COMMUNITY PLAN COMMITTEE
1 June 2017

Order Paper for the meeting to be held in the
Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, 30 Laings Road, Lower Hutt,
on:

Thursday 8 June 2017 commencing at 9.30am and
Friday 9 June 2017 (if required) commencing at 9.30am.

Membership

Cr G Barratt
Cr L Bridson
Cr M Cousins
Cr T Lewis
Cr G McDonald
Cr L Sutton

Mayor W R Wallace (Chair)
Deputy Mayor D Bassett
Cr C Barry
Cr J Briggs
Cr S Edwards
Cr M Lulich
Cr C Milne

For the dates and times of Council Meetings please visit www.huttcity.govt.nz

COMMUNITY PLAN COMMITTEE
(Committee of Council as a whole)
Membership:
Quorum:
Meeting Cycle:
Reports to:

13
Half of the members
Meets as required during LTP and Annual Plan processes
Council

PURPOSE
To carry out all necessary consideration and hearings, precedent to the Council’s final
adoption of Long Term Plans (LTP) and Annual Plans (AP).
Receive and consider:
Submissions with regard to the Hutt City Council’s Assessment of Water and Sanitary
Services.
Determine:
The development of a framework and timetable for the LTP and AP processes.
Appropriate public consultation and statements to the media.
Such other matters as the Committee considers appropriate.
The hearing of all public submissions.
Consider and make recommendations to Council:
Rating levels and policies required as part of the LTP.
The Council’s Proposed Draft Long Term Plan and final LTP.
The Council’s Annual Plan.
Final content and wording, and adoption of the final Hutt City Council Assessment of Water
and Sanitary Services.

(Attachment to Community Plan Committee Terms of Reference)
Extract from the Controller and Auditor General’s October 2010 Good Practice Guide:
Guidance for members of local authorities about the Local Authorities (Members’ Interests)
Act 1968
Appointment as the local authority’s representative on another organisation
5.47
You may have been appointed as the authority’s representative on the governing
body of a council-controlled organisation or another body (for example, a community-based
trust).
5.48
That role will not usually prevent you from participating in authority matters
concerning the other organisation – especially if the role gives you specialised knowledge
that it would be valuable to contribute.
5.49
However, you could create legal risks to the decision if your participation in that
decision raises a conflict between your duty as a member of the local authority and any duty
to act in the interests of the other organisation. These situations are not clear cut and will
often require careful consideration and specific legal advice.
5.50
Similarly, if your involvement with the other organisation raises a risk of
predetermination, the legal risks to the decision of the authority as a result of your
participation may be higher, for example, if the other organisation has made a formal
submission to the authority as part of a public submissions process.

HUTT CITY COUNCIL
COMMUNITY PLAN COMMITTEE
Meeting to be held in the Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, 30 Laings Road, Lower Hutt
on
Thursday 8 June 2017 commencing at 9.30am and
Friday 9 June 2017 (if required) commencing at 9.30am.
ORDER PAPER
PUBLIC BUSINESS
1.

APOLOGIES

2.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Generally up to 30 minutes is set aside for public comment (three minutes per
speaker on items appearing on the agenda). Speakers may be asked questions on
the matters they raise.

3.

SETTING THE SCENE BY MAYOR WALLACE AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE (17/826)

4.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DECLARATIONS

5.

CONSULTATION RESULTS - PROPOSED ANNUAL PLAN 2017-2018
(17/817)
Report No. CPC2017/3/137 by the Corporate Planner

4

CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

6.

FINANCIAL STRATEGY (17/852)
Report No. CPC2017/3/143 by the Chief Financial Officer

155

CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

7.

PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES FOR FINAL 2017/18 ANNUAL PLAN
(17/833)
Report No. CPC2017/3/142 by the Chief Financial Officer
CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

181

2

8.

08 June 2017

FUTURE OF HCC WHARVES (17/832)
Report No. CPC2017/3/138 by the Divisional Manager, Parks and Gardens

193

CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

9.

SPORTSVILLE (17/820)
Report No. CPC2017/3/139 by the Divisional Manager, Leisure Active

198

CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

10.

REPORT BACK ON CONSULTATION RESULTS OF REVIEW OF
RATES AND DEVELOPMENT CHARGES REMISSIONS POLICIES
(17/824)
Report No. CPC2017/3/140 by the Development Liaison Manager

208

CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

11.

COUNCILS OF THE WELLINGTON REGION DRAFT WASTE
MANAGEMENT AND MINIMISATION PLAN 2017 -2023 - REPORT
ON PUBLIC CONSULTATION RECEIVED VIA ANNUAL PLAN
PROCESS (17/823)
Report No. CPC2017/3/141 by the Environmental Sustainability Manager

215

CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

12.

ADOPTION OF ANNUAL PLAN 2017-2018 (17/835)
Report No. CPC2017/3/78 by the Corporate Planner
CHAIR’S RECOMMENDATION:
“That the recommendations contained in the report be endorsed.”

220

3

13.

08 June 2017

QUESTIONS
With reference to section 32 of Standing Orders, before putting a question a
member shall endeavour to obtain the information. Questions shall be concise
and in writing and handed to the Chair prior to the commencement of the
meeting.

Kate Glanville
SENIOR COMMITTEE ADVISOR

4
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Community Plan Committee
19 May 2017

File: (17/817)

Report no: CPC2017/3/137

Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan
2017-2018
Purpose of Report
1.

The purpose of this report is to outline the results of the consultation
undertaken on the proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018.

Recommendations
It is recommended that the Committee:
(i) notes that 1,236 submissions were received on the proposed Annual Plan
2017-2018 (including one submission with 322 attachments from supporters
of the Living Wage), 15 late submissions were received and 87 individuals or
groups presented their submissions in person;
(ii) notes the results of the consultation attached as Appendices 1 - 3 to the
report, including a table of funding requests;
(iii) notes that the Committee, at its meetings held on 16 and 17 May 2017,
requested additional information to assist with decision-making, and this
information is attached as Appendix 4 to the report; and
(iv) considers the information presented in these reports as part of the
Committee’s decision-making on the Annual Plan 2017-2018.
Background
2.

Council at its meeting held on 21 February 2017 agreed on the process and
timetable for the preparation of the Annual Plan 2017-2018, including the
consultation to be undertaken. This is normally something that would be
decided in the previous calendar year, but the October elections resulted in
changes to the meeting cycles for the remainder of 2016.

3.

The consultation period ran from 28 March to 28 April 2017, and the
consultation and engagement included consultation with Maori, distribution
of the hard copy consultation document, distribution of a hard copy flyer
that summarised key issues in the consultation document, video content on
key topics through social media channels, email newsletters to subscribers
interested in receiving Council news, local print media and radio

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Page 4

5

08 June 2017

advertising, an independent survey of approximately 400 residents, and the
ability to lodge submissions electronically.
4.

Community boards conducted their own consultation in their local area,
Central Ward councillors hosted a stall at the Riverbank Market, and a
repurposed shipping container was used in Stokes Valley to promote annual
plan information along with other council messages. In addition elected
members and senior officers presented to ten groups around the city during
the consultation period, and officers held seven meetings with library and
community hub staff around the city, and one meeting with the newly
formed Youth Council, to discuss with these front-line people the key issues
in the consultation document, the annual plan process and timeframe.

Consultation Results
5.
The consultation resulted in 1,236 submissions, including 15 late
submissions which have been processed and included in the results
reported. One submission was accompanied by 322 attachments signed
by supporters of the Living Wage. Seventy-two of the general
submissions were made by people who wished to remain anonymous.
6.

The submissions were made up as follows:
2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2011

Hard copy
consultation
document

540

632

260

1,218

328

347

329

Hard copy
flyer
(summary
consultation
document)

322

312

N/A

N/A

N/A N/A N/A

91

144

308

74

205

108

Online
226
questionnaires
Letters

9 (including 49
one with
322
attachments
in support)

89

86

42

50

322

Emails

138

144

176

251

136

210

180

Fax

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

Total

1,236

1,228 + 669 + 1 1,863 + 3 580
1
petition petitions
online
petition

812

939
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Of the submitters that indicated their address, 1,040 submitters were
associated with a Lower Hutt ward, and 21 submitters were from outside
of Lower Hutt:
Ward

Number of submitters

Central

203

Northern

73

Western

179

Petone

180

Eastern

155

Wainuiomata

104

Eastbourne

146

Outside of Lower Hutt

21

Nine hundred and twenty-eight submitters indicated their age group. The
age groups were made up of the following:
Age Group

Number of submitters

Under 25

19

25 – 40

139

41 – 60

363

Over 60

407

9.

The results of the consultation are attached as Appendix 1 of the report.
These include feedback on rejuvenation of Lower Hutt, variations from
year 3 of the Long Term Plan 2015-2025, proposed changes to Council’s
Financial Strategy, options for Council-owned wharves, options for
Seaview Treatment Plant resource consents, proposed changes to
development incentives and remissions policies, the share of the general
rate paid by residential properties, and the Joint Wellington Region Waste
Management and Minimisation Plan. Other topics raised included
requests for funding (see Appendix 2), the Living Wage, and matters
related to Infrastructure, Growth and Development, Leisure and
Wellbeing, and the Environment/Sustainability.

10.

All submissions were made available on the Council website during the
consultation period.
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11.

The results of the consultation include responses to an online survey
conducted by Public Voice (see Appendix 3). The survey asked the same
questions as those asked in the Consultation Document. The tables below
indicate the ward and age of those respondents who participated in the
consultation by way of our Citizens’ Panel.

12.

An opportunity was provided for submitters to be heard on 16 and 17
May, and 87 individuals or organisations took this opportunity to present
their submission in person. The Community Plan Committee requested
additional information following the hearing of submissions, and this
information is attached as Appendix 4.

13.

Peter Glen Research was engaged to carry out a separate survey about
options for Seaview Treatment Plant resource consents. These results are
attached as Appendix 5.

14.

Following Council’s decision-making, all submitters will be advised of the
key decisions made.

Legal Considerations
15. The requirements of the Local Government Act have been followed in
respect of the 2017-2018 Annual Plan process.
Financial Considerations
16. All work required as part of the Annual Plan process will be undertaken
within current budgets.
Other Considerations
17. In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration
to the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government
Act 2002. Officers believe that this recommendation falls within the
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purpose of local government in that opportunity has been provided for
members of the public to comment on the manner in which Council
proposes to meet the current and future needs of the community. It does
this in a way that is cost-effective because the consultation document was
distributed to each residence and business in the city to encourage
feedback, and full information related to the Annual Plan was available
on the Council website.
Appendices
No.

Title

Page

1⇩

Consultation Feedback including Statistics from Questionnaire and
Flyer

2⇩

Requests for Funding

44

3⇩

Citizens' Panel Feedback

49

4⇩

Further Information Requested by Council

85

5⇩

Peter Glen Research Report on Options for Seaview Treatment
Plant Resource Consents

9

118

Author: Joyanne Stevens
Corporate Planner

Reviewed By: Wendy Moore
Divisional Manager, Strategy and Planning

Approved By: Kim Kelly
General Manager, Strategic Services
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Requests for Funding

ANNUAL PLAN 2017-18 FUNDING REQUESTS
SUBM NO

NAME/ORGANISATION REQUEST

YEARS

AMOUNT

DAP17/1

Gavin Wallace,
Wainuiomata Historical
Museum Society

Annually

Increase annual
grant from
$2,000 to
$5,000

DAP17/2

Sandy Nimmo

One-off

DAP17/190

Don Manning,
Sailability Wellington
Trust Inc

Request for increase in
annual grant to help
finance the operation
of the Wainuiomata
Museum
Request for funding to
improve the old
outdoor skating rink
and small banked track
at the corner of Percy
Cameron Street and
Harcourt Werry Drive
Proposal for a
Mariners Shed, ideally
at or near Seaview
Marina

Estimate
provided –
Council has
requested a
report to the
appropriate
committee
$10,000 per
year with the
group aiming to
be self- funding
within six years

DAP17/220
and others

Living Wage Hutt Valley Requesting a
and others
commitment for Hutt
City Council to become
a Living Wage council
Diana Crossan,
Request to increase
Wellington Free
annual grant of $0.62
Ambulance
per person

Annually

Not stated

Annually

Increase to
$0.75 per
person in
2017/18 with a

DAP17/607

Annually
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COMMENTS ON ELIGIBILITY FOR
CONTESTABLE FUNDING FROM OTHER
COUNCIL SCHEMES
Wainuiomata Historical Museum Society for
the past at least 10 years have received $2,000
per annum for operational costs. Other options
they could pursue for funding are COGS,
Infinity Foundation, and/or Pub Charity.
This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects. This
project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.
This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects.
However, the Community Plan Committee has
previously allocated funding to Menz Shed.
Other options they could pursue for funding
are Infinity Foundation, Pub Charities,
Lotteries.
Not applicable to contestable funding schemes.

Increases are provided through the Annual Plan
process.
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DAP17/608

DAP17/663
DAP17/664

Requests for Funding

Allan Sainsbury,
Citizens Advice Bureau
Lower Hutt
Barbara Hay, Stokes
Valley Community
House

DAP17/721

Paul Duffin, Hutt Sister
City Foundation

DAP17/721

Paul Duffin, Hutt Sister
City Foundation

DAP17/735

Tracy Coleman,
Maungaraki
Community Association

Request for increase in
grant to fund deficit

2017/18

Request for an
outdoor basketball
court be installed in
Stokes Valley following
removal of the
community house and
Plunket Rooms
Request for increase in
grant to four travelling
students to fully cover
the cost of airfares

One-off

Request for provision
of a sculpture
depicting the Tempe
connection, painting of
the small bridge to
depict the connection
with Minoh or erection
of a structure
connecting to the
Hashimoto Walkway
Request for a public
toilet and drinking
fountain at the

One-off

Annually

One-off
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view to moving
to $1 per person
in 2018/19
Increase from
$46,195 to
$55,318
Not stated

The current funding model means that groups
funded through the Annual Plan cannot apply
for contestable funds.
This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects. This
project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.

Increase from
$800 per
student to
$2,250 per
student, an
annual increase
of $5,800
Not stated

This project would be ineligible under any of
Council’s funding schemes because they
distribute the money themselves. They would
need to look at other funders external to
Council.

Officers
estimate
between

This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects. This

This project could be considered under the
Council’s Creative Communities Scheme. The
next funding round opens on 14 August 2017.
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Maungaraki centre

$90,000 and
$110,000
depending on
location and
access to
services
Contribution
towards
estimated costs
of up to $58,000
for Stages 1, 2
and 3

project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.

DAP17/776

Dianne Trlin, Avalon
Public Hall Society Inc

Request for grant to
help with repairs and
maintenance

Stages 1 and 2
- 2017/18

DAP17/805

John Russell, Naenae
College

Request for
contribution to the
upgrade of hard
surface sport and
recreation facilities

One-off

DAP17/810

Ellen Blake, Living
Streets Aotearoa

2017/18 and
beyond

DAP17/871

Rhys Jones, Wahine 50
Charitable Trust

2017/18

$20,000

They would need to apply to the events fund
and potentially other funders such as DIA.

DAP17/960

Julie Thomson,
Volunteer Hutt

Request for dedicated
budget of $50,000 per
year to continue
footpath audits and
provide wheelchair
friendly footpath
routes
Request for funding to
assist the Trust in the
general costs of the
50-year
commemorations
Request for Council to
fund the shortfall

Contribution
towards
estimated costs
of up to
$280,000 for
Stages 2 and 3
$50,000 per
year

2017/18

$34,000

There is a budget line for them in 2017/18 for
$5,000. They would need to apply for funding
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This project is not eligible under any of the
contestable funding schemes. Avalon Public
Hall Society currently receives a rates rebate
and this arrangement has been going on for
years. Other options they could pursue for
funding are DIA, Infinity Foundation, Pub
Charities.
This project is not eligible under any of the
contestable funding schemes. Other options
they could pursue for funding are DIA, Infinity
Foundation, Pub Charities.

This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects. This
project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.
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DAP17/969

Ian Dallas, Wellington
Rugby Referees
Association

DAP17/983

Graeme Ross, Keep
Lower Hutt Beautiful

DAP17/1116 Jan Milne, Hutt Valley
Tennis

DAP17/1124 Graeme Hall, Great
Harbour Way Te Aranui
O Poneke Trust

DAP17/1131 Candace Williams,
Wingate Business

between the annual
running cost of
$53,422 and the
2016/17 income of
$19,338 from grants
and community
members’ fees
Request for funding
from each council in
the region to assist
with operational costs
of running the WRRA
Request for funding to
allow reinstatement of
the Riddiford Gardens
flower beds by Queens
Drive

outside of Council.

