the potential cost.
She added that over the short term it wouldn’t be difficult or costly to put a lit walking path.

In response to a question about her thoughts on the best design of the road, Ms Warren said the
design concept should be based on two points. The first relates to applying methods to change
driver behaviour to enhance amenity/safety for fast cyclists who prefer to use the road to a
shared path. Ms Warren added that modern thinking is not to use speed bumps, but to change
the layout of the road to be more of a place than a road. The second concept is to provide good
shared facilities for less confident cyclists to use.

Finally, Ms Warren was asked about the group’s overall position on the proposal. She answered
that the group does not have a specific position, and is focussed on providing ideas about what
the Council should achieve.

Mr Scott Figenshow & Stephanie Mcintyre — Community Housing Aotearoa

The pair clarified that the submission is made from the perspective as members of the Mayor's
housing taskforce. They appealed to the Committee as leaders of the City to take notice of the
palpable trend in New Zealand of people wanting to see change around housing at the level
where it matters. The group expressed concerned that its recommendations are not being
heeded in Council decision-making.

The pair clarified they were not appearing to oppose the development; rather, they support
development of area provided a variety of benefits to society are realised. The submitter sees
benefits of the project for iwi and in terms of increased housing supply. However, chronic
shortage of affordable rental housing and pathways to homeownership have not been
addressed, and the submitter’s desire is for all future developments in the City to have
affordable components.

The pair noted their understanding that SBL is looking at off-site developments with affordable
components; however, in their view that outcome is not enough. They believe every
development should commit to affordability in some way. At Shelly Bay, the submitters
observed that the Council is offering its land and the price that land is set at could have an
impact on the way in which the land is developed. Specifically, the Council could take a longer-
term view on return on investment to accommodate better affordability outcomes over the
short, medium and long term.
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In response to questions from the Council about climate change, the submitters noted it is a
matter being addressed everywhere. They noted that raised floor levels and provision of
alternative access could be provided for at Shelly Bay, and in their view such mitigation should
not be identified as a reason for not providing affordability outcomes.

Ms Sarah Crawford

Ms Crawford introduced herself as a resident of greater Wellington. She told the Committee that
she is passionate about the environment and Wellington Harbour generally. Ms Crawford also
expressed her passion for ensuring that Shelly Bay is protected for future use by her family and
all New Zealanders.

Ms Crawford expressed concern about the height and density of development and how it will sit
in the landscape. She believes that more regard should be given to District Plan’s expectations,
and questioned why Council did not adhere to those provisions. In Ms Crawford’s view, a
greater amount of natural green space is needed for spontaneous recreation.

Ms Crawford also expressed the view that transport movements have been underestimated,
noting also that modern vehicles are bigger and wider and have not been factored into the
transport effects discussion. She added that climate change needs to be more closely
considered.

In conclusion, she told the Committee that the proposal should not proceed and the
development process should be transparent with no foreign interests or ownership. In her view,
the area should be protected and used as green space for all future generations in perpetuity.

Mr Stephen Satherley
Mr Satherly does not support the sale and lease of Council land. He expressed concern that
Council Officers assumed the sale and lease would go ahead in approving consent.

Mr Satherly observed that the HASHAA process allowed non-notification and overriding of the
District Plan. In his view, the resulting lack of public scrutiny was unacceptable. He told the
Committee that the District Plan would have required a more robust consideration of traffic
impacts, and that the current consent should be rescinded in favour of notified RMA consent
process.

Mr Satherly considers that the true infrastructure costs are unknown, and expressed
dissatisfaction with the concept of a cap on SBL’s contribution to the associated upgrades.

Mr Satherly also told the Committee that the Building Act requires buildings to be 1.9m above
high tide mark, though he believed some buildings would be below this level. In his view, the
aesthetics of 27m-high buildings will not be in keeping with visual character of the area, and will
result in unacceptable adverse environmental outcomes.

Mr Satherly concluded by telling the Committee that infrastructure constraints have not been
adequately addressed, and wider opportunities for the development of the land from the public
should have been considered. He favoured an overall vision or masterplan for the peninsula
over piecemeal development.
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Ms Lucia Bercinskas

Ms Bercinskas introduced herself as a local who walks, runs and cycles around the area every
week. In her view, the proposal represents a missed opportunity to develop something special
at Shelly Bay. Ms Bercinskas noted that the area is dilapidated in some places, but suggested
that could be fixed through demolition and reconstruction. She suggested that revenue from
improved areas could be invested in social housing elsewhere.

Ms Bercinskas told the Committee that Wellington needs to take a wider view about
infrastructure. By way of example, she referred to the existing congestion problems in the
eastern suburbs. For the Shelly Bay development, her view was that a possible ferry would not
be reliable in alleviating that existing issue.

Ms Bercinskas also observed that Shelly Bay Road is windy and lacks street lighting. She
expressed that a new pub in the area would encourage drunk driving and speeding. In her view,
construction vehicle traffic is an additional matter that hasn’t been well considered.

Ms Bercinskas identified erosion is an issue, noting the related need for repair/replacement of
seawalls. She said that slips and other hazards should be better considered as well.

Ms Bercinskas found the lack of adequate cycle facilities to be at odds with Council’s great
harbour way project. She also noted that the proposal does not include provision for a
supermarket or medical centre, which means future residents there will be far removed from
essential/daily services.

Mr Tom Bland - LINZ

Mr Bland told the Committee that LINZ has managed Watts Peninsula and the Mt Crawford site
since 2017. He explained that LINZ is exploring future land use options including disposal of the
latter site.

LINZ does not oppose the sale/lease or development of SB. Rather, its concern is about the
provision of, and planning for, infrastructure at Shelly Bay and on the peninsula as a whole. From
that perspective, Mr Bland said that LINZ has significant interest as neighbouring land owner.

In LINZ's view, roading and infrastructure should be comprehensively planned with a peninsula-
wide focus. LINZ extended an invitation to be part of future discussions with Council and others
toward a comprehensive plan to ensure future uses of peninsula are not compromised.

When asked about the timing or progress of any specific proposals for the wider area being
considered by LINZ, Mr Bland noted that the disposal of the prison site is in progress, but work
on the wider peninsula is largely dormant. In any case, Mr Bland told that Committee that with a
number of options open for integrated service provision open at this time, there should simply
be dialogue amongst all relevant parties to decide jointly where and how services should be
provided. Mr Bland gave an undertaking to raise the prospect of early dialogue between the
parties given the Council’s decision-making timeframes.

Ms Hazel Armstrong

Ms Armstrong introduced herself as an eastern suburb resident for 43 years. She told the
Committee that Shelly Bay is her ‘front yard,” noting that her family recreates there regularly.
Ms Armstrong requested that the Committee give recreation a higher priority than housing in
this instance.
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Ms Armstrong clarified that she is not opposed to new housing in general — for example, she
supported new developments at Greta Point and Evans Bay. However, she does not support
that outcome at Shelly Bay because of its unique characteristics; being flat, sunny, sheltered,
close to city, and attractive. Ms Armstrong added that birdlife is prominent in the area, noting
also the plans for a predator-free outcome at the peninsula.

Ms Armstrong encouraged the Committee to take a fresh look at the development. She urged
the Committee to think of the area as part of the whole city, and to have a vision of how the city
is used more holistically. In that respect, Ms Armstrong observed that Wellingtonians value their
outdoor space, noting also the existing open space resources are becoming increasingly
crowded. Ms Armstrong believes that development at Shelly Bay will deprive the City of a lovely
recreational area.

Mr Patrick Morgan - Cycle Aware Wellington

Mr Morgan’s presentation focussed on transport-related aspects of proposal. He noted that the
City is spending a great deal of money on city-wide improvements and the Great harbour Way.
In his view, the proposed development will represent a large hole in those wider improvement
works.

Mr Morgan told the Committee that the speed limit will likely need to be reduced to 30kph to
ensure safe outcomes. In the group’s view, a 1.5m path is far too narrow, and while road
widening could facilitate a better outcome, it introduces consenting risk related to
environmental effects. As an alternative, Mr Morgan suggested that physical features could be
used to create a slow vehicle environment.

Mr Morgan also told the Committee that the development needs a viable public transport
solution. Ferries may be provided, but are not reliable in his view. Another alternative suggested
by Mr Morgan is that private vehicles be restricted in the area, requiring instead that access is
gained by regular shuttles.

Mr Morgan concluded his presentation by saying the development is wrong on many levels; but
if it proceeds, he encouraged the Committee to think hard about strong transport planning
strategies.

Ms Kenny-Jean Sidwell

Ms Sidwell told the Committee that she was appearing on behalf of the 49% of iwi who voted
not to dispose of the land at Shelly Bay for the proposed development. She explained that she
feels aggrieved to hear reports that the Council is working with mana whenua when 49% voted
against the proposal.

Ms Sidwell is a resident of peninsula and artist in residence at Shelly Bay. She considers the area
to be a lovely place for people to get away from busy nature of life. In her view, the proposed
development is too intense, and the existing space there will be destroyed.

Ms Sidwell also told the Committee that use of HASHAA to consent the development was
inappropriate. She noted that the legislation is supposed to be about creating housing stock —
but finds the development at Shelly Bay is catered to elite, and lacking in affordable options.

Ms Sidwell concluded by explaining that she is not opposed to progress; however, her view is
that the proposed development is too intense.
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Ms Robin Boldarin = Miramar Maupuia Progressive Sc Y
Ms Boldarin briefly explained the Society’s concerns about the intensification of the area. The
main points she stressed from the groups written submission related to transport matters,

including:

= concern about safety effects when two buses pass each other on Shelly Bay Road;
= concern about the overall volume of traffic; and

= uncertainty about what improvements will be made to the area, including (for example)
the addition of street lighting at major intersections.

Mr Rocco Pierini

Mr Pierini told the Committee that he moved to Wellington 8 years ago from Rome, and he has
placed high value on the Shelly Bay area since his arrival. He said that the area needs to be
updated, but does not agree with the development proposed.

In Mr Pierini’s view, the area should be used for entertainment purposes rather than housing.
He believes it should be a destination for all Wellingtonians like the waterfront, with cafes,
museums, shops and promenades defining the use of the area. Mr Pierini suggested that run-
down structures be refurbished, and that the wharves are improved to accommodate a ferry
service. He also suggested a cable car to top of walkway. Provided those improvements are of a
high quality, Mr Pierini envisages they could transform the area into a hub for tourists and
Wellingtonians alike.

Mr Pierini expressed concerned about traffic and the narrowness of the road. In his view,
footpaths would need to be provided to make the area safer and more family friendly
experience. Mr Pierini concluded by indicating his concern about environmental effects, and his
preference for greater clarification and transparency about decision-making.

Mr Michael Gibson

Mr Gibson first made a formal request to speak in public participation when officers present to
Council on the matter.

He then asked the Committee if any official information requests were made about Wellington
Company advertisement of the consultation process.

Mr Gibson strongly urged the Committee to take independent legal advice to ensure
consultation has been adequate, and he asked that any such advice be made public.

Mr Gibson cautioned the Committee that the Council is being misled, and he was critical of
previous performance by the Wellington Company. He concluded his presentation by referring
the Committee to the report on the Stuff.co.nz website about the first day of the oral hearings.
In particular, he referred the Committee to the public comments at the end of the article, noting
that none were favourable of the proposal.
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Mr Gary Dyall
Mr Dyall is a resident of Miramar. He believes the development will adversely affect him, and he
is opposed to the proposal for several reasons, including:

* the project’s lack of any independent feasibility report by persons with necessary
expertise to advise on development;

= that the developer may exit development and leave ratepayers with extra costs — he
believes there should be legally binding caveats on the developer;

= that ratepayers have no assurances their rates will not rise as a result;

= that the commercial terms should have been agreed by Council with ratepayer
oversight;

= the decision by Council to override the District Plan provisions is inappropriate;
= the project is likely to be subject to substantial legal proceedings;

= roading is a concern, including the need to take more land for widening

= the impacts on development from increased flooding potential; and

= concern the public will have right of access constrained compared to the status quo.

Ms Lance Lones

Mr Lones told the Committee he came to New Zealand to work on Lord of the Rings and has
stayed in Eastern Suburbs since then. He explained that he was originally pleased with the
announcement that Shelly Bay was proposed to be developed; however, he has since become
concerned with the proposal, and the type of development.

Mr Lones told the Committee of his disapproval of the HASHAA process. He is also concerned
about infrastructure cost overruns and uncapped nature of potential public spend, considering
that information has not well conveyed to the public. In his view, the project puts developer
profit ahead of ratepayer benefit.

Mr Lones also expressed disappointment about the Council’s neglect of buildings and services at
Shelly Bay. He told the Committee he is opposed to loss of public space and that Council has a
sacred fiduciary responsibility to retain public accessibility and management of the area. Mr
Lones considers the proposed lease of 125 years amounts to a sale, with minor benefit only to
the ratepayer.

In Mr Lones’ view, the proposed new buildings are too dense, too tall and inconsistent with the
expectations of the District Plan. He told the Committee that the public should have a greater
say in how the Council contribution is used if the partnership is to be retained.

Mr Lones concluded by saying the area is unigue and has great intrinsic value. He does not
support the sale and lease of land or the proposed partnership.

The Committee asked Mr Lones what he thought should be done with the existing buildings,
noting also that the Council does not own all of them. Mr Lones said the low-density
expectations of the District Plan should be followed and that the proposed mix of uses should be
focussed on the arts.
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Ms Leanne Berry

Ms Berry is a long-term resident of Miramar. She supports calculated growth, but not projects
where infrastructure is not able to keep up with growth or where private developers profiting at
expense of locals.

Ms Berry told the Committee of her concerns about traffic, including:
= that there are already existing problems getting to and from peninsula/airport;

= public transport is insufficient, unable to cope and slow and the project does not
propose any new services;

= construction traffic is anticipated for 13 years, and combined with airport traffic
increases, will be significant; and

= the lack of any current plan to fix city congestion problems.

Ms Berry also said that Infrastructure capacity is inadequate, and she is concerned by 50% of
upgrade costs being met by ratepayers. She believes there are hidden costs that have not been
accounted for.

Mr Luke Bonjers

Mr Bonjers told the Committee he has no trepidation about Shell Bay being renovated. He
emphatically believes the project has opportunity to be exceptional; however, his view is that
the current plans are exceedingly inadequate.

Mr Bonjers prefers that establishments in the area must be usable and accessible by the
majority of the public. His view is also that the proposed architecture is poor compared to
existing buildings, and that built form should be reconsidered.
He concluded by suggesting the Council:

= consult eastern suburb residents to see what types of activity they want at Shelly Bay;

= ensure all establishments are accessible and affordable; and

= ensure built development is consistent with existing character of the area — he

suggested art deco + art nouveau styles, collaboration with WETA artists to design a new
aesthetic, or some combination of the three.

Mrlan Cassels

Mr Cassels told the Committee that the proposed development is consented and 90% is on
private land. He added that in the past, Shelly Bay has supported 600 people.

Mr Cassels said the development is beautiful and is gaining praise from around New Zealand. He
told the Committee that cities need to make progress, and this development is the right
statement for the location. Mr Cassels gave the view that many new residents find the existing
housing choice is poor in Wellington, and this proposal will supply excellent new housing to the
benefit of the housing supply chain.
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Mr Cassels explained that Shelly Bay Road is not unusual to Wellington, drawing similarities with
the connections to Eastbourne which has 6 times more housing than Shelly Bay. He believes the
road connection is not a big issue in terms of coping with the level of expected traffic.

Mr Cassels told the Committee that Council is only spending $2M on the project, and he said
that the figure could be reassessed if there is concern about potential overruns. In his view, the
current proposal provides good terms and return for the council over time.

Mr Cassels noted that the ferry would be based on a standalone mooring point and SBL is
committed to facilitating it. He believes the new development will be an attraction for all
Wellingtonians, noting that people are keen to buy there for its location, close to the airport eg.

Mr Cassels believes too much is being made of housing affordability. He told the Committee
that the project is not greedy or exclusive, and he noted that the Wellington Company provides
affordable housing for students across the city for example. Mr Cassels said the Company would
continue working with iwi and other partners to provide entry level and more affordable
housing. He personally would like to be known as making a significant contribution in this area.

Mr Cassels also expressed concern about the City’s lack of readiness for growth. He asked why
key infrastructure issues were not being resolved when they cause a deal of frustration. In his
view, those wider issues are the heart of the problem, and if they are addressed, the City's
potential will be unlocked.

In conclusion, Mr Cassells noted that buses will be available if demand is there, and that SBL has
been working with partners and advisors to develop a plan for the management of the
development’s impacts on penguins.

When asked by the Committee what SBL would do if the Council chose note to enter into the
sale/lease, Mr Cassels said SBL is entitled to give effect to the consent as it relates to the non-
Council land.

Mr Cassels was also asked to expand upon the possibilities of new funding arrangements. He
told the Committee it has already been an 18-month major piece of work with regular
discussions with Council. Mr Cassels said SBL needs to better understand the detail of the issue
for Council but would continue discussions as needed.

When asked about his view on the staging of the development, Mr Cassels said that - assuming
Council land is accessible - it would be first so as to create an attractive environment for future
residents. He said the ferry service would be an early addition too.

Mr Cassels was asked why more affordable and 1-bedroom dwellings were not being
considered. He explained that it is very hard to stack up affordable models in the area. Mr
Cassels said he can commit to other affordable housing elsewhere in Wellington. He said that
SBL would be open to suggestion, but stressed that its ability to adopt them would be
dependent on the detail.

In response to the Committee’s questions about public transport options, Mr Cassels said the
cable car connection to existing 24 bus service is a good idea, but has not been investigated or
costed. He added that there is sufficient space for small buses to turn around and navigate the
area.

Finally, Mr Cassels was asked about infrastructure costs. He firstly gave the view that he thought
the estimates were reasonably accurate, and the potential for overruns is not significant. Mr
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Cassels added that they would consider an arrangement where Council’s debt liability is capped,
but would need to look closely at the detail before any agreement reached.

Mr Murray Stewart

Mr Stewart believes the area is major iconic asset of the city. He told the Committee that there
is substantial research which supports retention of green open space and its associated flora and
fauna.

In Mr Stewart’s view, widening of the road will destroy habitat for an array of birdlife, including
penguin nesting sites. Penguins need vegetation for protection or they will cross the road,
resulting in deaths, he said.

Mr Stewart said the area has unique aspect and character, and is a heavily used recreational
asset — including for diving, barbecues, picnics, windsurfing, fishing, running, walking, cycling and
so on.

Mr Stewart told the Committee that the trees, bush, and rock formations attract all
Wellingtonians to the area. He also expressed that sea level rise is a concern. In his view, the
seawall will not be an effective solution, and it would be better to use retreat from the coast,
moving the road to the landward side.