2017-2020

$8,000 per year
for three years

This is not eligible under current funding
schemes and they would need to apply
externally and/or seek assistance from the
sports clubs.

Annually

Not stated

Request for support to
achieve a fair and
reasonable financial
settlement with
Mitchell Park Squash
Club
Request for
accelerated capital
funding for the Eastern
Bays shared path

2017-2019

Street camera
proposal for Peterkin

One-off

Removal of
$200,000 in
2017/18 and
replacement
with $250,000 in
2018/19
Requested an
update of costs
for design
options 4 and 5
for inclusion in
current and
future budgets
$30,000 from
Council to

This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects. This
project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.
This is not eligible under current funding
schemes and they would need to apply
externally.

2017-2022
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This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
funding is ineligible for capital projects. This
project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.
This project would not be eligible under any of
Council’s contestable funding schemes as
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Group

DAP17/1222 Alison Black, YOUth
Inspire – Mayors
Taskforce for Jobs

Street and large parts
of Eastern Hutt Road

Request for increased
funding that aligns
with their expansion to
the Naenae and Taita
areas as well as
capacity to build a
Youth Employment
Strategy

match the
Group’s
contribution
2017/18

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

$150,000 from
Council to
match the Todd
Foundation’s
contribution

funding is ineligible for capital projects. This
project could, however, be considered under
the new community panel funding in 20172018.
Officers recommend that the YOUth Inspire
grant be increased to $140,000 in 2017/18.
This funding can come from the existing Youth
Partnership Fund. From 1 July 2018 they will
apply for additional funding ($70,000) via the
new Community Funding Strategy. Increasing
funding to $140,000 will ensure Council’s
contribution is on par with other major funders
(Todd Foundation and MSD), enable the
positive outcomes being achieved in
Wainuiomata to extend across the city with a
North East focus, and ensure Council’s
investment is tagged specifically to positive
employment, training or education outcomes
for 90 disengaged young people per year (45 in
Wainuiomata and 45 in the North East and
citywide).
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Further Information Requested by Council

See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

DAP17/902

Bob Moffat

Dowse
maintenance –
roof, technology
and sound,
maintenance
programme
including health &
safety priorities.
Report required
through
committee
process regarding
digitising of Dowse
Collection.
Issue of
contractors and
follow up by staff
to ensure work is
to standard.
Complaints he has
made have not
been followed up.
Mayor to meet
with Mr Wyse to
talk about
maintenance
issues.
Concerns about
lack of cycling
process

Joe Bolton/Jay
Houpapa

DAP/17/125

DAP17/1029

Joseph Wyse

David Tripp

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Action
completed

Officers are discussing with
UrbanPlus Ltd.



John Gloag

Officer’s comments

A report regarding the
digitising of the Dowse
Collection will be provided
through the Community
Services Committee.

Maintenance Contracts
Manager to meet with Mr
Wyse.



Simon
Cager/John
Gloag

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

See report to Mayor,
Councillors and CEO DOC/17/84445 attached
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

DAP17/1105

Elaine
Richardson

DAP17/1105

Elaine
Richardson

Issue

Officer to
action

Mayor requested
an update
regarding cycling.
A number of
submissions
showed people
are not aware of
all work being
done in regard to
cycling.
Maintenance
Paki
programme for
Maaka/Simon
RiverLink to
Cager
include
maintenance of
Western Hills cycle
access.
Ms Richardson will
email Mayor with
email tree
concerning lack of
responsibility for
maintenance of
Grounsell
Crescent cycle
ramp
(HCC,GWRC,TNZ).
Mayor to direct
her to Bruce
Sherlock

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

See report to Mayor,
Councillors and CEO –
DOC/17/84445 attached

Being dealt with by Colin Lunn
of the Contracts Team
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

DAP17/1131

Candace
Williams –
Wingate
Business
Group

DAP17/946

DAP17/871

Issue

Report from safety
officer – need
community
patrols in the
Wingate area and
other ways to help
with issues around
the area, e.g. boy
racers.
Enviroschools Waste
minimisation –
what more could
be done? Progress
update for June
deliberations.
Rhys Jones
More detail of
on behalf of
request required.
survivors and Also what are
rescuers officers doing for
Wahine
Wahine
Disaster
commemorations?

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Jimmy
Ballantyne

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Meeting held:
Jimmy to notify Stokes Valley
and Naenae Community
Patrols who are covering the
now defunct Taita Community
Patrol.
Place AFZ signage up asap.
Discuss this issue and that of
22 Peterkin Street with Police.
Report going to CPC 8 June

Gary Craig /
Jez Patridge

Action
completed



X

Brad
Monaghan /
Debbie Hunter

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

The Wahine 50 Group have
spoken with Council’s City
Events team, who have
committed to cover the cost of
the Eastbourne morning
commemorations out of their
events 17/18 budget. Costs
City Events have agreed to
cover include, ceremonial
equipment (AV, speakers and
lectern if required),
refreshments for participants
at the commemoration, and a
marquee if required.
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Wahine 50 are requesting
additional funding for the
entire event, as opposed to
just the event based activity
taking place in the Eastern
Bays. This would not be a cost
that the City Events budget
could cover, hence the request
through Council’s Annual Plan
process.
City Events have also put the
group in contact with
Museums (possible integration
with PSM), Archives and the
Eastbourne Community Board.
Once more information is
known, Events will also put the
group in contact with Council’s
Parks team, who have worked
on Wahine led projects in the
Eastern Bays.
Officers have provided advice
regarding other funders eg DIA
and also forwarded officer’s
contact details to the Wahine
Trust.

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018
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See sub no.
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Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

DAP17/404
DAP17/1123
DAP17/898
DAP17/662
DAP17/933
DAP17/949
DAP17/465

DAP17/210

Stuart Reid

DAP17/1124

G Hall

DAP/17/1

Wainuiomata
Historical
Museum
Society

Issue

Officer to
action

Wharves – impact
on aquifer,
implications of the
kinds of timber
proposed, update
on “do nothing”
option, Rona Bay
acting as a groyne,
access to Pt
Howard oil tanker
wharf for
fishermen
Glass wall flood
protection – input
from GWRC about
such alternatives
to stopbank. Write
to them for official
response.
Eastern Bays
Walkway/Shared
Pathway – update
required.
What is happening
with the Heritage
Fund?

Bruce Hodgins

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

See separate report to
Community Plan Committee.

X

X

Bruce Sherlock

Will be discussed with GW
officers in next RiverLink
meeting.

John Gloag

See report to Mayor,
Councillors and CEO –
DOC/17/84445 attached

Melanie
Laban/Debbie
Hunter

Heritage fund was included in
recent Community Funding
review. Changes will take
effect from 1 July 2018.
Debbie Hunter will contact this
group.
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Action
completed
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

DAP17/107

Arthur Bush

Horoeka Street
stormwater issues
update.
Sportsville
Wainiuomata –
update around
costings,
operational plan.
Petone
Grandstand
update.

Bruce Sherlock

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Wgtn Water have been asked
to look at Mr Bush’s concerns
and resolve with him.
Report going to CPC 8 June

Matt Reid


Bruce Hodgins

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Three years ago limited
strengthening work was
undertaken on the Petone
Grandstand to ensure its
seismic rating was above that
of an earthquake prone
building. This was done on the
basis that it was a temporary
measure until such time as a
decision was made on the
Petone Sportsville
development. The work that
has been completed on
development proposals shows
that the preferred Petone
Sportsville site is North Park.
Once a firm decision is made
on this matter, officers will
investigate options for the
future of the grandstand and
will report back to Council
later in the year.
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Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

DAP17/741

Petone
Community
Board

DAP17/2

Sandy
Nimmo

Issue

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Wellington Water
– update on the
treatment of the
bores.
Stormwater on
Queen Street –
dune restoration
by residents
damaged due to
waste from a
stormwater pipe
recently installed
into the dune area
at the end of
Queen Street.
Update on Avalon
in-line skating
rink. Through
committee
process. Need
information from
officers about how
this lines up to
help for other
sporting codes.

Bruce Sherlock

Comms team to include Mr
Bush in next update on this
matter.

Bruce Sherlock

Have asked WWL to
investigate and report back to
PCB.

Bruce
Hodgins/Craig
Cottrill

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

X

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Council officers have had
limited contact with the two
clubs regarding this
proposal. One on-site meeting
was held to discuss the clubs’
proposal and information
City
supplied on practical aspects.
Development
The Clubs were advised to
Committee
discuss their proposal with
Fraser Park Sportsville, given
the track’s proximity to Fraser
Park, and to put forward a
proposal for Council
consideration during its annual
plan deliberations. The current
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located in
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DAP17/947

DAP17/865

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Hutt City
Youth
Council

Chris &
Kathryn
MacKay

Issue

Officer to
action

Melling Skate
Board Park –
totally dependent
on new
interchange
progress? Update
on safe youth
specific areas.

Bruce
Hodgins/Jimmy
Ballantyne

Greening of
Queens Drive.

John
Gloag/Bruce
Hodgins

Report
back to 8
June CPC

X
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Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

track is in poor condition and
located on GWRC land. To
date there has been no work
undertaken by officers to
assess the proposal relative to
other priorities.
The future of the Melling
Skate Park may be impacted
by the new Melling roading
interchange, for which
preliminary concept options
have been developed. The
construction of the preferred
option is likely to be some
time away. Once the design
and timing are known, officers
will be in a position to report
on the future of the Skate
Park.
Council has no plans to Green
Queens Drive other than what
might come from the Making
Places Project. Plantings were
contemplated for a number of
CBD streets in 2011. Many
have been done but Queens
Drive did not have funds
allocated.
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

DAP17/1008

Sigurd
Magnusson

Electric vehicles –
GWRC says cost
compatible but we
say 20% more?
Provide update
regarding electric
vehicles and
charging stations
around city.

Martin Barry/
Gary Craig/Jez
Partridge/

Rates differential
and freeze – more
information from
officers. CE
advised
appropriate time
would be to look

Brent
Kibblewhite

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

A standard percentage figure
of 20% figure is not used in
any HCC advice or information
regarding the comparative
costs of purchasing EVs. Each
time a vehicle comes up for
renewal officers do an
assessment of the lease or
purchase costs, ETS emissions
cost, residual costs if
purchased, and fuel costs over
the term to determine the
financial cost of the vehicle.
These factors produce the cost
difference between a
petrol/diesel versus electric
vehicle. Council’s updated
Sustainable Fleet Vehicle
Policy includes a target of
making 50% of the fleet
electric, with a minimum
addition of 1 electric vehicle
per year to the fleet.
Finance and Performance
Committee
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Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

DAP17/404

Eastbourne
Community
Board

DAP17/1034

Love
Wainuiomata

Issue

at later in calendar
year when
reviewing
Revenue and
Financing Policy.
Climate Change
policy – with
GWRC and HCC
having opposing
policies. What is
each Council
actually doing?
Wainiuomata Plan
wanted officer
assistance – does
Council have
capacity?

Officer to
action

Wendy Moore

Gary Craig

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Council has not made a
decision on climate change. A
report on Risk and Resilience
was considered by the Policy
and Regulatory Committee in
February 2017 and Council in
March 2017.
Love Wainuiomata Inc. (LWI)
has requested officer
assistance to progress the
development of their detailed
concept plans for
Wainuiomata. This request is
for assistance with next stage
of planning.
Note no additional resources
or funding is required to meet
this request.
During the first two quarters
of 2017/18 relevant officers
are able to participate in a
series of workshops with LWI
to create a spatial plan that
aligns the community’s vision,
council’s own projects and
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Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Issue

Naenae
community (Cr
Bridson) – no staff
capacity to help
Naenae
community?

Officer to
action

Gary Craig

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

investment from the wider
community. Officers from
various parts of Council can
contribute relevant expertise
and advice, detail on forecast
projects and asset
maintenance, plus advice to
scope any further projects that
can contribute to the plan.
This is expected to come from
existing officer resource.
External resource requirement
to formally document the plan
will come from the current
allocated Wainuiomata
Development Plan 2017/18
budget.
There are no available
resources in the City
Development team to
undertake or support a role. A
position similar to the Seaview
Coordinator role would
require an organisation to
employ a person part time and
budget for associated projects
and work – say $40K per
annum.
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

DAP17/352

Ron Beernik

State of
pedestrian access
around new
Rebel/Briscoes
building in Petone.
Does building fit
within design
guide?

John Gloag/Tim
Johnstone

The new Rebel/Briscoes
pedestrian and building fits
within the Design
Guide. Refer to pages 9 – 15
of the Resource Consent
Decision Report for the
assessment of the building
against the Design Guide.

DAP17/733

James Beban

Remissions policy
– when is it up for
review?

Gary Craig

Four high level
Sportsville
recommendations
– why haven’t
they been
implemented?
Will officers look
at other
Sportsvilles
around the
country and
report back on
how successful
they are?
Is it true that clubs
have been told to

Matt Reid

The Policy is being reviewed as
part of this Annual Plan.
Submitters’ comments will be
considered when finalising the
revised policy.
Report going to Community
Plan Committee 8 June

DAP17/939

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed
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See sub no.
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TRIM

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Issue

agree now or it
will never
happen? Is Petone
Sportsville really
an Inc.? Are they
fulfilling their
requirements for
their legal entity?
Petone Sportsville
– need full report.
Large number of
Crs questions
wanted
confirmation of
actual support
from clubs, proof
that clubs’
buildings required
maintenance
work, how much
money had been
committed by
clubs,
relationships with
Petone
Workingman’s
Club and P2040.
Statistical analysis
of submissions to
the AP – ethnic

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Matt Reid

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Report going to Community
Plan Committee 8 June



Joyanne
Stevens

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Statistics on age, ethnicity and
gender can be collected from
submitters by including these
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Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

DAP17/918

DAP17/919

Casey Diver

DAP17/655

Laura Skilton

Issue

breakdown. Add
for future.
Lowry Bay Yacht
Club – alternatives
to Rona Wharf
been looked at?
Maintenance
issues – been
going for 25yrs
but needs
upgrading? Has
anything been
done in those
years?
Mental Health
report – update
from Healthy
Families about
state of mental
health of youth.

Mayor requested
CFO report on
rating issue – why
rates stated as
going up at rate of
inflation, but Ms
Skilton’s up by

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

in future annual plan
questionnaires.
Report going to Community
Plan Committee 8 June

Bruce Hodgins



Hayley Goodin

Brent
Kibblewhite
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The feedback will be taken to
the Healthy Families Lower
Hutt Leadership Group for
consideration. We
acknowledge the issue
although note the issue is not
specifically included in the
remit of the Healthy Families
Lower Hutt contract.
The overall rates increase for
the city will be 2.3%
comprising 1.3% for inflation
(as measured by the Local
Government Cost Index), plus
an additional 1% for
rejuvenation projects which
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Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

11%. Clarify
special rate of
1.3%. Draft
proposal for rates
remission.

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

was approved by Council for a
fourth year during the
2016/17 Annual Plan.
HCC operates a proportional
rating system with rates
charged on the value of capital
improvements for each
property. This is the system
used by most Councils and is
considered the fairest based
on ability to pay.
During the three yearly
revaluation in October 2016,
residential property values
increased on average by 24%
while business property values
increased by 15%.
The different valuation
increases resulted in
residential rates increasing on
average by 2% even before the
2.3% general rate increase.
While residential property
values across the city
increased on average by 24%,
residential properties in
Petone increased on average
by 36% (or $159,872).
Based on the new property
values in Petone, residential
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TRIM

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

DAP17/477

Jo Clendon

DAP17/1232

Seaview
Business
Association

Issue

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Officers to provide
report on the
delivery of cycling
strategy
Officers to report
back on Gracefield
proposal for
parking; Heavy
Vehicle Bylaw to
assist in moving
boy racers out of
Wingate and
Seaview area;
Parking outside of
Seaview Marina
entrance

John
Gloag/Simon
Cager

rates will increase on average
by 10.7% ($275 p.a.).
See report to Mayor,
Councillors and CEO –
DOC/17/84445 attached

Gary
Craig/Graham
Sewell/John
Gloag

Seaview Marina entrance
parking will be managed
within normal business
process and budget.