Mr Stewart has gathered 350 signatures for a petition, and he's observed that other people are
not well informed about the development

He asked that the Council prevent the destruction of a beautiful asset and the natural values
there.

Prepared for Wellington City Council by:

Resource Management Group Ltd
September 2017
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Write a comment © @ @

Kimberiey Ebbett Totally support this and have put my submission of support
in. However, | really hope the Johnsonville Mall takes priority for city council
funding to support that development. Wellington North has been neglected for
far too long and the Johnsonville area is in such a state yet has the potential to
serve a much larger growing residential area than Wellington South. Looking
forward to seeing updates on both projects
Like - Reply - @ 1 - July 16 at 1:58pm
WA Wellington City Council Hi Kimberiey, we have given resource

consent for Johnsonville Mall and it is up to the developers (Stride) who

own the land to take action now.

Like - Reply - @ 1 - July 18 at 4:33pm
Kimberiey Ebbett Wellington City Council oh awesome - good to

know ... hope it happens soon, us locals locals are really looking

forward to the upgrade ! Thanks

Like - Reply - July 18 at 5:37pm

£  wte a repy © O @ @

Wendy Yang It's important that people who support the proposals also make
submissions to state their support. Often submissions are dominated by those
against, because those who support have chosen to do nothing.

Like - Reply - @ 4 - July 16 at 11:48am

Steve Archer Rielly Great to check this out.... what's the plan for traffic and
parking on the days? There is going to be a lot of interest in this, and that tiny
road there has already been highlighted as an issue for the development itself.
Like - Reply - @ 2 - July 16
1, Kimberiey Ebbett This covered in the development information on the
link provided - they are going to improve the road and add a cylcle/bike
path
Like - Reply - July 16 at 1

Q- ATam
di 2 4/am

- Steve Archer Rielly Kimberiey Ebbett That's for the development, I'm
talking about the next two weekends when everyone whao's interested
floods in there to see.

Like - Reply - July 16 at 1:48pm

n Write a reply © O @

Ann Privett | have concerns about this development. | don't believe that the
traffic issue has been addressed especially the intersection at Miramar Wharf. |
would love to see Shelly bay developed but with the environment in mind and
with regards to more open spaces , parks and making it a wonderful place for
wellintonians to visit . Lots of houses crammed together ( to make the most
financial gain)doesn't seem to be the best use of this wonderful area .

Like - Reply - @ 3 - July 16 at 9:20pm

L-aciRi Wellingt
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"= Ann Privett | have concemns about this development. | don't believe that the

would love to see Shelly bay developed but with the environment in mind and
with regards to more open spaces , parks and making it a wonderful place for
wellintonians to visit . Lots of houses crammed together ( to make the most
financial gain)doesn't seem to be the best use of this wonderful area .
Like - Reply - @ 3 - July 16 at 9:20pm
Sean O'Kane Doesn't need to be developed. We need to preserve our green
spaces, not build more empty apartments on them for rich folk to occasionaily
ty drop in to. Leave it alone!

Like - Reply - July 17 at 9:48am

-

suncil rock faces and only one small road in and out.

Like - Reply - @ 1 - July 16 at 8:17pm

=it

Paul Fredrickson My biggest concern is also traffic access both in and out.

Like - Reply - July 16 at 10:44pm

PRl Sean O'Kane Mm. Thanks for the notice. Shame, I'm 12,000 miles away...
Like - Reply - July 17 at 9:46am

Wayne Hunn You can have your say but we will still do what we want.
Rl Like - Reply - July 17 at 7.2

Write a comment..

£ ~ & C || F Wellington City

= traffic issue has been addressed especially the intersection at Miramar Wharf. |

Eliott Brookes Where do residents go if there is a tsunami warning? Very high
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a comment

™  Gregory Bradbury-Reardon Hmmm (2% ___ Firstly | think all the housing should
¥ be *real world* affordable (6-700k+ is not affordable nor sustainable for 95% of
our population) & none of it should be catering to the rich (whom already have
enough property to choose from) or investors (whom have been out of control
pillaging first home buyer's housing stocks for years now, dramatically
escalating the current housing crisis).
Secondly, public transport MUST be focused on & development on the eastern
peninsula (or anywhere else in the Wellington City fringes & suburbs) must not
be used as a justification for more unnecesary roading - the people of
Wellington have said they don't want more roads & that they want a walkable
city, better public transport & increased safety for cycling - | know Wellington
Airport are going to try & push even harder for the mt vic tunnel & basin flyover
if this proposal were to go ahead but you as a council need to listen to your
voters & not be pushed around by greedy corporates like the airport & private
developers.
Key points:
-Truly affordable housing for owner occupiers.
-Infrastructure that is not car centric (we want light rail).
-Walkability/bicycle friendly.
-Architecture that blends with the natural environment whilst reflecting historic
previous site use (i.e. not just developer driven rubbish like what the council
keep allowing in other area's where even heritage zoning seems to have zero
impact on what the council are allowing).
-Protecting greenspace.
-Uninhibited access to the foreshore.
-Minimising the impact of new architecture on the broader landscape of
Wellington (i.e. the way the peninsula appears from accross Evans Bay -
maintaining it's undeveloped appearance as much as posible & not over-
developing).

In all honesty, we are talking about potentially thousands of extra private
vehicles travelling to & from the peninsula every day - development on the
eastern peninsula should likely be VERY limited, there are far more suitable
area’s out west that could be developed for housing with better access to
arterial routes rather than focusing on an area that is accessed via an already
flawed choke point - a choke point that has been majorly amplified through
previous councils poor decisions around area’s for development &
intensification of housing i.e. Miramar, Kilbimie etc. And what about the rising
sea levels that WCC speak of all the time? | suppose we & future generations
will all be expected to pay to protect these new private buildings whilst the
developers & iwi walk off with their greedy pockets full of money? For all the
councils revenue gathering red tape & hoops one has to jump through today to
do the most simple things to our homes & the forced things like earthquake
strengthening, I'd say it's about time some accountability was provided with
developments like this for things like disaster mitigation, future planning, traffic,
public transport, localised & regional impact etc... the public are not stupid, we
know who stands to gain from this sort of development & we know who it is
catering for & we're not prepared to be the loosers in the equation anymore -
this is not about being against development & growth, this is about being sick of
being used, it's about the lack of foresight that leads to us all paying the price
for poor planning every day, it's about ratepayers being sick & tired of the
obvious manipulation of rules by developers, it's about the obvious lack of
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previous councils poor decisions around area's for development &
intensification of housing i.e. Miramar, Kilbirnie etc. And what about the rising
sea levels that WCC speak of all the time? | suppose we & future generations
will all be expected to pay to protect these new private buildings whilst the
developers & iwi walk off with their greedy pockets full of money? For all the
councils revenue gathering red tape & hoops one has to jump through teday to
do the most simple things to our homes & the forced things like earthquake
strengthening, i'd say it's about time some accountability was provided with
developments like this for things like disaster mitigation, future planning, traffic,
public transport, localised & regional impact etc... the public are not stupid, we
know who stands to gain from this sort of development & we know who it is
catering for & we're not prepared to be the loosers in the equation anymore -

neil this is not about being against development & growth, this is about being sick of
being used, it's about the lack of foresight that leads to us all paying the price
for poor planning every day, it's about ratepayers being sick & tired of the
obvious manipulation of rules by developers, it's about the obvious fack of
design nouce by the councillors & inspectors whom are allowing heritage
buildings to be demolished & replaced with shockingly feeble attempts by
developers to blend into our heritage areas, it's about council not being serious
when talking of affordable housing & not understanding what affordable housing
ACTUALLY is, it's about council pandering to the likes of Wellington airport re
the runway extension, the development of SH1 & exhorbitant parking prices
leading to the public parking long term in public streets & now the councils out
of control parking wardens are going to throw fines at innocent people & force
them to park at the airport - it's obvious that council is either getting pushed
around or have golden handshakes going on everywhere... enough with the BS.
Like - Reply - O 36 - May 2 at 9:29am - Edited

< 12 Replies

Indu Kapoor Would like to see the details of infrastructure development in
these plans, eg how will one narrow road to Shelly bay cope with 4000%
increase in residency and traffic!

Like - Reply - €) 23 - April 28 at 2:58pm

Y 4 Replies

N
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o
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View more comments
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Josh Dunn W&
Like - Reply - @ 2 - April 28

5:43pm

Andreas Heuser The developer will build something that pecple want
to willingly exchange their hard earned money for, in addition to the
public spaces guaranteed for all. East Berlin from 1945-1990 is an
example of the wisdom of central planning and utopian vision.

Like - Reply - April 29 at 8:05am - E

Bridget Neylan You say ‘we’ want light rail. Actually, as a Miramar

resident, what | want in terms of public transport is a ferry service from
Shelley Bay to the city.
Like - Reply - @ 3 - Ap

Steve Archer Rielly Bridget Neylan Spot on, no one is going to put rail
of any type from that area to the CBD...where on earth is it going to
run, between the road and harbour? Gregory clearly isn't "we", or
thinking.

Like - Reply - @ 4 - April 28 at 9:12
Bridget Neylan Why do you think it would only service a small number
of people? If the infrastructure around it is done well (e.g. Park and
Ride-type facilities, shuttles from the airport etc) it could encourage a
large number of Eastern suburb residents and people f... See More
Like - Reply - @ 2 - April 28 at 10:01pm

Bridget Neylan Also, FY1 it is not "‘obvious' that you are referencing
‘we’ as in all of Wellington city and suburbs in your comment. This
proposal relates to Shelly Bay so what has it got to do with public
transport from, say, Island Bay or Karori? Your ‘royal we' does not
represent me or my views thanks very much.

Like - Reply - @ 3 - April 28 at I

Bronwen Kelly | agree with Gregory

Like - Reply - €@ 3 - April 29 at 8:4%am

Vienna Aramoana | agree with Gregory too. Well said jy &5
Like - Reply - €@ 1 - April 29 at 9:20am

Bridget Neylan Jeez Greg, chill out man! "We" is used to refer to
oneself and one OR MORE other people and is frequently used to refer
to "people in general” so your suggestion that your use of the word
“(obviously)" refers to ALL of Wellington city and suburbs (of

w... See More

Like - Reply - April 29 at 10

Gregory Bradbury-Reardon Andreas Heuser, please feel free to
provide your own feedback/opinion etc directly to Wellington City
Council on this matter via your own comment to their post - your
commenting on my feedback to council is not qualified, wanted,
justified or fair as this is not a debate - it is an opportunity provided by
WCC to give direct feedback.

Like - Reply - April 29 at 11:04am

Gregory Bradbury-Reardon Steve Archer Rielly, please feel free to
provide your own feedbackfopinion etc directly to Wellington City
Council on this matter via your own comment to their post - your
commenting on my feedback to council is not qualified. wanted
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justified or fair as this is not a debate - it is an opportunity provided by
WCC to give direct feedback.

Like - Reply - April 29 at 11:04am
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Gregory Bradbury-Reardon Steve Archer Rielly, please feel free to
provide your own feedback/opinion etc directly to Wellington City
Council on this matter via your own comment to their post - your
commenting on my feedback to council is not qualified, wanted,
justified or fair as this is not a debate - it is an opportunity provided by
WCC to give direct feedback.
Like - Reply - April 29 at 11:05¢

im
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Gregory Bradbury-Reardon Bridget Neylan, please feel free to
provide your own feedback/opinion etc directly to Wellington City
Council on this matter via your own comment to their post - your
commenting on my feedback to council is not qualified, wanted,
justified or fair as this is not a debate - it is an opportunity provided by
WCC to give direct feedback.

Like - Reply - Aprit 29 at 11:06am
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Indu Kapoor Would like to see the details of infrastructure development in
these plans, eg how will one narrow road to Shelly bay cope with 4000%
increase in residency and traffic!

Like - Reply - @ 23 - April 28 at 2:58pm
‘ Helen Richardson The congestion in the mornings and afternoons is
hideous as itis

Like - Reply - @ 3 - April

. Steve Archer Rielly Ferry is the most logical option. The local council
wouldn't be upgrade that road. I've ridden the motorcycle around it
many times, and there just isn't the room to widen it for buses, so it
needs to be bypassed completety
Like - Reply - @ 3 it 28 at 9:15pm

E Indu Kapoor An electnc ferry or barge maybe &
Like - Reply - @ 1 - Apni 29 at !

Gregory Bradbury-Reardon You're sooo right Indu - we're talking
about thousands of additional cars going to & from the peninsula every
day. This in addition to increased traffic too & from the airport over time
as they expand the runway etc. And then there's the potential for future
development of prison land on the northern tip of the miramar
peninsula.

WCC really need to provide a ratepayer & resident approved plan &
timeline for infrastructure development before even contemplating
developing anything out east given the current congestion & choke
points.

Like - Reply - @ 3 - Aprii 29 at 11:34am - Edited

A Write a reply

iew more comments

~
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-1 Elizabeth Farrell-Webley Nope nope nope. | would love to see it developed,

but maybe into an adventure park, with cafes, some shops, trails up the hills,
and just some housing. This sadly looks as though it will take away all the
beauty and character of that area.

Like - Reply - €3 17 - April 28 ;

pm

Louise Hull if that illustration above is what the development is to look like,
then | say absolutely not, as that is hideous. Not one aspect of that design
could be called anything positive by anyone other than a developer looking to
minimise costs and maximise ... See More
Like - Reply - @ 6 - April 28 at 7:11pm - Edited
Ann Cloet Talked to Paul Eagle about this in the market this morning. It is not
US| going to be an affordable housing development.
From what | understand the public consultation is just about 1 ha of council
land. The rest of the area to be developed is Iwi land a... See More
Like - Reply - @ 3 - April 29 at 2:40pm
% Gregory Bradbury-Reardon No surprises there.

Like - Reply - Apri 2

Ann Cloet Only when it is going to provide truly affordable housing. There is

enough for the rich already. This picture does not inspire hope in me. Looks like
more standard development
Like - Reply - @ 4 - April 28

Erica Mangin | think this area is in desperate need of development and look

forward to seeing this project move ahead. However if a sale of land or lease

goes ahead | think it should be in line with market rates.

Like - Reply - @ 2 - April 28 at 2:43pm

|l Sean O'Kane Really? | like it as it is. Maybe with a few state houses to

~ help people out. But no, | live round the comner and no one | know feels
it needs desperately needs it ‘fixed. Well, unless you are rich and need
a view. | would hate my walk up at Maupuia park to be ruined with butt
ugly houses. Leave it alone
Like - Reply - @ 3 - April 28

i OB ® @

- | Nicole Rush Please please please build in appropriate cycle lanes so people
ﬁ can continue to cycle around the peninsula safely. Ideally a cycle lane that's
totally separate from the road as a minimum, not one where cyclists have to
dodge opening car doors and bus passengers! Thanks!
Like - Reply - @ 5 - April 28 at 9:32pm
Samuel Huy How is the council planning on fixing the current infrastructure
E problem with surrounding the area? And will the new development going to
ease or add on the already horrid congestion...?
Like - Reply - May 2 at 10:42pm

Nicola Hawkins That looks awful and devoid of any soul. Surely if you have to
“i8 develop the area, you can come up with something better than that..

Like - Reply - Ma |
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Like - Reply - May 10 at

about you just build some state houses, rather than pander to the rich?
Like - Reply - @ 12 - April 28 at 2:55pm
« Andreas Heuser It's almost as if the housing stock was always there and
vacant underutilised land wasn't developed to make way for housing. The city is
growing and needs housnng a derelict sne is bemg improved upon
Like - Reply - @ 3 - Aprii 29 at 8:03am - Edited
! Sean O'Kane See the Paul Eagle reference above. This isn't houses for
the masses, it's for rich people who want a nice view.
Like - Reply - April 29 at 2:20pm

Sean O'Kane Oh great...more gentrification. Just what Mirimar needs. How

m Andreas Heuser Because the housing will be desirable (close to
beach and with a nice view) it must be opposed? Sorry don't see the
logic. This city needs more development and houses because of
population increase - failing to do this will mean ever increasing house
prices.

Like - Reply - April 29 3t 9.2

- © B @ @2

Sean O'Kane No, please explain why you think it's dead in the first place? Or is
it not busy enough for you? Let's keep preserve our green spaces - it's what
makes Welly, Welly!

Like - Reply - @ 3 - Aprii 29 at 3:44am

I~

Anne Celia Mercer Hate it. Also when are we going to get a safe crossing for
Cobham Drive.
Like - Reply - April 29at 8

Fiona Campbell guiding principle for this development should be that it
enhances fulness of life for all citizens of Wellington.

Like - Reply - @ 4 - April 28 at 3:05pm

Frances De Gregorio How about dividing the area into sections and everybody
builds their home not like those shoe boxes they build today.

Like - Reply - @ 1 - Aprii 28 at 6:46pn

Katie Louise Martin Please ensure the development is cycle-friendly, it's really
important - you have a chance to get it super right here

Like - Reply - @ 5 - April 28 at 7:55pm

Johnny Mills Is this some sort of roii call for neoliberal hucksters?

Like - Reply - April 29 at 12:19m
H Ayden Wallace hehe first to float when the big one hits
Like - Reply - @ 2 - April 28 at 5

ﬂ Michael Lowe Is there a new sand beach like oriental?

20N PREE

Like - Reply - @ 1 - Aprii 28 at 4:26pm
Darren Young no more chocolate fish as we know it!
Like - Reply - April 28 at 6.38p

“2*  Helen Richardson Totally agree with Gregory's earlier post.
Like - Reply - Apr

[1117<
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‘ Like - Reply - Apr )

N Leasa Fitzgerald-Leslie lan Leslie looks hopeful.
HE. Like - Reply - @ 1 - April 28 at 6:37pr

H Bronwen Kelly Justine... check this out
Like - Reply - Apnl 20 at 8 n

Lyndon Hawk Will there be full disclosure and transparency ?
i

Like - Reply - April 28 at 10:35pm
n City § Chrissie Elliot What about the narrow roads?

Like - Reply - April 28 at 8:02pm
sitvcouncil ( PR Luke Ess Great idea - and excellent work in finding interested parties to bring
AT @l sheiey Bay to lifel

Like - Reply - @ 2 - April 28 at 8:17pm

Sean O’Kane It's already a lovely area. Why spoil it with an ugly
development like this? Leave it alone.