Mayor requested
an update on
Seaview Road
state, safety and

John Gloag
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Action
completed

The review of the current
Traffic Bylaw 2007 has
started. The issue of using
legal powers under this bylaw
is currently being considered
with respect to the Seaview
area. The results of this review
will create a draft Traffic Bylaw
2017 that will be released
calling for public submissions
after the August Council
meeting. The Seaview
Business Association may wish
to lodge a submission once the
draft Bylaw has been released.
See report to Mayor,
Councillors and CEO –
DOC/17/84445 attached
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

DAP17/1125
DAP17/1136
DAP17/1164
DAP17/1166
DAP17/1178

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Issue

on width of shared
pathway progress
Cr Lulich asked
that officers
report back on
consultation with
residents
regarding Petone
Sportsville and
Memorial Park
Proposal
Update in regards
to parking in the
City – where is the
parking study
regarding closure
of Riverbank
carpark? Mayor
would like
information on
the future needs
and demands of
parking in the City
and Petone with
its new
developments.

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Matt
Reid/Bruce
Hodgins

Report going to CPC 8 June

Parvati
Rotherham

We have mostly completed
the first stage of the parking
strategy which is the research
phase. A survey of what
customers think of our parking
has been completed through
Public Voice which gave us 983
responses.
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Action
completed

This confirmed that a lot of
people find it difficult to get a
car park in Lower Hutt CBD
and Petone.
To quantify the problem we
are looking at engaging GHD
to undertake a parking
occupancy survey in Lower
Hutt CBD and Petone. With
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TRIM

Further Information Requested by Council

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

this information we will
determine whether there is
spare capacity in current
parking availability, or
whether we need to be
looking to provide more
availability, in particular
areas. This could be through
time restrictions or
charging. We hope that this
work will be completed by end
of July.
We are looking at various
technology options including a
paying app to make it easy for
our customers.
We have identified various
process improvements and are
prioritising these and
investigating further.

DAP17/608

Citizens
Advice
Bureau

Community
funding and a
discussion around

Matt
Reid/Mike
Mercer
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Wendy Moore and John
Pritchard are working on the
actual policy and are looking
to hold workshops soon.
Council officers will work
alongside CABs over the
coming 12 months to
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Submitter

Issue

Lower Hutt

CABs in
Hubs/libraries.

DAP17/1204

Phil Benge

DAP17/1066

Michael Gray

DAP17/220

Hutt Valley
Living Wage

Cr Cousins asked
that the
maintenance of
the entranceway
to Greenwood
Park, Eastbourne
be investigated
and the gift of the
park be
acknowledged.
Officers to copy
any responses to
the submission on
Rona Wharf and
Greenwood Park
to the Eastbourne
Community Board.
Mayor asked that
Michael Gray be
added to the CBD
Taskforce Group
list.
Requested Chief
Executive to work
with the
movement.

Officer to
action

Bruce Hodgins

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

investigate what opportunities
there are for partnerships in
Hub and Library facilities
around Lower Hutt.
Officers will investigate and
action where appropriate.

Gary Craig

Added to CBD Forum invitees.

X

Tony Stallinger

On Council agenda for 23 May.

X
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

DAP17/812

Wainuiomata
Rural
Community

Bruce Sherlock

A meeting was held some time
ago with Bill Voisey who first
proposed this system, and GW
officers responsible for the
Wainui River. Bruce Sherlock
will contact GW officers to
ascertain progress.

DAP17/812

Wainuiomata
Rural
Community

Mayor would like
officers to talk to
them regarding a
trial of waterways
cross channel
invention which
clears rubbish
from waterways.
Mayor said if
Council was
considering
development in
flow research, it
would consult
with the residents
of Fitzherbert
Road.
Mayor requested
a report on the
walkways in
Korokoro Road
and on
substandard
roads.

Bruce Sherlock

Agree with the Mayor’s
comments. Modelling of waste
and stormwater impacts
would be required as part of
the consenting process for any
development.

John Gloag

10 year Sub-Standard Road
Upgrading programme set in
2011. Roads in the Western
Hills and Eastern Bays were
assessed. Korokoro Road
requires upgrading but is not
on the current programme
because other roads were
assessed as having higher
priority.

DAP17/150
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back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed
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See sub no.
located in
TRIM

Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

DAP17/1224

Keri Brown

Social Housing –
Mayor said the
issues needs
discussion, policy
and a holistic
view, specifically
the role of
UrbanPlus.
However, local
government
should not replace
central
government’s
role.

Tony Stallinger

Social Housing Look at
developing a
coordinated
approach to
homelessness
with regard to
policy and
community
services. Who
should Council
advocate to about
this?
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Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Housing is one of the hottest
topics in the lead up to the
central government elections
later this year. Some policy
announcements have been
made already and more are
expected from major parties
soon, but the nationwide
approach and the impact on
Lower Hutt will not be known
until a government is formed
post-election. It that time it
will be appropriate to
reconsider Council’s
involvement in housing and
the role of Urban Plus. That
can be determined and
committed in the coming Long
Term Plan of Council and the
next annual Statement of
Intent for Urban Plus. Recent
ideas such as very small and
more affordable homes can be
assessed during that process.
In the meantime Council is
continuing its work under the
Urban Growth Strategy on
creating opportunity for more
housing in the City, and Urban
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Submitter

Issue

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Action
completed

Plus is progressing with several
sizable housing developments
(including social housing)
either underway or in the
pipeline.

DAP17/813

Ginny
Anderson

DAP17/1224

Keri Brown

Social Housing –
investigate tiny
homes for
affordable
housing. To do
with homes for
the homeless,
elderly and
disabled sector.
Social Housing –
update on housing
in Wainuiomata
with data about
the housing types,
who is buying the
new homes? Are

Tony Stallinger

Gary Craig

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Council will also continue
advocating for action in
respect of vacant Housing New
Zealand land including the
central government provision
of more emergency housing in
the city to address
homelessness.
As above.

Houses being developed under
Urban Growth Strategy are all
private developments.
Unaware of any new HNZ
houses being proposed in
Wainuiomata at this stage.
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Submitter

Issue

the Wainuiomata
people missing
out?
Cycle facilities
provide for in the
Sportsville plans?
Update on the
ANZAC bus shelter
progress.

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Matt Reid

Bruce Hodgins

Gary Craig/Jez
Patridge
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Action
completed

Report going to Community
Plan Committee 8 June re
Sportsville
The architect has drawn up
draft plans for improvements
to the structure to address
concerns with the adequacy of
shelter for users. The plans are
currently being assessed by
the structural engineer and
expected back shortly.
Comms team will be providing
updates on Buick and Dowse
drinking fountains as and
when progress is made.
Council has no plans to amend
designs to provide dog
drinking facilities.
Add to Corporate Agenda –
Community Services
Committee – Cycle 3.



Update on the
Bruce Sherlock
fountains and dogfriendly fountains
(Seaview Marina
has a design).

Update regarding
the Waste
Minimisation
Strategy and
review of the
green recycling
buckets. Is there a
report coming to
P&R about this?

Officer’s comments

X
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Submitter

DAP17/983

Graeme Ross

DAP17/810

Ellen Blake

Issue

Update regarding
cost for people
who want to pay
for their own
recycling
wheelibins.
Update on more
colour in flower
beds.
Update regarding
footpath audits
and wheelchair
friendly routes

Officer to
action

Report
back to 8
June CPC

Report back
through
Committee
process

Officer’s comments

Bruce Hodgins

Noted by officers.

John Gloag

See attached memorandum.
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MEMORANDUM
Our
reference:

Walking & Cycling

To:

Mayor, Councillors & CEO

Copy:

Bruce Sherlock

From:

Simon Cager (Senior Project Engineer)

Date:

17 May 2017

SUBJECT:

URBAN CYCLEWAYS, RECREATIONAL CYCLING / WALKING &
BEHAVIOUR CHANGE PROGRAMMES

The recent oral submissions in the Annual Plan process have highlighted that there are information
gaps and uncertainty by some residents as to the progress of the urban cycleways, recreational
cycling / walking and behaviour change programmes for the City.
In particular, there seemed to be two themes to the submissions. Firstly some frustration at lack of
progress on physical works, and secondly a desire to see more work done on promoting a culture
within Hutt City more aligned with active transport modes. This memorandum outlines the progress
being made on a number of major walking/cycling projects. Completion of these projects is clearly
necessary before a “paradigm shift” in culture is achievable. But in the interim, Council has many
programmes underway, especially targeted at schools and youth, aimed at promoting active modes;
and both officers and elected members engage regularly with groups promoting such activity. This
memorandum therefore also reports on those programmes and engagements.

Urban Cycleways
Wainuiomata Hill Shared Path

Scope: To provide a consistent, connected and safe shared cycling and pedestrian environment
between the Hutt Valley and Wainuiomata for various levels of cycling competency. Initially this was
for the completion of a 4m wide path (3m in constrained areas) alongside the Wainuiomata Hill Raod
and upgrading of footpaths on Gracefield and Bell Road South. The design was extended to
Rishworth Street to provide a safer connection for both pedestrians and cyclists on an already
utilised path crossing the off ramp. The shared path will provide a formalised connection to the
recently completed $1.6M Pukeatua Bridge at the summit along with a new lookout point, both of
which are experiencing unprecedented use.
Implementation is split into two stages, these are:
Stage 1 – Hutt Valley to Pukeatua Summit Bridge
Stage 2 – Pukeatua Summit Bridge to Wainuiomata
Design: Professional Services Contract awarded to GHD

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018
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Project Progress:
 Stage 1 Detailed Design completed and tendered
 Resource consents granted by both HCC and GWRC for Stage 1
 Tender and evaluation completed for Stage 1, preferred contractor notified
 Consultation completed via community open days for both stages, dedicated project webpage on
the HCC website established
 Working with both Contractor and Consultant to get an affordable tender price for both Stages 1
and 2.
 Stage 2 Detailed Design complete and under review
 Resource consents drafted for both HCC and GWRC for Stage 2
Timelines:
Key Milestone

Estimated Completion Date

Detailed Design Stage 1

Completed

Detailed Design Stage 2

2nd Quarter 2017

Construction Stage 1

4th Quarter 2017

Construction Stage 2

1st Quarter 2018

The Beltway

Scope: To provide a cycling spine to the east of the city extending between Seaview and connecting
to the Hutt River Trail at Taita. The route will provide the opportunity for additional links over time to
form a connected network between residential areas, workplaces, the hospital, schools and
recreational areas.
Design: Professional Services Contract awarded to Beca
Project Progress:
 Currently completing a Single Stage Business Case
 Initial concept consultation open day completed in February
 Dedicated project webpage on the HCC website established
 Further consultation and engagement with residents, schools, businesses in the northern and
southern sections via a letter drop, library displays and online feedback currently ongoing until 9
June
 Corridor split into northern, mid and southern sections to allow prioritised work packages for
construction
 Extensive route selection process analysed, scored and weighted following initial works shops
with key stakeholders
 Resource consent planning underway
DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018
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 Working with KiwiRail to gain their approval on the cycleway aspects that may encroach on their
corridor
 Working with GWRC with respect to improvements outside Waterloo Station facilitating a shared
path connection
Timelines:
Key Milestone

Estimated Completion Date

Community and Stakeholder Engagement

June 2017

Single Stage Business Case with Recommended
Options Design

June 2017

Agreed Preferred Option

July 2017

Detailed Design of Preferred Option

July 2017

Construction of first Work Package

Mid 2018

Eastern Bays Shared Path

Scope: To provide a shared path improving the safety of both pedestrians and cyclists in Marine
Drive between Point Howard and the northern end of Days Bay, also the southern end of Days Bay
(Windy Point) to Eastbourne (Muritai Road / Marine Parade intersection).
Design: Professional Services Contract awarded to MWH (Stantec)
Project Progress:
 Completed an Indicative Business Case with two options taken forward for further investigation.
This is awaiting endorsement by NZTA, however they have given us authorisation to proceed to
the Detailed Business Case
 Community consultation on shared path width options in November 2016
 Based upon the outcome of the community consultation, the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA)
process and alignment to objectives two options were taken forward for more detailed
assessment and analysis prior to selecting a single preferred option, these being a general 2.5m
and 3.5m width. These two options have the greatest alignment to the agreed investment
objectives for the project, whilst also being clearly preferred in the MCA process. These two
options also scored well against the other options in the MCA sensitivity testing across the social,
environmental, cultural and economic weighted assessments. The community feedback received
also suggested a definite preference for either of these options. The economic evaluation
undertaken identifies a BCR for both options of around 2.5 which clearly demonstrates a project
that results in a positive economic return
 Updates on the project progress were given to the Eastern Bays Shared Path Steering Group in
May 2017. This is a group that was formed about 15 years ago and consists of representatives
from each bays residents association, the Eastbourne Community Board and the East Harbour
Environmental Association. The group meets on an ad-hoc basis and generally when there is
progress to report
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 We are engaging with the Port Nicholson Settlement Block as well as other iwi groups to get their
input and participation through the design and consenting process
 Specialists engaged with expertise in coastal processes (NIWA), ecology, avifauna and birdlife,
visual assessments, RMA planning to work with consultants and key stakeholders in a
collaborative design exercise
 A forward works programme of construction will be developed in conjunction with the design
process.
Timelines:
Key Milestone

Estimated Completion Date

Community and Stakeholder Engagement

July 2017

Detailed Business Case

August 2017

Agreed Preferred Option

August 2017

Detailed Design of Preferred Option

December 2017

Construction of first Work Package

Mid 2018

NZTA Projects

Council is also providing inputs and contributions, both current and historic, to the planning and
design of the following NZTA projects:
 Ngauranga to Melling Cycleway (including a $1M financial contribution to the project)
 SH2 / 58 intersection upgrade (Council Officers lobbied for the inclusion of high quality safe
cycling facilities through the intersection alongside the Hutt Cycle Network)

Recreational Cycling / Walking
Listed below are the key projects over the last 18months that have been completed or are in
progress for recreational cycling / walking:
 Hutt River Trail Manor Park stage two development currently in progress from Manor Park Golf
Course to Silverstream Bridge, this is anticipated to be a 1.5m width gravel track essentially
following the rail line Detailed design is to be commissioned in July 2017 with construction in the
summer of 2017/18 once written agreements have been signed with KiwiRail and the Manor Park
Sanctuary
 Rimutaka Cycle Trail/Petone Esplanade upgrade currently in the later stages of a two year program
to widen the Petone Esplanade off road shared path to 4m where possible. The next stage of the
works will be commissioned for design in the summer of 2017/18
 Council works with the Wainuiomata Trail Project committee to design and deliver the WTP
Strategic Plan with an annual budget of $50,000. We now have 30km of off road trails as part of
this project
 The Te Whiti Riser opened in 2016 and is widely regarded as one of the Wellington Regions
premier shared trails. Winding up from the valley floor to the top of the Eastern Hills the trail is over
4km and caters for an array of abilities and users
DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018
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 Rimutaka Cycle Trial/Orongorongo Station Carpark development and trail upgrade – Wellingtons
only National Cycle Trail is supported and managed by 5 Territorial Authorities, DOC and a number
of private land owners. Starting on Wellington’s doorstep, this trail winds through the Rimutaka
Ranges to the Wairarapa Valley and the mouth of the Orongorongo River
 Hutt River Trail Manor Park stage one development completed the link between and over Dry
Creek to the Manor Park Railway Station in 2015/16
 Hutt River Trail sealing works are ongoing with the ‘gap’ that was left due to the GWRC riverbank
works completed this year. Work is planned in 2017/18 to extend the sealing from the finishing
point in Harcourt Werry Drive to the intersection of Taita Drive and High Street
Parks and Reserves staff meet with the Wainuiomata Trail Project Team on a monthly basis which
provides opportunities for 2 way engagement regarding any issues, concerns and future development
relating to the operation of the trails.
HCC is one of 8 Wellington Region Territorial Authorities, who including, GWRC and DOC are
providing input to formulate a new framework for the development of high class recreational trails
network for the benefits of residents and visitors to the Wellington Region. The framework sets out a
strategic approach for consistent planning, development, management and promotion of an integrated
sustainable trail network by the region’s trail managers, partners and communities. It also aims to
improve the health, lifestyle and social benefits flowing to the region’s residents from safe, quality trails
accessing the region’s exceptional and diverse landscapes and urban parklands.