Like - Reply - April 28 at 9:38pm

Luke Ess I'm sure we won't agree on this. No need to be a pest
Like - Reply - April 28 at 10:19pm

i a
Write a reply R [
z Mark Smith Just get on and develop it, soon as.
S Like - Reply - @@ 2 - April 28 at 405pm
(i Samantha Clarke Get it done! Asap
- Like - Reply - @ 2 - April 28 at 4:15pm
" Mark Smith ASAFP!
ad Like - Reply - April 28 at 4:31pm
n Write y [ SR
ﬁ Melinda Bastow So oriental parade minus the history.
Like - Reply - April 20 at 11:55am
’ H Karli Goldsack Some good Tsunami viewing platforms.
Like - Reply - @ 1 - April 28 at 9:13pm
ﬂ Jonathan Bibby Totally needs doing.
I Like - Reply - ) 2 - April 28 at 3:39pm

& James Li Build more houses.
Like - Reply - @ 3 - April 28 at

ﬁ? Bianca Pcp lva &8
Like - Reply - @ 1 - April 28 at 3:13pm

¥ Iva Sajdl Oh we are fighting this ¢***
Like - Reply - @ 1 - April 28 at 3:24pm

Bianca Pcp It's like they don't understand how bad the congestion into
town is currently. Adding more houses out there isn't going to help, not
to mention losing out on some really peaceful unpopulated spaces.
Makes me really sad.
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Makes me really sad
Like - Reply - © 3

~J

Gregory Bradbury-Reardon They probably want it to get worse
Bianca Pcp... that way we the public of Wellington can be forced into
things like the basin flyover, 2nd Mt Vic tunne!, widening of roads
between Mt Vic tunnel & the Miramar cutting... even the maintenance

|111/1

| ) Wellington

O T S S S S S e

costs of the bay don't really add up to a justification for selling off a

public asset whilst adding further pressure to the existing arterial

s chokepoint. ‘&
City Like - Reply - @ 2

a

tycouncil

N Like Reply - @ 1 April 25 at
Hydir Behayaa massive!
Like -Reply - © 1 Ap

n Write a reply

Like - Reply - Apni 28 at 4

Brendan Miller ‘Wonder if mey will put a gate at the entrance
Like - Reply - April 28 at 4 m

Barry Minister Probably

Like - Reply - Aprii 28 at 4 48pm

fa

Sam Ross Jodi Melody
Like - Reply - @© 1

Joanna Holden Alice Holden

Like - Reply - April 28 ¢

3 at

Like - Reply

Like - Reply - April 28 at 1

al
£
F9
AN
ki

fag Amy Amy Isaak Velasco Soto

" Natalie Colville Hydir Bena,'aa watch this

Barry Minister only for the ubber rich then

Mary-Jane Callander 140 resident rest home will be appreciated ~
Like - Reply - Apni 29 at 3:44am

Like - Reply - Aprii 28 at 3:27pm
Morgan Taylor Matt Edmonds

Russell Waltza Muzmnga James Bragg
Luke Dodd Joshua Joe-Mcindoe
Connor Morrison Mills Johnny Mills

Sl Like - Reply - April 28 at 7-54pm

Laura Caccioppoli Rlchard Harrison
Like - Reply - Aprit 28 at 5:40pm
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1 INTRODUCTION

Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust (PNBST) and The Wellington Company (TWC) (the partnership) are proposing a
redevelopment of Shelly Bay on land previously owned by New Zealand Defence Force. Part of the development site is
owned by Wellington City Council (WCC). A schematic diagram of the development is shown in Appendix B.

Calibre Consulting has previously responded to a number of requests from WCC to provide preliminary costs to upgrade
bulk infrastructure to service the development site. The purpose of this report is to collate and summarise the issues and
preliminary cost estimates to upgrade public infrastructure.

The development site itself is serviced by bulk infrastructure (roads, wastewater, water supply, power and
communications) that is generally not of a sufficient standard to serve the proposed development.

This report does not cover any new infrastructure to provide road access or services to new sites or buildings within the
development site itself.

It is important to note that no detail investigations on the current conditions of the infrastructure assets has been
undertaken. Nor has any design been carried out for upgrades. The costs provided in this report are based on Calibre
Consulting’s generic knowledge of costs to carry out work of this nature. There could be variations to these estimates
once detail investigations, design and construction tenders are carried out.

The costs are provided to assist with decision making in relation to selection of options and sharing of costs between
various parties, or timing for upgrades.

Section 3 of this report provides a summary of the various cost estimates.

Sections 4 to 9 provide information on each of the infrastructure assets, their current condition and details of how the
costs in the summary have been developed.

Section 10 sets out maintenance costs if no development proceeds, Section 11 discusses possible further development
of Walts Peninsula.

2 SITE DESCRIPTION

The overall development site consists of approximately 7.3 hectares situated in Shelly Bay, on the west side of the
Miramar Peninsular, east of the Wellington CBD. A location plan showing the site in relation to the city is attached in
Appendix A. The site is the former home of the Shelly Bay Air Force Base and remains occupied by a number of diverse
buildings from its former use as a military base. Several of the buildings are currently tenanted for a variety of uses
including Propeller Studios, Blackmore & Best Gallery and Studio, and the Chocolate Fish Café.

The site comprises a flat, semi-built up area immediately adjoining the coast at Shelly Bay, along with an aging wharf and
slipway structure and the surrounding steep hillside to Maupuia in the north of the Miramar Peninsula. The site is
approximately 650m long in the north-south direction, with the flat area comprising two bays that extend up to 100m east
of the coastline. Shelly Bay Road is generally positioned along the coastal boundary, except between the two bays
where the flat area (housing Shed 8) is between the Road and the wharves.

Part of the land is owned by (WCC). Part of it is legal road and part of it is owned by Shelly Bay Ltd.

The legal description of the WCC land is Sections 3,4,5,6 SO Plan 339948. The legal description of the land owned by
Shelly Bay Ltd is Section 1 SO Plan 37849, Section 9 SO Plan 339948, Part Section 20 Watts Peninsula District and Part
Lot 3 DP 3020.

The proposed layout of the development in relation to the existing boundaries are shown on Calibre Scheme Plans
708977 V211 and V212. Attached in Appendix C.

WELLINGTON CITY COUNCIL SHELLY BAY WELLINGTON PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE BRIEFING 11
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3 COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY

The costs of providing bulk infrastructure services to Shelly Bay, relevant to the development proposed by TWC, are as
follows:

Maintenance of

o Proposed Alternative Miramar _Rd Iy

Upgrade Upgrade Intersection Over 10 Years
Road Access $1,210,000 $10,000,000 $390,000 $250,000"
Water Supply $2,900,000 - - $25,000
Stormwater Drainage $312,000 - - 562,000
Wastewater Drainage $2,750,000 $55,000
Seawall $858,000 - - $608,000
Power Supply $690,000 - - -
Telecommunications $292,000 - - -
Gas $2,300,000 - - -
Fees $1,200,000 $1,000,000 | Included elsewhere -
Totals each item $12,512,000 $11,000,000 $390,000 $1,000,000
Total Cost $23,512,000 $23,902,000

Total costs exclude GST and Escalation.

4 ROADING
4.1 CURRENT SITUATION

The development site has road access from the intersection of Cobham Drive and Miramar Avenue, along approximately
2.6 km of sealed coastal road. The eastern side generally is against the bottom of the Maupuia Peninsula escarpment
and has approximately 1 metre informal water table edge. Evans Bay abuts the eastern side of the road with a grass or
gravel berm varying between 1 and 4.5 metres.

Shelly Bay Road has a distinctive natural character. Itis a coastal route with physical restrictions on both sides and has
a current “Safer Speed Area” speed restriction of 40 kph.

The existing carriageway varies between 6 and 6.8 metres wide and the surface is chip seal in reasonable condition for
the current traffic loadings. The carriageway is adequate for the current traffic that uses it.

4.2 PROPOSED ROAD UPGRADE

Appendix D provides details of the design criteria to develop options to upgrade Shelly Bay Road from Miramar Ave to
the beginning of the development site. Based on the proposed level of development, Shelly Bay Road would fall under
the designation of Collector Road. The standard configuration for a Collector Road is a carriageway width of 14m
including roadside parking plus 8m of footpaths and berms, making 22m in total. However, no houses access most of
this road so there is only a need for a footpath on one side of the road and roadside parking is not considered necessary
along the majority of the road.

Further, as part of the coastal environment there will likely be limitations of development to maintain the character and
public amenity of the area. Upgrading the current road environment to fully meet the guidelines would serve to urbanise

T Includes repairs to seawall along Shelly Bay Road.
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the road and may have adverse overall effects. The route will effectively only have a “move” function, so only needs to
have traffic lanes and allow for pedestrian/cycle traffic. There is limited need for berm or other parking along the route.

The proposed design maintains a minimum carriageway width of 6.0m (1 x 3 metre moving lanes), with the additional
available width between the bank on the east and the sea on the west, being used for berm and footpath. This
carriageway width has the capacity to carry the two-way peak hour traffic flows generated by the development. The
footpath will be surfaced with crushed lime and will be a minimum of 1.5 metres wide.

The estimated cost to construct the proposed design is $1,210,000 ($1.21M). This includes $332,000 of provisional
items, such as resurfacing of approximately 20% of the existing road. Cost breakdowns and more detailed reporting are
included in Appendix D.

4.3 ALTERNATIVE ROAD UPGRADE

An alternative proposal is a wider overall carriageway to accommodate the normal requirements for a collection road and
better facilities for cyclists and pedestrians. It could accommodate the same vehicular traffic whilst providing a 3 metre
wide two-way pedestrian and cycle corridor. This would require substantial physical works, particularly on the seaward
side of the existing carriageway.

This option requires a combination of widening along the eastern (bank) side of the road costing approx. $1.2M;
extension of the existing seawall on the sea side of the road over a length of approximately 1,350 metres costing about
$7.3M, and providing a 3m wide concrete walking and cycling path costing approximately $1.5M.