Behaviour Change Programmes
Engagement:
Road and Traffic staff meet regularly (approximately monthly) with Hutt Cycle Network (HCN) to
keep them updated on progress of various major and minor works, events and activities that
encourage more people to cycle. We investigate any concerns that they bring to our attention at
these meetings, and make efforts to remedy issues where possible.
Walk and Cycle the Hutt 2014-19 has an Advisory Group which meets quarterly. It includes Council’s
Road Safety Coordinator and Senior Research / Policy Advisor, elected members Lisa Bridson and
Virginia Horrocks, representatives from Hutt Cycle Network, Living Streets Aotearoa and The Great
Harbour Way, plus Jo Clendon as an independent citizen with an interest in cycling issues. This
process, along with regular meetings with HCN, provides ongoing opportunities for 2-way
engagement.
There is an implementation plan which has been developed and agreed on by the Group. It
incorporates actions that will contribute towards achieving the desired ‘paradigm shift’ referred to
by submitters. It is a working document, and for each meeting it is updated to report on events and
activities over the previous quarter. This enables the groups represented to monitor the
implementation of the strategy, and flag any concerns they may have about priorities.
Safe routes to school:
HCC works consistently on its school travel plan programme. Our School Travel Planner and Road
Safety Coordinator work with each participating school, to develop a plan of activities to encourage
active travel, and improve safety. The process includes a road safety audit of the area around the
school. Council makes safety improvements where possible, e.g. road-marking, parking management,
parking time limits, creating alternative drop-off locations away from the school gate to reduce
traffic congestion and parking problems, 40km/h speed limits, pedestrian crossing upgrades, new kea
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or pedestrian crossings, signalised crossings. Around 20 of Hutt City’s 38 primary schools have taken
advantage of this targeted programme over the last 10 years, and a number of others have been
assisted with measures such as walking school buses, and various road safety improvements.
As part of the ongoing school safety zone programme we plan to implement new 40k speed zones
around schools each year. In 2016/17 4 new zones are programmed for implementation at Naenae
Primary, Wellesley College, St Orans, and Avalon Intermediate, these are due to start operating in
Term 3 of 2017.
HCC parking wardens also visit all schools on rotation, to ensure that parents are parking safely and
legally.
Promoting active travel in schools:
Our School Travel Planner and Road Safety Coordinator work with schools on an ongoing basis,
together with partners Greater Wellington Regional Council and Police School Community Officers.
 Movin’ March 2017 – 15 primary schools took part in this month-long GW promotion, that
encourages walking, scooting and cycling to school.
 Scooter skills training in schools – pupils learn skills for safe footpath use, consideration of other
users
 Walking school buses – these come and go, but at any one time there are usually around 10
participating schools with a total of 100-140 pupils using these as an alternative to car trips to
school.
 Road Safety Coordinator placed 2 feature pages in Hutt News in March 2017 which was designed
to target parents of primary school pupils. These feature pages promoted walking school buses,
and safe behaviour by parents who drive children to and from school.
 Cycle skills training and bike fixups in 10 schools in 2015/16. Demand growing fast and in the first
three terms of 2016/17 cycle skills training was undertaken in 14 schools with Grade 1
achievements totalling 1,554 pupils and Grade 2 totalling 117 pupils. 381 bikes were fixed by
Biketec. Cycle skills training is delivered by GWRC’s Pedal Ready programme supported by our
School Travel Planner, Police School Community Officers, and Biketec who support training by
providing loan bikes for pupils without a bike of their own.
 HCC recently assisted 250 pupils from low decile schools to enter Weetbix Try with subsidised
entry fees, free pool passes for training, bike skills and fitness training, and some received the use
of free loan bikes provided by Biketec.
 HCC supports the ‘Bikes in Schools’ projects in partnership with Bike On NZ Trust. Currently 4
schools have constructed tracks and another 6 are fundraising to build a track.
Promoting active travel in adults and the wider community:
 Bike fixups at 4 public events in 2015/16 with a total of 64 bikes fixed. In 2016/17 bike fixups at 4
public events with a total of 61 bikes fixed.
 HCC supported and promoted the Aotearoa Bike Challenge in February 2017 which was a
nationwide event. The Council also contributed to GWRC development of Wellington area
challenge website.
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 Go by Bike Day breakfast event in February 2017 with 140 participants.
 HCC supported the Project Glow Wear regional design competition in 2015/16, and again this year
April – Aug 2017 which promotes cyclist and pedestrian visibility.
 New cycle stop boxes are progressively being installed at signalised intersections around the city
and in 2016/17 are planned for the Hutt Rd / Petone Ave and Queens Drive / Laings Rd
intersections.
 Ongoing installation and upgrade programme to install more bike stands around CBD and
suburban shopping centres. In 2016/17 we have currently installed 3 stands and 16 cycle-hoops.
 HCC will be promoting GW’s new ‘Smart travel’ online platform which once the launch phases are
complete will incorporate spot prizes and incentives for active travel.
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Community Plan Committee

From:

Jan Simmons, Road Safety Coordinator

Date:

30 May 2017

SUBJECT:

SUBMISSION DAP 17/810 - ELLEN BLAKE, LIVING STREETS
AOTEAROA

This submission included a request for a dedicated budget of $50,000 per year to continue footpath
audits and provide wheelchair friendly footpath routes.
Background

Throughout the city, there are numerous defects in footpaths which present hazards to people with
visual and physical impairments, and to the elderly. Defects include cracked and uneven footpath
surfaces, walkoffs which have a lip, walkoffs that are too steep to be negotiated safely in a
wheelchair or mobility scooter (risk of tipping or getting stuck in the gutter), corners without any
walkoffs, crossings without tactile pavers, and accessibility problems at bus stops.
In 2014/15, $300,000 for ‘Wheelchair friendly footpath routes’ was included in Council’s budget to
address this issue. The funding was targeted towards areas with the highest numbers of elderly
persons and wheelchair and mobility scooter users.
Areas around Hutt Hospital, major retirement villages and pensioner housing, and suburban
shopping centres with pharmacies and medical practices were identified. Staff and residents of
retirement villages were consulted to find out about routes and areas most commonly used. These
areas were audited to locate defects that presented a hazard. Defects were repaired/reconstructed
by contractors.
The funds available were used to significantly improve access in the following areas:




Area around Hutt Hospital
Shopping centres – Wainuiomata, Naenae, Taita, Fairfield, Park Ave
Rest homes – Shona McFarlane, Wesleyhaven, Laura Fergusson Trust, Aroha Home, two rest
homes in Wai-iti Crescent and walking route to CBD.

The following areas were audited, but additional funds are needed to complete the necessary work.


Alicetown, Waterloo (Epuni Street area), Moera, Waiwhetu shops (Whites Line East/Waiwhetu
Road), Avalon (area around UrbanPlus housing units in Colson Street/McBain Grove), routes to
Waterloo Station (Cambridge Terrace), and the CBD.

Areas still to be audited:


Stokes Valley, Petone (including area around Bob Scott retirement village), Eastbourne,
Homedale Village, Western Hills, routes to railway stations.

Current resourcing for footpath maintenance

The annual footpath renewal and replacement budget for 2017/18 is $205,000. Most of this is
required for essential work to progressively replace sections of old, damaged and sub-standard
footpaths, as identified in RAMM surveys and residents’ requests. It is not sufficient to remedy all
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residents’ requests within a reasonable time, nor is it sufficient to also improve accessibility for the
disabled in a targeted way.
Strategic Fit

A dedicated budget would support the achievement of Goal Three of Hutt City’s Accessibility and
Inclusion Plan:
“All people are able to move about the city easily and safely without being limited by the physical
environment”
KPI (i) – Street audits of Lower Hutt are carried out on a regular basis measured by the street audit
report.
It would also support achievement of Objective 1 of the Walk & Cycle the Hutt Plan 2014-2019, ‘Safe
and integrated networks for commuting and recreational purposes’:
“Continue to ensure that new and existing footpaths and infrastructure are compatible with a
range of needs”.
Conclusion

A dedicated budget of $50,000 per year would enable Road & Traffic staff to carry on making
targeted improvements, and continually improve accessibility. This will be needed more as our
population ages, and the number of residents with mobility and other impairments continues to
grow.
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2017 PUBLIC CONSULTATION SURVEY
REGARDING WASTEWATER OPTIONS

Research report prepared for
the Hutt City Council

Bruce Sherlock

May 2017
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1. BACKGROUND
Hutt City Council provided the following background information for this research
project.
The Seaview Wastewater Treatment Plant discharges treated effluent into
Cook Strait at Pencarrow Head. The treated wastewater is pumped from the
plant to Pencarrow Head via an 18 km long main outfall pipeline.
There are however two situations in which the treated wastewater from the
Plant needs to be diverted to an alternative discharge point. These are:
1. When extreme wet weather causes the flow of wastewater through
the Plant to exceed the capacity of the main outfall pipeline
2. When maintenance is required on the main outfall pipeline.
Currently the alternative discharge point is to the Waiwhetu Stream
approximately 120 metres from the Stream’s mouth into the Hutt River. Tidal
flows mean that the discharge can travel up the Waiwhetu Stream as far as the
Bell Road bridge on the incoming tide, although this effect does not occur
during storm events when the stream is in flood.
Over the last five years, wet weather discharges have occurred on average
approximately four times per year, while there have been only three
maintenance discharges in that five-year period.
Wet weather discharges occur during storm events, when the quality of the
water in the stream is low while the stream is in flood. The quality of the
treated wastewater discharge can, in these circumstances, be better than the
water quality in the Stream.
Maintenance discharges can occur as a result of planned or unplanned work on
the main outfall pipeline. Planned works are always undertaken in winter
when recreation use is at its lowest and when fish spawning is not occurring.
Unplanned works (repairs) by their nature can occur at any time. If these
occur during dry conditions, the treated wastewater discharge can make up a
significant proportion of the overall flow of the Waiwhetu Stream.
The existing consent to discharge treated wastewater to the Waiwhetu Stream
is due to expire in early 2018. While the treated wastewater is of reasonable
quality, and discharges occur for only short periods, and consequently with
only temporary effects on the Stream, regulations relating to such discharges
are becoming stricter. Continuing with the current arrangement might not,
therefore, be acceptable from a regulatory point-of-view. Hutt City Council is,
therefore, considering which option to seek planning approval for and is
seeking to understand community preferences as a valuable input to the
decision-making.
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2. THE NEED FOR RESEARCH
In order to understand community preferences, Peter Glen Research was
commissioned to conduct an independent random survey of Hutt City residents. The
purpose of the survey has been to gather information that can complement the public
submission process, as well as identify the views of residents who would not normally
make a formal submission to Council.
The results of the survey are intended as one important input to the decisions that are
made with regard to wastewater treatment and disposal.
A large number of alternative solutions were initially investigated and these were
subsequently reduced to a short-list of seven, which is still a large number for the
public to consider in detail. Therefore, in order to facilitate a more manageable
number of options, four possible solutions were selected for the research, which cover
a broad range of environmental considerations and cost factors. These have enabled
residents to provide feedback to the Council regarding the extent to which they are
prepared to trade off environmental and other benefits versus cost. In turn, this will
give the Council a good steer on the end-solutions that are likely to be acceptable to
Hutt City residents.
The four selected test options are shown in Section 9 of this report.

3. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
These were defined as follows:
a) To determine to what extent each of the four options are regarded as
acceptable/not acceptable to residents of Hutt City
b) To determine which of the four options residents prefer
c) To understand residents’ reasons for preference
d) To rank the relative importance of various factors that may have a bearing on
the community’s decision, such as water safety, environmental and cultural
considerations, impact on rates, etc.
e) To identify any areas of question and/or concern that residents may have about
the wastewater options.
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4. METHOD
The survey was undertaken among a stratified random sample of 300 Hutt City
residents.
The survey participants were recruited using random selection procedures, but sample
quotas were set to ensure that the survey was proportionately representative of the
Hutt City adult population (16+ years of age) by age, gender and ethnicity.
The interviews were also spread over the six geographic areas (wards) within the city,
to ensure that a proper cross-section of the community was represented. The sample
was therefore be structured as follows:
WARDS

SURVEY SAMPLE

POPULATION

No.

%

%

Northern Ward
Harbour Ward
Western Ward
Wainuiomata Ward
Eastern Ward
Central Ward

47
53
38
53
52
57

15.7
17.6
12.7
17.7
17.3
19.0

15.6
17.6
12.7
17.6
17.3
19.1

TOTAL INTERVIEWS

300

100.0%

100.0%

It is estimated that this provides a sampling variance of +4.7% at the 90% confidence
level on the total sample.
The survey was conducted using a combination of contact approaches and
interviewing procedures. The majority of interviews were undertaken by way of
telephone interviewing (landline and mobile), with some face-to-face interviewing,
where necessary, to meet stratified sample quotas and to ensure that a proper crosssection of the community was engaged.
In order to enable the selected residents to provide a more “considered” response to
the wastewater options, explanatory material was provided to the research participants
(where necessary) prior to the interview. It should be noted that this information was
distributed to all Hutt City residents as part of the Annual Plans Consultation process,
so some had already considered the material, or had it available to consider. If not,
Peter Glen Research made the material available to them. This approach has been
successfully used in previous plans studies for Hutt City Council.
At enrolment, the purpose of the survey was outlined and an appointment arranged to
call back, if the selected respondent was unable to complete the interview at the time
of initial contact.
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The interview was administered by way of a structured questionnaire, which was
developed in consultation with Hutt City Council.
A team of experienced interviewers employed by Peter Glen Research conducted the
interviewing.
Peter Glen, the principal of Peter Glen Research, personally managed all aspects of
the research project, from questionnaire design, through fieldwork set-up and
supervision, to the analysis and reporting of results.

5. INFORMATION OBTAINED
A copy of the questionnaire is attached in Section 8 of this report.

6. TIMING
The fieldwork for the survey was conducted from 4 April to 6 May 2017.
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7. RESEARCH RESULTS
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7.1. HOW ACCEPTABLE ARE THE OPTIONS?

After familiarising themselves with each of the four options presented, the research
participants were asked to indicate how acceptable they would be to them, as a
resident of Hutt City. The results are shown in the chart below.

(n=300)
Re-consent the existing discharge to Waiwhetu
Stream

43

New discharge & structure into the Hutt River,
100m off Barnes Street

31

New discharge & structure into the harbour, 600m
off Port Road

34

41

New discharge & structure near the confluence of
Hutt River and Waiwhetu Stream, plus storage

20%

40%

I could live with it

26

23

10

48
0%

Acceptable

25

42

6

12

7

19

23

60%

80%

Unacceptable

10
100%
Unsure

All four options were rated either ‘acceptable’ or ‘I could live with it’ by more than
half the residents interviewed. However, some were rated more positively or
negatively than others.

Overall, at this stage of the interview there was not a clear preference.
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7.2. OPTION RATED AS No.1 PREFERENCE
The research participants were then asked specifically to indicate which of the four
options would be their No.1 preference. Opinion was almost equally divided across
three of the four options, as shown below.
(n=300)

28

Re-consent the existing
discharge to Waiwhetu Stream

32

28

12

New discharge & structure into
the Hutt River, 100m off
Barnes Street
New discharge & structure into
the Harbour, 600m off Port
Road
New discharge & structure
near the confluence of the
Hutt River and Waiwhetu
Stream, plus storage

The 32% of residents who chose the re-consent option did so mainly because it was
the least expensive option and they considered the current system was working
adequately for Hutt City’s needs. Their responses included:
%
mentioning
(n=300)
The existing plant has served us well/there is nothing wrong with
it; it is working now, so why change what we have; I do not see a
13
reason to change; if it’s not broken, don’t fix it/leave it alone
It doesn’t cost us anything/as much as the others; there is no
construction cost/extra capital required; it saves dollars (we could
be spending the money on something else); I don’t like the thought
of spending a lot of money on it; there will be less impact on rates

11

There is no need to change, if the problem is only happening a few
days/times a year

2

It is the best option to stay within budget, which they need to do/is
important

2

They should try the existing option first. If it doesn’t meet the
resource consent, they can move to the cheapest
alternative/something else

2

The main problem seems to be the proximity to the Maori
cemetery, which has been there a long time, as has the plant. Why
is it, all of a sudden, a problem? Leave it alone

1

Resource consent seems a convenient excuse to make change

1

Other reasons

3
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12% of the residents interviewed selected the option of a new discharge and
structure into the Hutt River, 100 metres off Barnes Street. These respondents
viewed it as a medium level investment, which would have less environmental impact
on the Waiwhetu Stream and, possibly, the beaches and bays in the area. Their
comments can be summarised as:
%
mentioning
(n=300)
It takes the flow away from the Waiwhetu Stream; it places the
wastewater into the harbour instead of the stream

4

There would be lesser effects on aquatic/marine life, but it is not
as expensive as the Port Road option

3

It requires a medium/moderate level of investment; it is not the
cheapest and the most expensive alternative

3

There might be less dispersal/pollution of the beaches and bays
than with the Port Road option

1

Other reasons

1

28% of the residents interviewed selected a new discharge and structure into the
Harbour, 600 metres off Port Road as their preferred option. This option appealed
primarily because it would place the treated wastewater furthest away from the shore
and waterways, where it would have a greater level of dilution. Some residents also
favoured this option because it was likely to have the least concern for iwi.

It places the wastewater further away, which I assume is better
than nearer; I assume the furthest away is safer for all; the
further out it can be discharged the better; it provides more
reassurance because it places the wastewater furthest away

12

There would be greater dilution, with the wastewater placed
further away/as far away as possible, therefore less impact on the
environment

4

It offers least concerns for iwi and allows improvement; it seems
to deliver the most benefits to the environment and addresses
iwi/Maori concerns

4

It would be a better option for both the stream and the river (less
pollution/better for marine life)

3

It moves the wastewater directly into the harbour instead of into
the stream

2

Other reasons

2
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The 28% of residents who preferred the option of new discharge and structure near
the confluence of the Hutt River and Waiwhetu Stream, plus storage mentioned a
variety of points. These included:
%
mentioning
(n=300)
It seems to make (real) improvements at a lower cost

6

It is the least expensive/is the cheapest of the alternative options;
it is not too expensive (at $12 million)

5

It allows more control/options with regard to release (especially
as we are likely to have more wet weather events); better control
means the Council is improving the system/raising their game

4

The flow of the river will take the wastewater away/save harm to
the stream; release into the river mouth is good

4

The Waiwhetu Stream won’t be affected; it seems better than it
going into the stream; discharge to the river mouth is more
acceptable than the stream

3

Being able to release on an outgoing tide means the dilution
factor goes up and there is less sediment; there would be better
dilution on the outgoing tide

3

It is a more sensible option, which is trying to balance cost
against benefit; I choose it because it is a compromise around
budgeting allowance and wanting to improve the current system

3

It fits within the $13 million budgeted

1

It acknowledges the Maori cultural concerns without getting silly
about it/going over the top financially

1

Less effect on the environment and aquatic life in the Waiwhetu
Stream

1

It has the potential to reduce the number of discharge events. The
others don’t, they just cost money; it is the only option that offers
a different approach to discharge

1

Other reasons

2
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7.3. RANK ORDER OF PREFERENCE
After establishing respondents’ No.1 preference, they were then asked to rank the
remaining options in order of choice.

OPTIONS

Re-consent
the
existing discharge to
Waiwhetu Stream
New discharge &
structure into the Hutt
River,
100m
off
Barnes Street
New discharge &
structure into the
Harbour, 600m off
Port Road
New discharge &
structure near the
confluence of the
Hutt
River
and
Waiwhetu
Stream,
plus storage
TOTAL RESPONDENTS

No.1
Preference
(n=300)
%

Second
preference
(n=300)
%

Third
preference
(n=300)
%

Least
preferred
(n=300)
%

32

16

9

43

12

31

49

8

28

20

9

43

28

33

33

6

100%

100%

100%

100%

This analysis indicates that the fourth option on the above list, which includes the
storage option, may be the most acceptable option overall. 61% of respondents
ranked it either first or second in their choice selection and very few (only 6%) ranked
it as the least preferred option.
The first and third options in the above list appear to have the strongest level of
divided opinion, with 48% of respondents ranking them first or second, but 43%
ranking them last.
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7.4. No.1 PREFERENCE BY AGE GROUPS
An analysis of respondents’ No.1 preference, by age group, reveals that opinion is
fairly evenly distributed across the age spectrum.

OPTIONS

Re-consent
the
existing discharge to
Waiwhetu Stream
New discharge &
structure into the Hutt
River,
100m
off
Barnes Street
New discharge &
structure into the
Harbour, 600m off
Port Road
New discharge &
structure near the
confluence of the
Hutt
River
and
Waiwhetu
Stream,
plus storage
TOTAL RESPONDENTS

TOTAL
(n=300)
%

16 – 39 years
(n=111)
%

40 – 59 years
(n=93)
%

60+ years
(n=96)
%

32

31

34

30

12

12

15

9

28

30

23

31

28

27

28

30

100%

100%

100%

100%
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7.5. No.1 PREFERENCE BY WARD
The analysis of respondents’ No.1 preference, by their area of residence, indicates that there may be
some important differences across the wards. However, base sizes for this subgroup analysis are
relatively small. Therefore, the results should be regarded as indicative only, rather than statistically
absolute. The average sampling variance across the individual wards is estimated at +11.6% at the
90% confidence level.

OPTIONS

TOTAL
(n=300)
%

Northern
(n=47)
%

Harbour
(n=53)
%

Western
(n=38)
%

Wainui.
(n=53)
%

Eastern
(n=52)
%

Central
(n=57)
%

Re-consent the existing
discharge to Waiwhetu
Stream

32

25

25

24

32

35

48

New discharge & structure
into the Hutt River, 100m
off Barnes Street

12

11

9

18

7

15

12

New discharge & structure
into the Harbour, 600m off
Port Road

28

34

41

29

25

27

14

New discharge & structure
near the confluence of the
Hutt River and Waiwhetu
Stream, plus storage

28

30

25

29

36

23

26

TOTAL RESPONDENTS

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

Page 131

Attachment 5

Peter Glen Research Report on Options for Seaview Treatment Plant
Resource Consents

7.6. THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF FACTORS CONCERNING WASTEWATER
DISPOSAL
The research participants were introduced to a list of factors that need to be taken into consideration when
making decisions about the disposal of wastewater for Hutt City. It was explained to the respondents that
all are important, but the Council would appreciate their views on the relative importance of each factor.
Accordingly, they were asked to rank the factors from ‘1’ to ‘7’.
The factors are listed below in terms of the overall order of importance that emerged.
RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE RATING
Most
important

2nd

3rd

4th

5th

6th

Least
important

(n=300)
%

(n=300)
%

(n=300)
%

(n=300)
%

(n=300)
%

(n=300)
%

(n=300)
%

Assurance that the
disposed wastewater is
safe in terms of human
health

70

21

2

6

1

-

-

1.47

The wastewater does
not affect the marine
life in the area

13

55

17

6

7

1

1

2.46

The water into which
the wastewater is
disposed
remains
natural
in
its
appearance

1

8

27

23

21

16

4

4.19

The
cultural
considerations
of
Maori and other New
Zealanders

8

1

19

24

15

15

18

4.54

That the wastewater
disposal meets the
current
standards
required by the RMA

5

9

16

14

20

15

21

4.64

The impact on Hutt
City’s rates bills

2

4

14

21

17

14

28

5.01

The appearance of any
structures
and
buildings fits with the
environment in which
it is situated

1

2

5

6

19

38

29

5.70

FACTORS

Av.
Mean
rating

The first two factors listed in the above chart were clearly considered to be the most paramount, with 91%
and 68% of respondents respectively ranking them first or second most important
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7.7. THE FUNDING OF THE WASTEWATER OPTIONS
The research participants were given the following introductory explanation:
“I now have a question about the funding of the wastewater options. Costs
could be met either:
 through a targeted rate, for 20 years, on all ratepayers with a
separate wastewater charge that would cease once the costs were
fully recovered, or
 through the general rate.”
They were then asked:
“Which of these options would you prefer?”
The results were as follows:
(n=300)
Prefer the targeted rate for 20
years

31
41

Prefer the general rate
Don't know/unsure

28

It can be noted that when respondents were considering these rating options, they
were further informed:
 Wastewater makes up 20% of an average household rates bill. (This
is 20% of the HCC portion of a rates bill, i.e. it excludes the GWRC
component).
 Every $10 million of borrowing repaid over 20 years via a targeted
rate, would cost $42 per annum per wastewater connection. (So,
every residential ratepayer with a wastewater connection would pay
an additional $42 per annum).
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%
The main reasons for choosing the ‘targeted rate’ are summarised mentioning
below:
(n=300)
The targeted rate would be more transparent; it would be a
separate rates item that could be monitored; ratepayers could see
it on their bill and hold the Council/appropriate people to account
The targeted rate has a defined rating period/limited life; after 20
years it would be paid off/we wouldn’t pay for it any more
Rates increase with inflation. In theory, the targeted rate could be
better, because it would be fixed at today’s amount; presumably
the amount would be fixed, so with inflation the actual level of
commitment would reduce over time
The figure of $42 per annum, for 20 years, sounds alright; I could
afford it/sustain paying that amount

14
10

7

4

There would be no surprises – it would be a fixed amount, with no
added costs or rate increases; the targeted rate would be like a
fixed mortgage. We would know what we were paying and can
budget accordingly

3

Other reasons

3

The research participants who chose the ‘general rate’ did so for the
following reasons:
It is better in the general rate, where it can be managed as part of
the total rates commitment

6

We only need one rates bill/amount. Otherwise there is
potential/a tendency for these things to accumulate on top of the
basic rates amount/commitment/sum

4

Tradition/it’s what we are used to – one rates bill is all we need/is
easier to understand

5

Rates are getting high now. Many people can’t afford them. The
Council should be made to stay/work within the $13 million
budgeted for this

3

With the number of projects the Council are undertaking, it is
important that they manage their budgets and spend within
acceptable limits. The general rate looks at the total picture

3

Wastewater is a core Council service, which is there for
everybody. It should be budgeted and controlled within the
general rate/rating system, not targeted (like a user-pays system)

3

I’m old/in my 70s and don’t know whether I will be paying rates in
20 years

2

Other reasons

2
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%
Respondents who indicated that they ‘don’t know’ or were ‘unsure’
mentioning
about which rating option they would prefer expressed the following
(n=300)
views:
I would probably prefer the cheaper option/whichever option has
the less impact on rates, so would need more information; rates
are expensive/horrendous/unaffordable at the moment, so I don’t
want anything that will add to them; the Council should not
increase the rates at all
I would want to know how the two rating options compare/what it
would mean for me as a ratepayer
I don’t feel qualified enough to comment; financial considerations
such as this are not my strength; the finance people would need to
evaluate these options carefully
Where does the Regional Council come into this? I am unsure
what I would prefer at this stage; how much of the increase is the
responsibility of the GWRC and how much is HCC? (Surely the
entire amount is not picked up in the HCC bill)

10

4

4

3

I am concerned about who the Council might be targeting, e.g. the
rural ratepayers, the businesses? Wastewater is a core Council
service that everyone uses, so I am concerned when they talk of it
being a targeted rate; a targeted rate implies that some ratepayers
pay more than others – how is that going to work?

3

I don’t have confidence in the Council’s ability to manage the
cost/rating application – they will manipulate it to fit their budget

2

I am unsure because this project is something new. It wasn’t
previously in the HCC Plan/Annual Plan, so I am a bit suspicious
of it and how it has crept into consideration; the need for this has
only recently been introduced – we need more facts
An investment in upgrading a plant/infrastructure sometimes
results in operational savings. It may apply in this case. I think
the whole thing needs greater consideration, before we commit to
what and how we want to pay for it
Other reasons

DEM12-10-9 - 17/817 - Consultation Results - Proposed Annual Plan 2017-2018

1

1

3

Page 135

Attachment 5

Peter Glen Research Report on Options for Seaview Treatment Plant
Resource Consents

7.8. WHAT HUTT CITY RESIDENTS WOULD LIKE TO ASK THE
COUNCIL
ABOUT THE WASTEWATER OPTIONS
The research participants were asked to identify anything they would like to ask (or
tell) Hutt City Council about the wastewater options. 45% of respondents mentioned
a point. Their questions and concerns covered a broad range of factors, which are
summarised below, using examples of the verbatim comments.
%
mentioning
WHAT IS (TREATED) WASTEWATER?

6

“What is treated wastewater? Does it have solids in it?”
“What does the treated wastewater look like?”
“What does it smell like? There is often an unpleasant smell
around Seaview.”
“Someone told me that the treatment process purifies the water to
a level that is just one step away from being drinkable. Is this
true? I now have some doubts.”
“What is the end product that is discharged into the stream? I
would like to know more precisely what it is we are talking
about.”
“What is ‘faster dilution’? It is a term the Hutt City Council has
used in relation to discharge. I don’t know what that is and I
should do. It may influence my choice.”

HOW LONG WILL THIS FUTURE-PROOF US FOR?

6

“How long will this future-proof us for - ten years or more?”
“Will these options be right for the future, not just today?”
“We are talking a considerable sum of money, so how long will
these options be appropriate for our needs?”
“How long will the new options last for? Is it a 5 year, 20 year,
or a 50-year investment we are looking at?”
“How long will these options meet our needs, especially given the
estimated population growth?”
“What is the expected life of the project and will it cover all
events?”
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%
mentioning
CONCERNS ABOUT EXPENSE/IMPACT ON RATES

6

“I am concerned about the impact on rates. We are paying a lot
now.”
“I don’t want to spend a small fortune on it, but it sounds like we
could be. How much is budgeted for in the rates?”
“I am concerned about the impact on rates. The prices are up to
$33 million and, based on past Council projects, that could grow.
How much is this really going to cost us?”
“I’m torn on these options, because there is serious money
involved – millions of dollars of ratepayers’ money. What is
really necessary?”
“It sounds expensive. Although the most expensive option sounds
the best, can we really afford it?”
“This sounds like it involves a lot of money. Isn’t there more
important things to spend our money on?”

OTHER CONCERNS ABOUT FUNDING/RATING OPTIONS

4

“Where does the Regional Council come into this? Is this a total
commitment for Hutt City Council, or does it also fall under the
Regional Council’s umbrella? We don’t want to be paying for it
twice.”
“How much of an increase to rates is the targeted rate versus the
general rate increase?”
“Does the commercial ratepayer contribute towards the targeted
rate? They should do, especially given the current residential –
commercial split, which I think is unfair.”
“Do not borrow a lot of money to do this. It impacts the ratepayer
now through interest and continues into the future.”
“Funding is an issue for me. Are they going to do it all through
rates increases, or is it going to involve some borrowing?”
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%
mentioning
QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS ABOUT TIMING

5

“Why is the Council considering the alternative options only now,
when the existing consent is due to expire in 2018? It will take
more than a year to implement any change.”
“They should have been working on this long before now. The
existing consent runs out next year.”
“What is the timeframe for building each option?
anything, will be the level of disruption?”

What, if

“How long will the construction of the proposed arrangements
take?”
“When will preparation start? Is the start date likely to change?”
“How long before the issue is solved?”

WHY IS THERE A NEED TO CHANGE?

4

“Why is there a need to make changes? What is wrong with the
existing option?”
“Why can’t they just keep it as it is? It has served the city well up
until now. I do not understand why it has to change.”
“If the reconsenting option of the existing discharge is not likely to
meet RMA requirements, what is wrong with it? It sounds like
they are hiding something.”
“I think they should leave it as it is. There is nothing wrong with
what we have now.”
“The statement says ‘the existing arrangement might not be
acceptable from a regulatory perspective’. What does that mean
and why is it necessary to change something that has been
acceptable up to now? I suspect a good third-party could work
their way around this, if it is now really necessary to take a
different approach.”
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%
mentioning
ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS

4

“What, if anything, are the risks to health and the environment
with each option? You need to be transparent about this. It is an
issue of major public importance.”
“What work has been done to reduce other toxic waste getting into
our waterways? I am concerned about the build-up of toxicity
from chemical waste, e.g. soap powders, toothpaste, perfume,
fibres from synthetic clothing.”
“What are the long-term effects of these options on the
environment?”
“I’d like to know the different effects of these options over, say, 50
years. What would be the effect on the environment for choosing
each one of these?”
“What assurances can they give that these options won’t adversely
impact the environment? Whatever they do has to be safe for the
environment.”
“How do you plan to keep things safe for the future?”
IS HUTT CITY COUNCIL LOOKING AT OTHER OPTIONS?

4

“Is Hutt City Council looking at other options, because none of
these particularly appeal to me?”
“What other options are there to look at? I am not sure that these
seem right. They are different takes on the current process.”
“Other options, or combined options, might give a better solution.
Is it possible to combine, for example, the storage option with
different discharge points?”
“Are they looking at other options? These options are versions of
the same thing. All they are doing is moving the discharge point
and when it is released. They are not addressing any ecological
issues. Other options should be explored.”
THE SMELL AT SEAVIEW

2

“How are they going to address the smell at Seaview? It has been
an issue since they built the plant there. I don’t know how people
can work there.”
“Can you please stop the smell from this facility? It is offensive.”
“Does the smell at Seaview come from the wastewater facility?”
“The smell at Seaview is often there, but not all the time. Does it
coincide with the release of the wastewater?”
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%
mentioning
WHAT ARE THE MAORI CULTURAL CONCERNS?

2

“What is Maori concerned about? Please explain.”
“What are the concerns of the Maori? I’m not saying they are not
valid, but I would like to find out what they are, so I can try to
understand them a bit more.”
“What concerns do Maori have? I know it relates to the location
of the cemetery and the discharge point, but what is the actual
concern? I would like to know. Perhaps there are concerns that
we can all learn from.”
“How much Maori influence is behind this? They need to be fair
and take into account the needs and wishes of us all.”