The total cost of this option would be approximately $10M.

If the upgrade in section 4.2 above is completed as an interim measure, the cost to implement this alternative would still
be $10M as it is essentially a complete new upgrade.

Schematic plans and an analysis of this alternative proposal are detailed in Appendix E. Specifically it will include the
loss of significant amounts of seaside vegetation along the route (Pohutakawas), potential impacts on the coastal
environment, the loss of existing amenity in several of the beach areas along the route, uncertainties around the
requirements and potential acceptance of the Regional Council. | will also result in the overall urbanisation of the existing
coastal route.

44 MIRAMAR AVE/SHELLY BAY INTERSECTION UPGRADE

Predicted traffic flows indicate the current intersection layout where Shelly Bay Road meets Miramar Avenue needs to be
upgraded. There are three options and the pros and cons of each are set out in the table below.

Option Advantages Dis-advantages Likely Cost Range
Roundabout ¢ Allows good movement | ® May require more land for widening.
ﬁf traffic outside peak | . proyimity to existing intersection to
ours. east, and bend of Cobham drive to
west, leading to safety and $150.000 - $260,000
operational issues. ! ’
* Can provide a barrier to cyclist at the
intersection, leading to crossing at
“unsafe” points.
Improved Road * Improved version of *  Doesn't allow traffic to flow freely from
Marking and Dual existing layout, reducing Shelly Bay Road, leading to queues in
Laning uncertainty to drivers. peak hours.
. [T $120,000 — $235,000
*  Low cost option. »  Possibility improvements may be
needed at a later stage.
*  May require more land.
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Option Advantages Dis-advantages Likely Cost Range
Traffic Signals s Allows movements for = More expensive oplion.
vehicles, cyclists and

* May lead to queues on Miramar Avenue
leading back to previous intersections
during peak hours, depending on $200,000 - $390,000
phasing of signals.

* Land take may still be needed,
depending on final layout.

pedesirians.

The cost ranges are very broad at this stage, reflecting the very early information we have.

Traffic signals would fit best with the various proposals in the area including Shelly Bay Road traffic increasing and more
cyclists using the new cycleway.

5 WATER SUPPLY
5.1 CURRENT SITUATION

Wellington Water Ltd (WWL) advises that there is currently a small privately owned reservoir above the site that is fed
from Mt Crawford Reservoir feeding the existing uses on the development site. There is also the existing Maupuia
reservoir that we believe has sufficient capacity to provide for the proposed development. This Maupuia reservoir
provides water to the Mt Crawford Reservaoir.

The existing Shelly Bay reservoir (near to the development site) and water-main serving it from the Mt Crawford reservoir

(near the prison) are in poor condition and would be grossly undersized for the proposed development. Both need to be
replaced to provide for the needs of the proposed development.

5.2 DEVELOPMENT SITE REQUIREMENTS

Based on the calculated population and the Regional Standard for Water Service, the required storage and water
capacity are shown in the table below.

Storage Requirements Volume Flow Li/s
650 L/person 871 m? Main flow 21.7
Firefighting FW3 180 m? Firefighting 25
Required 1,051 m? Peak 39.5

The calculated storage volume including firefighting requirement is 1,051 m? and the calculated peak flow is 39.5 L/s for
the proposed development. Details for how these figures have been developed are attached in Appendix F.

5.3 ESTIMATED UPGRADE COST

We estimate the capital cost to provide water supply to the Shelly Bay Development in the table below. The estimates
depend on the following assumptions:

¢ The existing pump station at Maupuia and the 150mm diameter rising main from Maupuia reservoir have capacity for
the additional 39.5 L/s
Assumed maximum water level in the new Shelly Bay reservoir is RL 90m
There is no provision for a water supply pressure increasing station, which may be required if high rise buildings are
proposed
There is no provision for purchasing the land for the water reservoir if that is required
The length of the water supply pipelines has been approximated from QuickMap
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De 0 Clua Rate (3 ) '
Water Supply
Water Supply Reservoir at the location of the existing Shelly Bay 3
reservoir, estimated 90m RL, Volume 1,051 m? m 1,051 600 630,600
Replacement pipeline between Mt Crawford Reservoir and Shelly
Bay Reservoir, 150 mm diameter pipe m 880 500 440,000
Replacement pipeline from Shelly Bay Reservoir to the development
site, 150 mm diameter pipe m 990 500 495,000
Local reticulation, valves and fire hydrants m 800 1,100 880,000
Contingencies: 25% LS 1 453,750 453,750
Total Water Supply 2,899,350
Margin of Error +/- 30%

5.4 ALTERNATIVE OPTION

There is a possibility that more detail investigations may show there could be an adequate reservoir supply of water in the
area without the need to construct a replacement for the existing Shelly Bay reservoir. The pipework would need to be
upgraded. If a suitable route can be found a new pipe would need to be laid down the steep slope from the Maupuia
Reservoir to Shelly Bay Road and then along Shelly Bay to the development site. It would be necessary to
decommission the existing NZDF owned Shelly Bay Reservoir, install two pressure reduction valves and connect up
pipework to maintain secondary flows from the Mt Crawford Reservoir. This option may cost less than the option in 5.3
as there would be no need for a new Shelly Bay Reservoir.

6 WASTEWATER
6.1 CURRENT SITUATION

The current buildings on the Shelly Bay Development site gravity feed to a collection point near the south end of the site.
The sewage is then pumped south along Shelly Bay Road to a manhole at the north end of the Miramar wharves. There
is anecdotal knowledge that this whole system is in poor condition and it is not clear as to whether this is a private or
public pipe. Itis maintained by CityCare under a contract with someone other than WWL but shows up as public in
WWL’s GIS layer currently.

WWL believe that the existing pipe network from the south end of Shelly Bay Road to the existing pump station in Salek

Street (off Rongotai Road) is inadequately sized to manage the increased sewage flows from the proposed Shelly Bay
Development.

6.2 DEVELOPMENT SITE REQUIREMENTS

Based on the Regional Standard for Water Service and the calculated population, required wastewater drainage capacity
for the proposed developmentis in the table below:

Flow Lis
ADWF (Average Dry Weather Flow) 3.1
PDWF {Peak Dry Weather Flow) 187
PGWF (Peak Ground Water Flow) 1.1
PRWF (Peak Rain Water Flow) 1.3
PWWF (Peak Wet Weather Flow) 18.1

The peak wastewater flow is 18.1L/s.
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After consultation with WWL, we believe the best solution would be to lay a new rising main from the site directly to the

pump station in Salek Street.

The estimated capital cost to build this new system is $2.75M. Details of how this figure has been arrived at are shown in

the table below and depend on the following assumptions:

« The connection point for the wastewater outlet into the WCC network is the existing Salek Street pump station
¢ The length of the wastewater mains have been approximated from QuickMap
e There is no provision for purchasing the land for the wastewater pump station
¢ The existing system downstream of the Salek Street pump station has the capacity for the increased effluent from the
Shelly Bay Development.
D ptio () R ; .
Wastewater
Local Reticulation, Gravity, including manholes, 150mm dia m 800 500 400,000
Wastewater Pump Station, capacity 18.1 L/s, 50m head LS 1 400,000 400,000
Wastewater Rising Main, 150mm dia, to Salek Street Pump Station,
including crossing under two roundabouts, 150mm dia, Length = 3.5 m 3,500 400 1,400,000
km
Contingencies 25% LS 1 550,000 550,000
Total Wastewater 2,750,000
Margin of Error +/- 30%

7 STORMWATER

Current storm-water disposal for the site is via several discharge points directly feeding into Shelly Bay.

Shelly Bay Road upgrades and the intensification of the development site will mean that the existing outfalls will likely be

inadequate and new outfalls to the sea will be required.

Considering the proximity of the coastline the proposed development will continue to utilise stormwater discharge into the

sea.

Calibre has recent experience that indicates the new outfall structure would cost approximately $50,000with five (5)
outfalls/structures required, and contingency we estimate the cost to be $310,000.

The following issues should be addressed in the final development design:

e Sea level rise and inundation within the proposed development

» Pollutant treatments prior to discharge into the sea from the proposed parking and residential/commercial areas.

8 UTILITIES

Calibre has contacted the utility authorities and their responses are attached in Appendix G.

The cost upgrade information for each of these utilities is outlined individually in the following paragraphs.
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Wellington Electricity has assessed the proposal for their likely power servicing required. Transformer capacity has been
assessed at 2,000 kVA, or 2ZMVA. Reinforcement work would be required to supply the development and potentially
three substations would be required. Estimated costs for the cabling and substations total $690,000.

8.2 TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Chorus Network Services (Chorus) has confirmed that they will be able to provide telephone and data reticulation for the
proposed development. Chorus require a contribution for reticulating the development. Chorus’ costs include the cost of
network design, supply of telecommunications specific materials and supervising installation. The contribution is
$292,500 plus GST.

8.3 GAS SUPPLY

PowerCo has confirmed their requirements to service the proposal. This would include the installation of approximately
2.9km of 200NB PE gas pipe main from their existing service main in Shelly Bay Road. Their high-level investment cost
for this work is $2.3 million. Normally a contract of this size would be competitively tendered and there may be shared
trenching possibilities that could significantly reduce this estimate.

9 MARITIME STRUCTURES
9.1 WHARF STRUCTURE

There is an existing wharf and slipway structure to the west of the Shed 8 building in the centre of the Shelly Bay area.
Previous reports have determined that the wharf and slipway are in “very poor condition”, and therefore unlikely to be
able to service any form of proposal without significant structural repair or possibly complete demolition and rebuilding.
Calibre have not carried out any investigations to determine what work or costs are involved in upgrading or replacing the
wharves and slipway. Wellington City Council does not own and is not responsible for the maintenance of these
structures.

The partnership’'s proposal indicates that the development will include a 100m? ferry terminal building and a 48 berth

marina as part of the overall community. No designs or details for the proposed ferry terminal and marina have been
included. The cost or value of such features cannot therefore be determined at this time.

9.2 SEAWALL

9.21 CURRENT SITUATION

The seawall in the vicinity of the development site appears to be a mass concrete wall which probably has no
reinforcement. Some sections may be tied back in some places like the north and west sides of Shed 8. The seawall
provides protection to the reclamation that has been formed behind the wall. The wall is most exposed to wave directions
from the SSW to NNW with fetch distances of 1 to 4km depending on the direction.

Wave energy from these directions is concentrated in the bay due to the curved nature of the bay. A solid concrete wall
does not provide any wave energy dissipation and results in reflected and refracted waves and very confused wave
patterns. This can result in significant amplification of wave heights and increased wave velocities particularly at the
transition between the gently sloping harbour bottom and the concrete wall, resulting in toe scour occurring.

In storm conditions waves will regularly overtop the wall, flooding the road behind. If the water that overtops the wall
cannot flow directly back to the harbour (i.e. is blocked by a step in the wall, gaps behind the wall, pothales and
permeable areas in the fill) it will result in scouring of the fines within the reclamation fill resulting in localised slumping.

Visually it can be seen that localised scouring of the wall toe has occurred which has resulted in some cracking in the wall
and level variations of the top of the wall.
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Slumping behind the wall has occurred in a number of locations.

9.2.2 SEAWALL UPGRADE RECOMMENDATIONS AND COST ESTIMATES

Areas of scour under the existing wall should be filled with pumped concrete. Areas of slumping behind the wall should
be opened up and cavities filled with concrete block mix before restoring the subgrade and asphalt. Any gaps behind the
wall and asphalt surfaces are to be sealed with a flexible membrane so water cannot migrate behind the wall.

Any cracks in the wall greater than Zmm in the wall should be repaired.
To mitigate further deterioration of the seawall and scour issues we would recommend that wave energy dissipation be
installed in front of the existing wall in the form of a rock revetment. The revetment will also mitigate future toe scour of

the concrete retaining walls.

Our rough order cost estimates for this work are:

Revetment costs 300m @$1,600/m $ 480,000
Mass concrete filling 20m3 @ $300/m3 $ 6,000
Contingencies 25% $ 121,500
Total indicative costs Say $ 608,000

This cost is based on the following assumptions:

Any work required on the wall under Shed 8 will be part of any upgrade costs for Shed 8.
Most of the above costs will be required in North Bay. South Bay is generally protected from significant waves by the
wharf and slipway structures. The above costs assume those structures will stay or be replaced in some form. If the
wharves are removed there could be a further $250,000 cost to provide Revetment to the seawall in South Bay.

» The cost has no allowance for improvements or remediation of the seawalls on Shelly Bay Road south of the
development site. Any costs associated with work that may be required along the road to the site will be covered in
the upgrade cost for the road.

9.3 SEAWALL ADJACENT SHED 8
9.3.1  EXISTING STATUS

Calibre Consulting were asked by the Wellington City Council to provide options and rough order costs for the
remediation of the seawall along the west side of Shed 8.

A number of reports have been commissioned to assess the condition of the retaining structures supporting the building
foundations and fill below the building floor slabs. Calibre have reviewed these reports and provide a brief commentary
here on our findings.

Shed 8 is supported on timber piles that are connected to reinforced concrete ground beams. The floor is concrete slab
on the ground between the ground beams. The building is generally in a poor condition and is an earthquake prone
building with a NBS of less than 33%. Itis built on reclaimed ground of varying depths of marine silts making the land
susceptible to liguefaction.

A number of the piles supporting the west side of the building are significantly compromised due to loss of section.
The ground under the building is held in place by a concrete retaining wall on the sea side. The bottom of this concrete
wall is likely to be around one metre below low tide water level. Between the top of this wall and the foundation beam of

the building there are vertical retaining timbers.

The concrete wall itself is generally in a reasonable condition but the reports indicate that there is undermining in some
places along the wall with gaps of around 500mm below the wall.
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The vertical retaining timbers on top of the concrete wall have failed over significant areas along the building foundation.
The concrete retaining wall — approximately 55 metres long - to the south of Shed 8, also requires similar remediation

The undermining of the concrete wall and the failure of the retaining timbers has caused subsidence of the fill under the
western end of the building.

9.3.2 REMEDIATION WORK

We believe that the existing concrete retaining structure can be retained provided the areas of undermining are repaired
using a rock revetment. The timber retainers need to be repaired and/replaced.

Once these remediation works are completed the ground behind the Seawall can be back filled.to provide protection for
the fill under the building.

Remediation requires the following work and rough order costs for each item:

Removal of the Shed 8 floor slab adjacent the sea wall $ 20,000

Excavation of the fill behind the seawall where the bottom of the wall has been undermined $ 40,000

Placement of rock revetment in the areas where the wall has been undermined $ 60,000

Repairs to cracks in the concrete retaining wall $ 10,000

Repairs to the vertical timber retainers $ 20,000

Back filling and re-compaction of the ground behind the wall $ 50,000

Contingency $ 50,000

Total estimated cost $ 250,000

Comments

1. The above costs do not included any allowance for re-piling the Shed 8 building itself or replacement of its ground
beams or floor slab.

2. The above costs assume the building remains in place and don’t allow any cost of demolition of part or all of the

existing building.

10 SHELLY BAY - 10 YEAR ASSET MANAGEMENT YEAR PLAN

This section of the report provides the costs of the likely/reasonably necessary works for the Shelly Bay public
infrastructure over the next 10 years, assuming no substantive development occurs.

The analysis includes Shelly Bay Road (to and through the site), stability works for the road and other waterfront land,
water supply, wastewater and stormwater.

The longer term maintenance and running costs of the Council’s assets, including those at Shelly Bay, will have been
allowed for in such areas as ongoing maintenance plans, annual budgets, long-term management plans or other asset
management strategies.

The construction of new assets (in the case of the comprehensive development of Shelly Bay) will alter, but not
extinguish, the maintenance requirements considered as part of the Council’'s asset management strategies. A new road
will have different management requirements than a road overdue for sealing, but all will have some level of maintenance
required over a 10 year period.

Notwithstanding the above, we have considered the existing assets and the likelihood of medium - large one-off costs
over the desired 10 year period. These are more likely to be the result of significant failures within the assets rather than

more typical ongoing maintenance and upkeep. How these events or failures would be managed is not certain, as there
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would likely be some weighing up of the up-front costs versus the medium - long term benefit, especially if the Shelly Bay
area remained largely undeveloped and not fully utilised.

Details of our assessment of these 10 year asset management costs are shown in Appendix H.

10.1 ROADING

A 500m section of Shelly Bay Road was resealed in 2014, The remainder was resealed in 2010. The lifespan of the seal
in general terms is estimated at between 12 and 20 years, depending on traffic type, volume and speed and many other
factors. The 10 year period takes us through to 2026, or 16 years since the last seal. The need for a resurfacing of the
bulk of Shelly Bay Road within the 10 year period is therefore likely. Costs for this resealing, based on an estimated
average road width and total length, and utilising current construction rates, are estimated at $50,000.

Summarising the above estimates, provides a total cost of $1,000,000 ($1M) over the proposed 10 year period, as
tabulated below.

10 Year Maintenance Costs Summary:

Roading $ 50,000
Seawall to Shelly Bay Road $ 200,000
Shelly Bay Seawall and Shed 8 $ 608,000
Stormwater $ 62,000
Water Supply $ 25,000
Wastewater $ 55,000
Total $ 1,000,000

11  FUTURE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL WATTS PENINSULA

This section sets out the possible future development potential on Watts Peninsula to assess what impact that might
have on the provision of bulk infrastructure to the Shelly Bay Development site. This assessment was carried out in 2008
by Duffill Watts Group (a predecessor of Calibre Consulting) for New Zealand Defence Force.

A visual assessment of aerial photography and a site walkover was undertaken to identify all currently undeveloped land
on the northern part of Watts Peninsula and its ownership.

The currently undeveloped land on Watts Peninsula is zoned in Wellington City District Plan as Open Space,
Conservation and a small portion zoned Quter Residential.

In practice, there is only Open Space zoned land available for future development.

Within the Open Space z one any non-recreational activity, including residential and commercial development is a non-
complying activity, and generally contrary to the objectives and policies of the District Plans. This means that a Plan
Change would be required to enable residential or commercial development.

In addition, the majority of the land is also located within the Mataki-kai-poinga Landscape Feature Precinct identifying it
as of significant importance to the Iwi and they would be considered as affected parties to any development within this
area.