HOW WILL THESE OPTIONS AFFECT USERS OF THE
ENVIRONMENT?

1

“What is, and will be, the effect on fishing in the area? A lot of
people fish off the bridge around there and the marina, for the
boats and pleasure craft, is not far away.”
“I would like to ask whether it is safe to swim at the beaches in
Petone and the Eastern Bays? How will the new discharge points
affect the swimming?”
“I think they should talk to the users of the waterways, like the
fishermen, the swimmers and the boaties. They could be affected
by the decisions made.”

OTHER QUESTIONS/POINTS MENTIONED

1

“What is the volume of wastewater involved? It says how often it
occurs, but it doesn’t say how much waste is being dumped into
the stream.”
“How old is the pipeline out to Pencarrow? What is its life
expectancy? I wonder whether they should plan for a larger pipe,
or additional pipe, given the growth in houses and population.”
“Where are the actual discharge points? The options are
explained clearly enough, but the discharge points into the Hutt
River and the harbour weren’t quite clear, so I’d ask where are
they and what is immediately around them?”
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7.9. RESPONDENT PROFILE
The chart below confirms that a broad cross-section of Hutt City residents participated
in the survey.

PROFILE BY GENDER, AGE & ETHNICITY

TOTAL

(n=300)
%

GENDER

Male
Female
TOTAL

50
50
100%

AGE GROUPS

16 to 39 years
40 to 59 years
60 years and over
TOTAL

37
31
32
100%

ETHNICITY

NZ European/New Zealander
British
Other European
NZ Maori
Pacific Island/Pacifica
Asian (Chinese, Indian, Other)
Other groups
TOTAL

68
3
1
17
10
11
2
112%

Note that the ethnicity count adds to more than one hundred percent, because some
respondents indicated that more than one ethnicity group applied to them.
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7.10. CONCLUSION
This research project has been undertaken among a broad cross-section of Hutt City
residents, including those who would not normally make a formal submission to
Council.
The survey has quantified the extent to which Hutt City residents find each of the
wastewater options satisfactory. Overall, a majority (over 50%) of the residents
interviewed rated each of the options either ‘acceptable’ or stated that they ‘could live
with it’. The results have also revealed that there was not a clear ‘winner’ among the
four wastewater options, with residents’ preferences being divided across the
alternatives presented.
However, when the survey data is examined further, it can be noted that three of the
options had comparatively high levels of non-appeal to over 40% of residents. That
is:
 42% of respondents rated the Port Road option ‘unacceptable’ (compared
with 23% to 26% for the other options) and 43% ranked it as their least
preferred option.
 43% of respondents also ranked the Re-consent option as their least
preferred.
 A high 57% of respondents ranked the Barnes Street option either third or
fourth in their order of choice.
This leaves the option of the ‘new discharge and structure near the confluence of the
Hutt River and Waiwhetu Stream, with storage’ as the one that is most likely to be
met with the least resistance. 61% of the research participants ranked this solution as
either their first or second choice, and only 6% considered it their least preferred
option.
When the preference results are examined by ward, there are indications that
residents’ views may differ across the city, especially in the Harbour and Central
wards.
The various factors concerning wastewater disposal, that were defined in Section 7.6
of the report, were all considered important to some degree. However, the two that
were ranked significantly higher than the others were ‘assurance that the wastewater
is safe to human health’ and ‘does not affect the marine life in the area’.
Preference between the funding options of a ‘targeted rate’ versus the ‘general rate’
was not conclusive. Both options achieved a considerable level of support, but it is
important to note that 31% of respondents stated that they were ‘unsure’ at this stage
which funding option they would prefer.
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It can be noted that almost half the respondents (45%) had questions or concerns
about the wastewater options that they would like to draw to the Hutt City Council’s
attention. These are summarised in Section 7.8 of the report and span a wide range of
issues. This perhaps indicates a need for the Council to provide further information
and discussion on wastewater disposal before proceeding with a final decision.
Finally, it is worth noting that the residents interviewed in this study considered the
issue of wastewater disposal to be an important one. Many of the research
participants commented that they had not only considered the introductory material
that we had provided on the subject, but they had also visited the Seaview area
(complete with map) to get a better understanding of what was being proposed in the
area concerned.
The importance of the topic was also expressed in concluding remarks that were made
by respondents, such as:
“I am happy to give my opinion on this and it is good that the Council has
asked the public about it. However, at the end of the day, I have to trust the
science of it, to ensure that the water treatment and water is safe for us and
for the marine life. It is an important decision and I trust the Council will get
the best advice possible.”
“I have given my views and I realise it is just one person’s view among a lot of
things they will have to consider. It is quite complex really and hard to get
your head around. It is important to get it right for the city, so I would say to
the Council it needs careful consideration. I am happy for them to make the
decision, as long as they keep us (the public) informed.”
“I hadn’t given wastewater disposal much thought before, but this exercise
has made me think just how important it is for us all. I also think that people
should know what their money is going towards.”
“Water is becoming a big issue generally. There is something about it on the
news most weeks. I would like to say that I hope the Council is getting proper
guidance. It is worth spending some money upfront to get it right, rather than
just rush into a decision that is as important as this one.”
“I can see that this is an important matter for the Council to address. It is
pretty hard for the public to make a decision. It is good we have been asked to
contribute our views, but the final decision needs to be based on a lot more
facts and scientific consideration. I would say let’s make improvement where
it is needed, but not go over-the-top in terms of expenditure. After all, the
existing plant and system has served us pretty well.”
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8. QUESTIONNAIRE
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION SURVEY REGARDING
WASTEWATER OPTIONS
April/May 2017
APPROACH.
“Good morning/afternoon/evening. I am …… from Peter Glen Research, a
market research company. We are conducting a survey on behalf of Hutt City
Council about possible options for the treatment and disposal of wastewater in
Hutt City. For this interview, I need to speak to a Hutt City resident.”
“Is there somebody in your household who would be able to help me with the
interview please?”
IF MORE THAN ONE PERSON QUALIFIES, ASK TO SPEAK TO THE PERSON
WHOSE BIRTHDAY FALLS NEXT. REPEAT INTRODUCTION IF NECESSARY.
IF APPROPRIATE PERSON IS UNAVAILABLE, ARRANGE TIME TO CALL BACK.

Respondent name: ____________________________ Phone number: _________
Time/day to call back: _______________________
“I would like to arrange a time to get your input to the possible options for the
treatment and disposal of wastewater in Hutt City. This is an important decision
for Hutt City residents and the Council would value your input on the matter.
Your input will be treated confidentially and will be combined with the views of
other residents who are participating in the survey. Peter Glen Research will
provide an overall interpretative report to inform Council of public opinion, but
will not link people’s names to the views expressed.
The interview will take approximately ( … ) minutes. Is it convenient to make an
appointment time now, or is there a more convenient time I should call you back?”
IF NECESSARY, RECORD CALL BACK DETAILS.

Respondent name: ____________________________ Phone number: _________
Respondent address: _________________________________________________
Time/Day to Call Back: ________________________
“So that you can get a good idea of the options that are being considered, I need to
send you an information pack that you will find useful for completing the interview.
May I send this to you please?”
IF NECESSARY:
“Alternatively, I could arrange a time/day/to meet with you, at a place that is
convenient to show you the proposed options and complete the interview.”
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-2-

Introduce the four options to the respondent and explain the various columns shown
in the table. When the respondent has had time to (re)familiarise themselves with the
options, commence the interview.

Q.1

“As a resident of Hutt City, how acceptable to you are each of these
options? (First/next), is the option (…). Is this option acceptable to you, is
it one you could live with, or is it unacceptable to you?”
DO NOT
READ

Acceptable

I could live
with it

Unacceptable

(Unsure)

Re-consent
the
existing discharge to
Waiwhetu Stream

01

02

03

04

New discharge &
structure into the Hutt
River,
100m
off
Barnes Street

01

02

03

04

New discharge &
structure into the
Harbour, 600m off
Port Road

01

02

03

04

01

02

03

04

OPTIONS

New discharge &
structure near the
confluence of the
Hutt
River
and
Waiwhetu
Stream,
plus storage
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Q.2 (a)

“Based on the information provided, which of the four options would be
your No.1 preference?”

Q.2 (b)

“Which of the remaining options
(second/third/least) preferred option?”

would

you

rank

as

your

CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION IN EACH COLUMN
OPTIONS

No.1
Preference

Second
preference

Third
preference

Least
preferred

Re-consent
the
existing discharge to
Waiwhetu Stream

01

02

03

04

New discharge &
structure into the Hutt
River,
100m
off
Barnes Street

01

02

03

04

New discharge &
structure into the
Harbour, 600m off
Port Road

01

02

03

04

01

02

03

04

New discharge &
structure near the
confluence of the
Hutt
River
and
Waiwhetu
Stream,
plus storage
Q.2 (c)

“For what reasons have you selected (.. OPTION ..) as your No.1
preference?” PROBE UNTIL ‘NO’ & POINTS ARE CLEAR
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“There are a number of factors that need to be taken into consideration when making
decisions about the disposal of wastewater for Hutt City. They are all important, but we
would like to get an indication of how important each factor is to you. Please rank them
from ‘1 to 7’, according to their importance to you. Note that ‘1’ is the most important
factor, ‘2’ is the next most important, and so on, with ‘7’ being the least important.”

Most
important

FACTORS

Assurance that the
disposed wastewater
is safe in terms of
human health

CIRCLE ONLY ONE OPTION IN EACH COLUMN
2 most
3rd most
4th most
5th most
6th most
important
important
important important important
nd

Least
important

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

The wastewater does
not affect the marine
life in the area

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

The water into which
the wastewater is
disposed
remains
natural
in
its
appearance

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

The
cultural
considerations
of
Maori and other
New Zealanders
The appearance of
any structures and
buildings fits with
the environment in
which it is situated
The impact on Hutt
City’s rates bills
That the wastewater
disposal meets the
current
standards
required by the
RMA
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“I now have a question about the funding of the wastewater options.
Costs could be met either:
 through a targeted rate, for 20 years, on all ratepayers with a
separate wastewater charge that would cease once the costs were
fully recovered, or
 through the general rate.
“Which of these options would you prefer?”

DO NOT ASK

Q.4 (b)

Targeted rate for 20 years ______________________ 01
The general rate ______________________________ 02
(Don’t know)________________________________ 03

“Why do you prefer that rating option?”
PROBE UNTIL ‘NO’ & POINTS ARE CLEAR

Interviewer Note: If the respondent needs further information on costs relating to
Q.4, the following information can be given.
 Wastewater makes up 20% of an average household rates bill. (This is 20%
of the HCC portion of a rates bill, i.e. it excludes the GWRC component).
 Every $10 million of borrowing repaid over 20 years via a targeted rate,
would cost $42 per annum per wastewater connection. (So, every
residential ratepayer with a wastewater connection would pay an additional
$42 per annum).
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“What questions, if any, would you like to ask Hutt City Council about these
wastewater options?”
PROBE UNTIL ‘NO’ & POINTS ARE CLEAR

DEMOGRAPHICS
“In order to help us analyse our survey by statistical categories, can I please check … “
D.1.

CODE GENDER

Male__________________________________ 01
Female________________________________ 02

D.2.

“Into which of the following age groups do you come?”
16 - 19 years___________________________
20 – 29 years __________________________
30 – 39 years __________________________
40 – 49 years __________________________
50 – 59 years __________________________
60 – 69 years __________________________
70 years and over_______________________

D.3.

01
02
03
04
05
06
07

“Which of the following ethnic groups do you belong to? One or several groups may
apply to you.”
NZ Maori___________________________
NZ European ________________________
British______________________________
Other European ______________________
Pacific Island/Pacifica _________________
Chinese_____________________________
Indian______________________________
Other Asian _________________________
Other (specify) ______________________
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“In which suburb do you live?”
WRITE SUBURB:

1. Northern
Ward:
Stokes Valley
Pomare
Taita/Pomare
Wingate

_______________________________________ THEN CODE:

2. Harbour
Ward:
Petone
Korokoro
Eastbourne
& Bays
Moera

3. Western
Ward:
Kelson
Melling
Alicetown

4.Wainuiomata
Ward
Glendale
Parkway
Fernlea

5. Eastern
Ward:
Naenae
Fairfield
Epuni

Tirohanga

Arakura

Waterloo

Gracefield
Seaview

Harbourview
Normandale

Homedale West
Homedale East

Waiwhetu
Residential
areas of
Eastern
Hills

Maungaraki
Haywards
Hill
Manor Park

6. Central Ward:
Hutt Central
Woburn North
Boulcott
Park
Avenue/Avalon
Naenae West
Epuni West

Waterloo West

“Thank you very much for your help with this survey. The company I work for is Peter Glen
Research and if you have any queries you can contact Peter Glen on 564-4525 or (025) 914-330.

“My name is ______________________________________” (Interviewer’s Name)
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9. WASTEWATER OPTIONS
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existing
discharge to
Waiwhetu Stream
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Environmental & Cultural Assessment
Score (out of Description
5) & Rank
2.4

4

 Short term and localised impact on stream ecology from high ammonia levels, expected to exceed
National and Regional standards
 Not acceptable to Maori cultural values, proximity of discharge to urupa (cemetery) has been
identified as offensive

Cost
Score/Rank
Nil

1

$20.2M

3

$33.3M

4

$12m

2

 Small visual effect as the discharge is noticeable in the stream when water clarity is good. Noted
that improvements are planned for the walkway network in the area, so increased use of this area
is expected

 No change to the number of discharge events

New discharge &
structure into the
Hutt River, 100 m
off Barnes Street

3.6

2

 Given greater water movement at this location the discharge will be diluted quickly, which means
there will be low risk of effects on aquatic life
 While this a good improvement on option 1 in relation to concerns held by Maori, local Maori
derive identity from the Hutt River. This value will still be impacted
 Discharge at this location may be perceived negatively by wind and kite surfers and waka ama

 No change to the number of discharge events

New discharge &
structure into the
Harbour, 600 m off
Port Road

4.7

1

 Given greater water movement at this location the discharge will be diluted quickly, which means
there will be low risk of effects on aquatic life
 This options is expected to have the least concerns for iwi
 Some potential that the perceptions of harbour users will be negatively impacted

 No change to the number of discharge events

New discharge &
structure near the
confluence of the
Hutt River and
Waiwhetu Stream,
plus storage

2.9

3

 Storage allows for the discharge to be held until outgoing tides. As a result, this option allows
meaningful improvement in relation to ecological issues on the in-coming tide. However, there
would be doubling of the discharge on the outgoing tide
 While discharge will not be directly to the Waiwhetu Stream and the storage improves the water
quality outcome, this would not entirely resolve the cultural concerns, and some risk to the
Waiwhetu Stream remains
 In this option, the pipe and discharge point will be partially above ground and therefore visible.
Detailed landscape design may help to reduce this effect.
 This option will reduce the number of wet weather discharge events.
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Community Plan Committee
29 May 2017

File: (17/852)

Report no: CPC2017/3/143

Financial Strategy
Purpose of Report
1.

This report seeks approval to make changes to the Financial Strategy.

Recommendations
The Committee recommends that Council :
(i)

approves changing the Financial Strategy, to;
(a)

rates increases limited to the Local Government Cost Index after
allowing for estimated growth of 1%;

(b)

net debt to be no more than;
(aa)
(bb)
(cc)
(dd)

(c)

150% of Total Revenue in years 1-3 of the plan;
130% of Total Revenue in years 4-6 of the plan;
110% of Total Revenue in years 7-9 of the plan;
90% of Total Revenue in year 10 of the plan and beyond;

net Debt can be increased to 170% of Total Revenue should the need
arise following a significant natural disaster;

(ii)

approves the marked up changes contained in the revised Financial
Strategy attached as Appendix 1 to the report; and

(iii)

notes an additional 1% rates increase in 2017/18 was approved in the
2016/17 Annual Plan to fund rejuvenation projects.

Background
2.

The current Financial Strategy was approved in June 2015 as part of the last
LTP process. This Financial Strategy placed limits on future rates increases
and the level of Net Debt. The current limits are;


Rates revenue - any increase is limited to the Consumer Price Index
(CPI) plus an additional 1% (for three years) to fund rejuvenation
projects, and a further 1% to allow for growth in the rates base.

DEM12-10-9 - 17/852 - Financial Strategy

Page 155

156



3.

08 June 2017

Limits on Borrowing – Net Debt is limited to $125M in 2020, 2025 and
2025. In additional Net Interest must be below 10% of Total Revenue
and Net Debt must be below 100% of Total Revenue.