In the timeframe allowed for that report, it was not possible to come up with any form of development proposal for the
peninsula. However, we made a broad assumption that it may be possible for a further 100 dwellings to be sensitively
located in this area. They would be served by an upgraded road following the existing one that serves the magazine
storage buildings and connects with the access road through to the Mt Crawford prison.
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APPENDIXD ROADING - PROPOSED UPGRADE

SHELLY BAY ROAD - ROADING INPUT
TRAFFIC FLOWS

An assessment has been carried out to confirm that the proposed road standards for Shelly Bay Road are suitable to
cater for the new development. The development comprises:

311 residential units

1000m? GFA of retail activity

800m? GFA of hospitality activity

Boutique hotel with 30 beds and 11 studios
500m? GFA of office activity

100m? GFA for a ferry terminal building
Marina with 48 berths

* & & & & 9

Based on the proposed number of residential units, Shelly Bay Road would fall under the designation of Collector Road
based on Table 1 of Wellington City Council's “Code of Practice for Land Development, Part C: Road Design and
Construction” December 2012. This would require the following widths:

No of Traffic Road Minimum carriageway width (m) Footpath
units volumes | reserve number and Berm (m)
served (vph) width (m) | Parking Traffic Cycles Total width (m)
150-500 | 1000~ 22 2x20 | 2x35 | 2x15 14 2x20 4x10
3000 : ’ : ’ ’

However, constructing a road to this standard is not achievable, with the cliff face along one side of the road, and the sea
wall and harbour to the other. As there are only a few properties that currently have frontage access, and these are all
located at the Cobham Drive end of Shelly Bay Road, it can be assumed that roadside parking would not be required
along the majority of the road.

Based on the existing typical cross-section, we initially considered a 1.0 - 1.5m crushed lime footpath, a 0.5m grass
berm, two traffic lanes of 5.5m and a 1.0m unsurfaced water-table drain.

However, we believe that a better solution is that the east side water-table drain at the bottom of the cliff is replaced by a
0.6m wide concrete drainage channel, and the 0.5m grass berm is removed. This would give an additional width of 0.9m,
which can be used to maintain a minimum road width of 6.0m, with any additional available road width divided between
the footpath and road as required.

Given the land use of the proposed development above, we have predicted the likely peak hour flows for the
development. For this, we have used Table 8.10 from NZTA Research Report 453 "Trips and parking related to land use
November 2011" and assumed the following:

e Residential units taken to be medium density residential flats

* Retail activity taken to be equivalent to small shopping centre

Hospitality taken to be an average of trip generation rates for restaurants (18/100m? GFA) and bars and taverns
15.6/100m? GFA)

Hotel taken to be equivalent to motels

Ferry terminal taken to be same as office activity

Marina assumed to have most activity outside of peak hour flows

Peak hours are taken as 8 - 9am and 5 - 6pm

The larger traffic flows are assumed to be southbound during the AM peak, and northbound for the PM peak

With these assumptions, the two-way peak hour traffic flows generated by the development are likely to be as follows:
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Land Use Peak hour rate (vph) Quantity ezt '(’:::)h"“’ =
Residential units 0.8 / dwelling 311 dwellings 249
Retail activity 18.9/ 100m? GFA 1,000m? 189
Hospitality activity 16.8 / 100m? GFA 800m? 135
Boutique hotel 1.4 [ unit 41 units 58
Office activity 2.5/100m* GFA 500m? 13
Ferry terminal building 2.5/ 100m? GFA 100m? 3
Marina - - 2
Total 649

Based on the available traffic flow data, from a count in March 2011, and assuming a 60/40 split to the development
traffic flows to allow for the traffic direction above, this would give the following AM and PM peak flows:

Time E"i“i'f'ft',:"g,’:ﬁ; peak A"d'f'.:::;lg:"f‘l‘;f\'}“e"t Total peak flow (vph)
AM Peak (8 - 9am} Northbound 18 259 277
AM Peak (8 - 9am} Southbound 13 390 403
PM Peak (5 - 6pm) Northbound 46 390 336
PM Peak (5 - 6pm) Southbound 50 259 309

Reviewing the traffic figures for the area (provided by Wellington City Council), from the March 2011 counts, the peak
traffic flows appear to be during the day, outside the assumed commuter peak times, with large hourly flows during the
weekend. The traffic figures show weekday inter-peak flows between 40 and 70 vehicles per hour, and weekend flows
up to 210 vehicles per hour. These flows can likely be attributed to the relocation of the Chocolate Fish café to the area,
and the various small businesses that have opened up.

Based on the predicted peak hour flows above, and the proposed width of the road, the one way capacity of this level of
road is between 750 — 900 vehicles per hour.

Therefore, we consider that the existing road will have sufficient capacity for the additional development traffic flows and
would not require widening of the traffic lanes.
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To construct the road as proposed above — 1.5m crushed lime footpath, 2 x 3.0m traffic lanes, and 0.6m concrete
drainage channel — we would estimate a cost of around $1,210,000.

This does include $330,000 of possible additional items, such as gateway features, stormwater drainage, installation of a
nib kerb between road and footpath, and resurfacing of approximately 20% of the road (if required).

The full estimate is overleaf.

Item Description Unit | Quantity | Rate ($) Amount ($)

1 Site Clearance

1.1 Remove existing trees and stumps and dispose to waste LS 1 9,900.00 9,900.00

1.2 Cut back existing vegetation by an Arborist and dispose to waste | day 2 1,200.00 2,400.00
Total Carried to Summary 12,300.00

2 Earthworks and Landscaping

2.1 Excavate and dispose to waste to a depth of 150mm for footpath m? 470 9.20 4,324.00

22| Exavato poilos by ard s dreced oy e Erginer loloate | | 5| tooco | o500
Total Carried to Summary 5,274.00

3 Crushed Lime Footpath

31 gl_é;;ﬁlg pe;l?nglace H4 150x50 timber edging including pegs at m 5000 20.00 100,000.00

3.2 Supply, place and compact 100mm AP40 basecourse m?2 3125 8.00 25,000.00

3.3 Construct crushed lime surface on footpath S0mm thick m? 3125 17.00 53,125.00
Total Carried to Summary 178,125.00

4 Surfacing and Kerbs

41 goonqspt;létc;dﬁohgn;? wide concrete drainage channel on 150mm of m 2500 105.00 262.500.00

4.2 F;r%?;\;saitgnz?fli :.r;r:](;ts and replace with GAP65 subbase material me 30 111.00 3.330.00
Total Carried to Summary 265,830.00

5 Signs and Roadmarkings

5.1 Remove existing markings by waterblasting 3750 20.00 75,000.00

52 Paint 3m stripe 7m gap 100mm white centreline 750 2.50 1.875.00

5.3 Paint 100mm continuous white edge line 5000 2.50 12,500.00

54 Install white bi-directional RRPMs ea 250 20.00 5,000.00
Total Carried to Summary 94,375.00

6 Speed Cushions

6.1 Construct speed cushions ea 10 8,000.00 80,000.00
Total Carried to Summary 80,000.00
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Item Description Unit | Quantity | Rate ($) Amount ($)
7 Possible Additional ltems

7.1 Gateway feature LS 1 20,000.00 20,000.00
7.2 Construct single sumps ea 3 3,500.00 10,500.00
7.3 Supply and install 300mm Class 4 RCRRJ pipes m 100 147.00 14,700.00
74 Construct 300mm diameter concrete bag outfall ea 3 320.00 960.00
7.5 Mill out existing pavement, max depth 50mm m? 3200 7.00 22,400.00
76 ggﬁﬂy place and compact AP40 basecourse in road, max depth | . 3000 8.00 24,000.00
7.7 Supply, place and compact Grade 3 + Grade 5 two coat chip seal | m? 3000 12.00 36,000.00
7.8 Install edge marker posts ea 100 20.00 2,000.00
7.9 Excavate and dispose to waste to a depth of 300mm for nib kerb m? 150 9.20 1,380.00
7.10 | Construct concrete nib kerb on 150mm of compacted AP40 m 2500 80.00 200,000.00
Total Carried to Summary 331,940.00

Item Description Amount ($)

Summary
1.0 Site Clearance 12,300.00
2.0 Earthworks and Landscaping 5,274.00
3.0 Crushed Lime Footpath 178,125.00
4.0 Surfacing and Kerbs 265,830.00
5.0 Signs and Roadmarkings 94,375.00
6.0 Speed Cushions 80,000.00
7.0 Possible Additional ltems 331,940.00
Sub Total 967,844.00
25% Contingency 241,961.00
Total (excluding GST) 1,209,805.00
Attachment 5 Public Infrastructure Briefing - Calibre Consulting Page 135

ltem 2.1 AHachment 5



ltem 2.1 AHachment 5

CITY STRATEGY COMMITTEE
27 SEPTEMBER 2017

Absolutely Positively
Wellington City Council

Me Heke Ki Poneke

CALIBRE CONSULTING

APPENDIXE ALTERNATIVE ROADING PROPOSAL - SCHEMATIC PLANS

AND ANALYSIS
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Memorandum CONSULTING
To lan Pike Date 30 May 2016
From Scot Plunkett File No.
Project Name  Shelly Bay — Bulk Infrastructure Costing  Project No. 709360
Subject Subject Reference 709360 ME 20160530 S2P
1. ADDITIONAL ROADING INVESTIGATIONS
As discussed we've looked into more detail at the current roading situation and the various requirements
to upgrade this to either the proposed 6m carriageway plus 1.5-2m walk/cycle way or the wider 6m
carriageway plus the full 3m walk/cycle way.
The following notes should be read in conjunction with the attached plans, reference 709360 ??? - 2?7.
Section A: Miramar Ave — 150m
6m carriageway plus 2m path beside low wall. Wall possibly 2m into legal road width.
Section B: 150m - 450
Formed channel, > 6m carriageway, 4m path including overhead power and Pohutakawas.
calibreconsulting.co
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