The draft 2017/18 Budget was prepared on the basis that recommended
changes to the current Financial Strategy would be adopted by Council after
consultation with the public. The recommended changes were;


Rates revenue - any increase is limited to the Local Government Cost
Index (LGCI), and a further 1% to allow for growth in the rates base.



Limits on Borrowing – For planning purposes, Net Debt must be below
150% of Total Revenue in years 1-3 of the plan, below 130% in years 4-6,
below 110% in years 7-9, and below 90% in year 10 and beyond. The
$125M limits in 2020, 2025 and 2025 are removed. In addition, the
requirement for Net Interest to be below 10% of Total Revenue will
continue. Further, the Financial Strategy will allow for Net Debt to
increase to 170% of Total Revenue should the need arise following a
significant natural disaster.

4.

Changes to the Financial Strategy were considered necessary in order to
provide greater budgetary flexibility to continue the programme of
rejuvenation and revitalisation while limiting rates increases to the level of
inflation. Changes would also provide a more sustainable debt strategy
linked to affordability.

5.

Council at its meeting held on 21 February 2017 agreed to consult the public
on the above proposed changes.

Rates
6. Council proposed to move away from using the Consumer Price Index (CPI)
as the measurement for cost adjustment and move to using the Local
Government Cost Index (LGCI), measured each year by BERL.
7.

CPI represents general expenditure items of typical New Zealand
households (food, clothing, healthcare, appliances and fuel), whilst the LGCI
is a measure which broadly represents the items that a typical council spends
money on – things such as maintenance and replacement of pipelines, roads
and footpaths and community facilities, water supply and waste
management.

8.

Council proposed that rates increases be limited to the LGCI, and an
additional 1 per cent for growth in the rates base.

9.

In addition, Council agreed during the 2016/17 Annual Plan to an additional
1 per cent rates increase in 2017/18 to fund rejuvenation projects.

Limits on Borrowing
10. In an environment where Council focus is to ensure the resilience of core
infrastructure while building new facilities and rejuvenating older facilities ,
the current debt strategy in conjunction with the desire to keep rates

DEM12-10-9 - 17/852 - Financial Strategy

Page 156

157

08 June 2017

increases as low as possible, limits Councils ability to undertake further
capital projects and is not sustainable in the medium term.
11. Several of the projects included in the Draft Annual Plan and consultation
document will not be able to be undertaken without a change to Council’s
borrowing limits, or higher increases in rates. A more sustainable strategy
linked to affordability is proposed.
12. The key advantages to the changes proposed are:
a.
b.
c.

more head room is provided for capital projects;
successive Councils will be better placed to be able to reprioritise
projects over time; and
provision of a contingency for natural disasters

Consultation Results
13. Three principle questions were asked about the proposed changes to the
Financial Strategy. The questions and consultation results follow.
Q1 : Do you agree with the proposed changes to Council’s Financial Strategy, which
funds rejuvenation projects through increased debt levels, while holding rates
increases to inflation?
General

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

No.
129
130
152
388
114

%
14%
14%
17%
42%
13%

Citizens
Panel
%
19%
29%
52%

Q2: If you disagree with the changes proposed to Councils Financial Strategy,
please tell us your reasons (please choose one).
General
Projects should be funded more by rates increases, reducing
future debt limits accordingly
The proposed rejuvenation projects should not proceed
Other reason*

30%

Citizens
Panel
23%

48%
22%

47%
30%

Q3: If you answered the above that projects should be funded more by rates
increases, reducing future debt limits accordingly, which of the following options
would you support;
General
Extending the extra 1% ‘rejuvenation’ rates increase planned for
2017-2018 by one extra year
Extending the extra 1% ‘rejuvenation’ rates increase planned for
2017-2018 by two extra years
Other rating option
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14. Respondents who answered “Other Reason” in the Citizens Panel survey (6%
of respondents), were then asked to outline what their other reason was.

15. 55 per cent of main survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the
proposed changes to the Financial Strategy while 28 per cent disagreed or
strongly disagreed. 19 per cent of the Citizens Panel disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the proposed changes.
Credit Rating
16. Councils external treasury advisors have advised that they do not believe
HCC’s AA credit rating will be negatively impacted by the recommended
changes to the borrowing limits. Credit ratings are not based on policies.
Financial forecasts are a key consideration in credit rating reviews along
with an assessment of the underlying financial management framework and
historical financial performance.
17. The 2017/18 Annual Plan sees net debt peaking at 122 per cent of revenue
and net interest peaking at 7 per cent of revenue, both well within the limits
of the proposed debt strategy and while the higher debt ratio may put some
‘negative pressure’ on Councils credit rating, it is considered that this by
itself will not cause a downgrade of Councils AA credit rating. A ratings
downgrade to AA- will result in a 5 bps increase in borrowing rates and
costing $5,000 p.a. for every $10 million of debt.
18. As would also apply for other councils,it is highly likely there would be a
credit rating downgrade in the event of a significant natural disaster.
Options
19. Council can choose to amend the rates increase cost index to LGCI or
continue with CPI. Officers recommendation is to change the cost index to
LGCI to better reflect the cost drivers of services provided by Council.
20. Council can choose to amend the debt strategy borrowing limits as
recommended by Officers, continue with the existing debt strategy, or a
variation to the current or proposed borrowing limits. Continuing with the
current debt strategy would mean several of the projects contained in the
Draft 2017/18 Annual Plan would not be able to proceed.
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Consultation
21. The public were invited to comment and provide feedback on the proposed
changes to the Financial Strategy during the annual plan consultation
process. A summary of the consultation results is provided in this report.
Legal Considerations
22. The requirements of the Local Government Act have been followed in
respect of the 2017-2018 Annual Plan process.
Financial Considerations
23. Should the recommended changes to the Financial Strategy not be adopted,
the draft budget will be in breach of the Net Debt limits in the current
Financial Strategy and most of the projects included in the draft 2017/18
Annual Plan will not be able to proceed.
Other Considerations
24. In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration to
the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government Act
2002. Officers believe that this recommendation falls within the purpose of
the local government in that it provides Councillors with financial planning
options to meet the future needs of the community.
Appendices
No.

Title

Page

1⇩

2017 Financial Strategy - changes marked up

160

2⇩

2017 Financial Strategy - changes accepted

174

Author: Brent Kibblewhite
Chief Financial Officer

Approved By: Tony Stallinger
Chief Executive
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Community Plan Committee
24 May 2017

File: (17/833)

Report no: CPC2017/3/142

Proposed Budget Changes for Final 2017/18
Annual Plan
Purpose of Report
1.

The purpose of this report is to highlight proposed budget changes for
consideration for the final Annual Plan 2017-2018.

Recommendations
That the Committee recommends that Council:
(i) approves the list of projects being carried over from 2016/17 to 2017/18
attached as Appendix 1 to the report;
(ii) approves the proposed budget changes highlighted in paragraphs 9 and 10
of the report;
(iii) approves a general rates increase of 2.3 per cent in 2017/18; and
(iv) approves a one year freeze of the current rates differential transition.
Background
2.

Since the Draft Annual Plan was prepared, officers and various Council
Committees have requested further changes to the Annual Plan for 20172018. These are outlined in section 8 and 9 below.

3.

Officers have also updated the current year (2016/17) financial projections in
line with actual performance to date and expected performance to 30 June
2017. Changes have been made to the 2017/18 opening financial positions
in the Annual Plan as a result.

4.

Officers have identified several items required to be carried over to 2017/18.
The Committee is asked to recommend that the Council approve the
carryovers included in Appendix 1.

5.

As with previous years, officers will be in attendance at the meeting and will
operate a financial model to provide Councillors with an update on the
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financial forecasts and debt position when each of the budget changes is
approved.
6.

If all the changes contained in this report are agreed, Council will remain
within the borrowing limits of the updated 2017 Financial Strategy.

7.

The text of the Draft Annual Plan will need to be updated to reflect final
decisions made.

Financial Strategy
8. The Final 2017/18 Annual Plan has been prepared on the basis that the
recommended changes to the current Financial Strategy will be adopted by
Council. Refer to the separate report on the Financial Strategy recommended
changes to be considered by this committee.
Budget Changes
9. The following changes are proposed as a result of further analysis and new
information since the Draft Annual Plan was approved;
a. Silverstream Landfill ($750,000 additional capex; $4 million additional
revenue; net $3.25 million – over 10 years):
The draft annual plan included an additional $2.5 million as an estimate
of additional capital costs for the ongoing development of landfill space.
This additional funding was nominally allocated at $500,000 p.a. for the 5
years from 2020 to 2025.
Consultant engineers Tonkin and Taylor (T+T) have now reviewed the
forward capital development programme, and are recommending some
changes, largely to the timing of capital spend. There is an opportunity to
bring forward some capex to accelerate the provision of space. This
additional space development in the short term is expected to have a
number of benefits. A larger flatter working area will be provided which
will minimise current safety concerns associated with steep slopes; and
the larger working area will also assist with odour control which has been
a source of some concern of late.
There has also been a notable increase in volumes of special wastes
coming to the landfill, reflecting its status as the only Class A landfill in
the region. Without the development of this extra space, the landfill may
not be able to accept some of this volume, at least in the short term,
resulting not only in a loss of profit for the landfill, but also the risk that
this material would either need to be transported considerable distances,
or could go to landfills with lower standards of environmental protection.
In total, for the period up to and including 2029/30, the capital
programme now put forward by T+T requires additional funding (over
that currently provided for in the draft annual plan), of $750,000 including
contingencies of 15 per cent. The additional capex cost is more than offset
by allowing for additional volumes which we expect to net over $4
million in revenue in the same period.
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b. Riverlink Project (net nil):
The additional $39 million for the Riverlink project consulted on as part of
the Draft Annual Plan, is currently staged from 2019/20 to 2033/34. This
amount included a provision for property purchases. Officers
recommend bringing forward $7 million of the total $39 million into the
2017/18 budget to provide for Council to have the ability to purchase any
property that may become available and is relevant for the Riverlink
Project.
This is consistent with the approach that Greater Wellington Regional
Council have taken in that their budgeted expenditure includes funding
available currently to purchase any properties that may come available,
even though the physical works might not commence for a few years.
c. Live Streaming (additional; $25,000 capex (one-off); $4,200 opex p.a.):
To improve the quality of live streaming of Council meetings, $25,000 is
required for equipment and implementation costs, plus $4,200 p.a. for
subscription and communication costs.
d. Rural Fire / Fire Service Levy (net nil):
Council currently provides funding directly to the Wellington Regional
Fire Authority (WRFA) of circa $112,000 p.a. From 1 July 2017 there will
be a single New Zealand fire service, Fire & Emergency New Zealand
(FENZ). From 1 July 2017, FENZ will fund rural fire services in the same
way as urban fire – through the fire service levy collected via insurance
premium payments.
The final impact on Council insurance premiums from this change is not
known at this stage. Officers recommend that budget currently allocated
for WRFA be reduced by $112,000 p.a. with a corresponding increase in
the insurance budget.
10. The following changes are proposed to the Draft Annual Plan as a result of
recommendations from Committees and Councillor led working groups /
briefings;
a. Community Committees / Community Panels (net nil):
The Community Services Committee on 4 May 2017 agreed a new
operating model with Community Panels to replace Community
Committees.
This change has no impact on funding however from 2017/18, $152,000
p.a. previously recognised as operating expenditure will now be
recognised as capex, and in addition, the amounts for 2018/19 and
2019/20 will be brought forward and available to the Community Panels
to be spent at their discretion (but subject to guidelines), over the next
three financial years. In essence, each of the four Community Panels will
have access to a quarter share of $457,000 every three years.
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b. Petone 2040 / Petone Clock Walk (net nil):
Petone 2040 funding already in the Annual Plan includes $50,000 in
2017/18 and $50,000 in 2018/19.
It was discussed at the City Development Committee on 2 May 2017 that
the $50,000 in 2018/19 be brought forward into 2017/18 to expedite
consideration of strategic infrastructure projects (including Cross Valley
Link and Petone to Granada), as well as a Jackson Street streetscape
design including consideration of Petone Clock Walk.
c. Fraser Park Sportsville Operating Grant (additional $450,000):
The Finance and Performance Committee on 3 May 2017 recommended
Council approve an operating grant to Fraser Park Sportsville for the
provision of sporting and community programmes. Council agreed to
grants of $150,000 in 2018/19, $125,000 in 2019/20, $100,000 in 2020/21
and $75,000 in 2021/22 with these to be adjusted each year for any
operating cost reductions Fraser Park Sportsville is able to leverage
through Council.
Net Debt
11. The proposed budget changes included in paragraphs 9 and 10 above do not
result in a breach of the borrowing limits contained in the proposed 2017
Financial Strategy. The 2017/18 Annual Plan sees Net Debt peaking at 122
per cent of revenue, and net interest peaking at 6 per cent of revenue.
12. Councillors may have further budget changes following the 2017 public
consultation process and from public submissions, the impacts of which will
need to be considered.
2017/18 Rates Increase
13. The final budget includes an average rates increase of 2.3 per cent for
2017/18. This is based on actual LGCI of 1.3 per cent for the year ending 30
June 2016, plus an additional 1 per cent approved in the 2016/17 Annual
Plan to fund additional rejuvenation projects.
14. In addition to the increase in general rates from existing properties, the final
budget assumes that rates revenue will increase by a further 1 per cent p.a.
as a result of new builds and property investment. This will increase the
rates revenue earned without impacting on existing ratepayers. This 1 per
cent growth target is currently on track to being achieved in 2016/17. The
actual percentage for 2016/17 will be reviewed again and adjusted if
necessary immediately prior to calculating the rates in the dollar for 2017/18
rates in late June 2017.
15. By comparison, CPI for the 12 months ending 31 March 2017 was 2.2 per
cent.
Rates Differential Factor
16. While the overall average rates increase for ratepayers for 2017/18 will be 2.3
per cent, the average increase in residential rates will be higher at about 5.1
per cent. In contrast, average business rates will decrease.
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17. This change is because residential property values increased significantly
more than business property values in the October 2016 three yearly
revaluation of property rateable values undertaken by Quotable Value
Limited on behalf of Hutt City Council. Residential property values
increased on average by 24 per cent from 2013 to 2016, while average
commercial property values increased by less than 10 per cent over the same
period.
18. To ease the effect of the valuation increases on residential properties, Council
proposed a one year freeze of the current rates differential transition.
19. During the 2017/18 Annual Plan consultation process, ratepayers were
asked “do you agree with the proposal to freeze the rates differential transition for
one year?” As to be expected, there was significant support for this proposal
with 65 per cent agreeing or strongly agreeing and only 10 percent
disagreeing or strongly disagreeing.
General

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree

No.
47
58
187
348
206

%
6%
7%
22%
41%
24%

Citizens
Panel
%
4%
6%
28%
43%
19%

20. During their public submission at the Community Plan Committee on 16
May 2017, The Hutt Valley Chamber of Commerce advised that given the
pending exceptional impact to residential ratepayers from the October 2016
property revaluations, they would not oppose freezing the current rates
differential transition for one year.
21. Officers recommend a one year freeze of the current rates differential
transition in 2017/18.
Other
22. At the Community Plan Committee on 21 February 2017, Officers were
asked to review the rating base growth rate assumption used to forecast
future year rates revenue. Officers have completed a detailed review of
known and expected property developments, potential green field
developments, properties expected to be removed for flood protection and
major roading projects, growth in the CBD that is expected following
completion of the Riverlink project, changes from intensification
opportunities, and general property improvements; over the next 20 years.
Officers conclude that with funding support via the Development Stimulus
Policy, the Riverlink project, and the Urban Growth Strategy, an average
growth rate of 1 per cent for the next 20 years is reasonable and achievable.
23. In response to a question raised at the Finance and Performance Committee
on 3 May 2017, carryovers in recent years have been;
OPERATING
CFT grants & Development
Stimulus Budgets

2012/13
$1.0m

2013/14
$5.1m

2014/15
$9.7m

2015/16
$13.6m
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$0.8m
80%

$3.5m
69%

$1.6m
16%

$9.9m
73%

$9.5m
56%

2012/13
$35.8m
$7.3m
20%

2013/14
$33.3m
$4.2m
13%

2014/15
$53.8m
$12.8m
24%

2015/16
$93.7m
$32.3m
34%

2016/17
$92.2m
$41.3m
45%

Consultation
24. Council has followed the required consultative procedure prior to adopting
the Annual Plan.
Legal Considerations
25. The requirements of the Local Government Act have been followed in
respect of the 2017/18 Annual Plan.
Financial Considerations
26. The financial impact of accepting all the changes contained in this report is
that the Council will remain within the 2017 Financial Strategy borrowing
limits. If any further changes are approved that result in the borrowing
limits being breached, then it will be necessary to identify savings and/or
make phasing changes to capital projects.
Other Considerations
27. In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration to
the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government Act
2002. Officers believe that this recommendation falls within the purpose of
the local government in that it provides Councilors with the financial
implications of proposed changes to the draft annual plan.
Appendices
No.

Title

1⇩

2016_17 Carryovers to 2017_18
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Chief Executive
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2016_17 Carryovers to 2017_18

Account Description

Annual
Forecast

Annual
Budget

Forecast
Variance

Carry
Overs

Status

Reason For Carryover

Libraries
1,052,426

2,450,000

1,397,574

1,378,000

Capital

Libraries Interior and Exterior Maintenance

Total

180,000

230,000

50,000

50,000

Required

Phase Two: Wainuiomata roof replacement project.

Capital

Libraries Stock Replacement

800,000

850,000

50,000

50,000

Required

Purchasing for new Stokes Valley Library will not be completed this financial year

Capital

Stokes Valley Community Hub

72,426

1,370,000

1,297,574

1,278,000

Committed

Fit Out budget for the Hub Project wont take place until 17/18 year due to project
completion schedule

308,893

967,000

658,107

657,500

42,479

50,000

7,521

6,000

Committed

Expansion of the Sound Studio. Funds committed. Requires a scheduled start
date.

3,000

68,000

65,000

65,500

Required

Two projects in design phase. Bathroom refurb & open office fitout.

Museums
Total
Capital

Little Theatre Maintenance

Capital

Dowse Building Repair and Repaint

Capital

Little Theatre Improvements

85,000

275,000

190,000

190,000

Required

Final approval stage for fire curtains/H&S platforms/secure rigging & a
technician.

Capital

Little Theatre Sound and Lighting Improvements

50,000

200,000

150,000

150,000

Optional

Final approval stage for complete sound & lighting upgrades.

Capital

Dowse Entrance Upgrade

6,500

148,000

141,500

142,000

Optional

Concept drawings stage. Project ongoing & making progress.

Capital

Dowse Building and Plant Maintenance

3,770

26,000

22,230

22,000

Required

Split distribution for the First Floor projects : Climate control of exhibition rooms
& new office window.

Capital

Dowse Ventilation Plant Replacement

118,144

200,000

81,856

82,000

Committed

Phase Two: Climate control of First Floor exhibition rooms.

7,609,245

7,970,000

360,779

297,000

204,448

240,000

35,552

20,000

Committed

Carry over required to fund unfinished portion of design work.

30,000

30,000

30,000

Required

Carry over required as no contract in place yet for design work.

60,000

32,000

32,000

Required

Maintenance items not yet commenced due to timing issues.

40,000

40,000

40,000

Required

Due to supply issues the equipment cannot be ordered until next financial year.

6,888,718

7,050,000

161,282

160,000

Committed

Carry over required to complete final fitout of new pool.

-175,000

Committed

Bring forward budget from next year to fund fitout of fitness suite.

190,000

Optional

Aquatics and Recreation
Total
Operating

Sportsville

Operating

Hutt Valley Tennis - Mitchell Park

Capital

Community Halls External and Internal Maintenance

Capital

Stokes valley Pool Fitness Suite Equipment

Capital

Huia Pool Programme Pool

Capital

Huia Pool Fitness Suite Fitout

350,024

175,000

Capital

Community Halls Improvements

138,055

375,000

28,000
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Parks and Reserves
Total

1,118,573

6,833,000

5,714,427

5,664,000
The club is currently considering a preferred tender and hopes to be in a
position to commence works in the new financial year. Council will manage the
contract once it is accepted.

Operating

Waimarie Croquet Club

93,000

93,000

93,000

Committed

Capital

Wainuiomata Welcome Sign

30,000

30,000

30,000

Optional

Provision made in response to request from community so that existing sign can
be replaced when the shared cycle path completed.

Capital

Escarpment Fencing Pencarrow Coast Road

50,000

50,000

50,000

Optional

Awaiting agreement from private land owner re fence alignment.

Capital

Sportsground Drainage Upgrades

60,000

60,000

60,000

Optional

Capital

Walter Nash Reserve Upgrade (Funded from
Reserves Fund)

229,000

300,000

71,000

71,000

Committed

Capital

Holborn Drive Reserve Drainage - Reserve Fund

60,000

150,000

90,000

90,000

Committed

Capital

Cemetery Improvements

150,000

150,000

100,000

Committed

Capital

Wharves Maintenance

400,000

350,253

350,000

Committed

Capital

Manor Park Cycle Trail

380,000

380,000

380,000

Required

Capital

Te Whiti Park New Changing Rooms (funded from
Reserves Fund)

259,826

1,000,000

740,174

740,000

Committed

Capital

Avalon Park Development

300,000

2,000,000

1,700,000

1,700,000

Required

Capital

Making Places Riddiford Gardens Stage 3

220,000

2,220,000

2,000,000

2,000,000

Required

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

5,000,000

13,562,000

8,562,000

8,562,000

4,050,000

5,105,000

1,055,000

1,055,000

Committed

Timing of the project means that a portion of the main contract costs needs to be
carried over. Completion date currently scheduled for 16 August. 2x progress
payments + retentions + EOT to be carried over

950,000

8,457,000

7,507,000

7,507,000

Committed

Project has been delayed. Carry over is required to complete this work next year.

49,747

Works planned for Delaney Park have been deferred due to inability to secure
contractor for works. (The wet summer contributed to this situation.)
Concept design completed. Work tendered and PCL appointed to commence.
Carry over required to complete work next year.
Contractors undertaking work in May. Wet weather has delayed these works so
carry over required to complete the work next financial year.
For works to stabilise the old RSA section. Will only do minimum of works to
value of $100k as Internal Affairs has advised that it will not now provide the
additional expected funding. Works programmed for August/Sept.
For upgrade of Days Bay Wharf and works on other wharves that will prevent
further damage. Contractor (GK Shaw) appointed and will commence in May.
Works programmed over May to September. A carry over is required to complete
this work next financial year.
Completion of final stretch has general agreement from TranzRail. Meeting with
GW and MPGC held in March to discuss alignment. Works will not commence
until new year requiring a carry over.
Contractor commenced work in February. Expected construction programme of 9month. A carry-over of $740 k is required based on the current work
programme. A sum of $600k is included in year 2 budget to cover the timing of the
construction.
Stage 3 works design completed. ROI process completed with five contractors
selected for tender, which closed mid April. Value engineering required to fit
budget. Works are projected to be completed November 2017, necessitating a
carry-over.
Detailed design completed. Naylor Love currently pricing the work, which is
expected to commence late June/early July.

Community Safety & Connections
Total
Capital

CBD Community Resource Centre

Optional

HVAC upgrade project. Report pending.

Community Facilities
Total
Operating

CFT Stokes Valley Community Hub

Operating

CFT Sportsville & Artificial Surfaces
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Roading & Traffic
Total

3,362,683

11,669,544

8,306,863

7,547,155
Committed

Carry over includes subsidy relating to project expenditure being carried over
plus project savings being absorbed by the Wainui Hill Shared Path project which
is also being carried over.

25,500

Committed

51% subsidy on the $50k of safety related work on the Wanui Hill Shared Path
which is being carried over.

67,282
10,779

50,000
150,000

Committed
Committed

$50k of safety related work for the Wainui Hill Shared Path.
$150k underspend on Melling Gateway opex relating to the Riverlink Project.

22,314,000

13,131,000

13,141,655

245,000

2,335,000

2,090,000

2,090,000

Required

Operating

NZTA Capital Subsidy

-3,445,362

-8,072,362

-4,627,000 U - 5,769,000

Operating

NZTA Operating Subsidy

-4,045,394

-3,968,894

76,500

Operating
Operating

Engineering Services
Network Maintenance

500,718
4,698,022

568,000
4,708,800

TOTAL ROADING & TRAFFIC CAPITAL

9,183,000

-

Note: The carryovers for the Wainuiomata Shared Path & Pavements Surfacing
projects which are greater than the forecast variances for those projects are
being covered by savings across all of the Roading & Traffic Capital
programmes. i.e. total carryovers is less than the total forecast variance.

BELTWAY PROJECTS
Capital

Cycleway Network Development (Accelerated
Programme)

Beltway Project. Programme has been delayed working through the Business
Case process. Indicative and Detailed Business Case being developed
concurrently having completed the Strategic Business Case.

WAINUIOMATA HILL SHARED PATH
Wainui Hill Shared Path. Programme has been delayed as we seek certainty on
the total cost of the project before appointing the preferred contractor . See
Note Above.
Carryover required as this is for work associated with Wainui Hill Shared Path
project.
Carryover required as this is for work associated with Wainui Hill Shared Path
project.

Capital

Pavements Wainuiomata Hill

554,000

4,874,000

4,320,000

5,791,000

Required

Capital

Streetlight Standard Replacement

202,038

250,000

47,962

48,000

Required

Capital

Streetlight Lantern Replacement Programme

65,345

200,000

134,655

134,655

Required

335,000

1,300,000

965,000

965,000

Required

Eastern Bays Shared Path. Programme has been delayed working through the
Business Case process. Currently at the Detailed Business Case stage having
completed the Strategic and Indicative Business Cases.

EASTERN BAYS SHARED PATH
Capital

Eastern Bays Shared Path (Accelerated Programme)

CIVIC PRECINCT
Capital

Civic Precinct Parking & Laings Rd Upgrade

110,000

2,280,000

2,170,000

2,170,000

Required

Design complete, tender expected in May with physical works to align with the
Riddiford Gardens work.

Capital

Traffic Safety Improvements

310,000

400,000

90,000

90,000

Required

$90k carried over for work on Laings Rd in next financial year.
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OTHER
1,943,000

2,028,000

85,000

200,000

Committed

Large programme has been delayed by weather. $200k carried over to complete
programme in next financial year. See Note Above.

Road Reconstruction 2016/17 (Heretaunga St)
(Subsidy 16%)

330,000

567,000

237,000

20,000

Committed

Heretaunga Street. $20k carried over for chip seal in next sealing season.

Capital

Road Reconstruction (Queen St ) (Subsidy 17.9%)

640,000

820,000

180,000

30,000

Committed

Queens Street, Petone. $30k carried over for chip seal in next sealing season.

Capital

Sub Standard Rds Upgrade

13,000

250,000

237,000

237,000

Required

Capital

Substandard Roads Footpaths

199,000

250,000

51,000

51,000

Committed

Capital

Traffic Signal Replacement

46,000

170,000

124,000

124,000

Committed

Capital

Port Road Erosion Mitigation (Net Of Subsidy)

34,000

760,000

726,000

726,000

Required

Capital

Estuary Bridge Corrosion Protection (Subsidy 51%)

378,316

800,000

421,685

40,000

Committed

Capital

Cvl - Investigation / Design (Subsidy 51%)

400,000

400,000

400,000

Required

Capital

Urban Growth Strategy Roading Improvements

250,000

750,000

500,000

25,000

Committed

1,865,000

1,740,000

-125,000

860,000

Difference between carryover and forecast variance is covered by savings in other projects.

Separable Portion B has been awarded ahead of schedule in order to prevent 16
week contract delay and for the Contractor to concentrate his resources on one
project at a time and thereby shorten total construction period on both Waterloo
Stage 3 and the Adelaide Stormwater and Wastewater contract. Portion B will
commence early June 2016 and will be invoiced ahead of schedule.The cost of
completing separable portion A (including the extra work) is estimated at $960k
and it is estimated that $300k of portion B will be completed in 2016/17FY. The
overspend is managed across the programme budget. The carry forward forecast
will cover the cost of the remainder of Portion B in 2017/18FY. The 2017/18FY
LTP budget will be utilised for other critical projects in the programme such as
the Community Infrastructure Resilience project.

Capital

Pavement Surfacing

Capital

Hill Road. Aligning the physical works programme with the available budget. Next
stage will be costed and the necessary budget accumulated to complete the
work.
Pomare Road. $51k carried over to complete work in next financial year. Work
commencement delayed by a design issue outside one property.
Traffic signals at Cornish St. and Waterloo Rd. corner to be done in next financial
year following WWL work in the street.
Programme has been delayed while agreeing an appropriate design with the
consultant which aligns with a more comprehensive treatment in the future.
Carry over to cover further Cathodic Protection testing in the next financial year
Investigation delayed awaiting NZTA scope for the next Business Case phase, a
condensed Programme Business Case.
Wise Street Extension. $25k carried over for second seal required 12 months
after road formation.

Water Supply
Total

Capital

Critical Pipelines Seismic Upgrade

Capital

Holborn Booster Pump

Capital

Sweetacres Reservoir Upgrade

1,260,000

605,000

525,000

-735,000

250,000

Committed

300,000

300,000

300,000

Optional

915,000
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310,000

310,000

Committed

Project put on hold by HCC - awaiting resolution - carry over required.
Multiyear project. Total project outrun cost is $1,82million, with work spanning
two financial years. Delays experienced due to unforeseeable ground
conditions, resolving construction methodology and safety risks. Hence carry
forward required.
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Wastewater
Total

Capital

Capital

Adelaide Street Wastewater Renewal (with
Stormwater)

354,000

50,000

Network Renewals (WW)

1,080,000

550,000

726,000

500,000

825,000

Difference between carryover and forecast variance is covered by savings in other projects.

700,000

Committed

ASWR and ADSR is packaged as one contract in two stages utilising budgets from
both 2016/17 and 2017/18FY.Contract has been awarded after substantive duediligence undertaken during tender evaluation. Contractor commencement
depended on Contractor availability. Stage 1 to commence June 2016 .Carry
forward of Stage 1 budget is based on revised cashflow estimate from Schedule
of Prices for 4 weeks.550k carry forward combined with $800k from next years
budget needed to complete the project in 2017/18.

Committed

Although construction costs were higher than budget, the network renewals are
a high priority and we decided to continue with the project by spreading the work
over two financial years, using budget allowances in both the 2016/17FY and
2017/18FY budgets. Due to Contractor availability the planned 2016/17FY contract
works is slightly behind schedule and this requires a carry forward of $125k to
complete the 2016/17FY portion early in 2017/18FY with the 2017/18FY planned &
budgeted work to be awarded also”

304,000

530,000

226,000

125,000

371,000

669,000

298,000

425,000

Stormwater
Total

Capital

Capital

Beach Stormwater Outlets

205,000

Hutt River Stormwater Flapgates / Pumping Stations

429,000

224,000

65,000

166,000

240,000

74,000

360,000

112,960

177,000

64,040

50,000

112,960

177,000

64,040

50,000

Difference between carryover and forecast variance is covered by savings in other projects.

Required

Design and Consenting scheduled for 2016/17. Field investigation completed,
prelim design and key stakeholder engagement underway, but more involved
than initially planned. Total project outrun cost is $270k with carry forward of
2016/17 budget required to complete the Ecological Assessment, Cultural Impact
Assessment and Resource consent application in 2017/18FY.

Required

HRBE and HRSF grouped as package. Due to GWRC Flood Protection planned
future Hutt river stop bank works the scope of the project was re-assessed and
new flapgates identified. The project will span two financial years, using budgets
in both years as the original project budget is not sufficient to complete the
works in 2016/17 year alone. Procurement underway, expect contract award in
June with contract completion in August 2017. Carry forward required to cover
project in 2017/18 combined with $215k 2017/18 LTP budget available.

Environmental Policy
Total
Operating

Other Specialist Services
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Committed

Some work has been commissioned in 2016/17 but will not be invoiced until the
following year
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Local Urban Environment
Total
Operating

Promotion/Publicity

Capital

Admin Building Strengthening

Capital

Suburban Shopping Centres Improvements

Capital

Making Places Investigations For Future Projects

Capital

Making Places - Civic Events Centre Upgrade

Capital

Making Places Projects

8,773,958

27,554,000

18,780,042

18,114,000

151,297

554,000

402,703

50,000

Committed

Remaining budget for promotion of events centre.

25,374

95,000

69,626

70,000

Committed

Budget to complete balcony at rear of building.

480,641

550,000

69,359

70,000

Committed

Project covers improvements in ……. which has been delayed. Carryover
required to complete work next financial year.

200,000

200,000

200,000

Committed

Align budget to Riverlink programme

7,710,885

24,005,000

16,294,115

16,164,000

Committed

The project programme has been delayed due to the cost differences between
the forecast and the tenders. The new tenders were received, and a value
engineering process gone through.

405,761

2,150,000

1,744,239

1,560,000

Committed

Align budget to Riverlink programme

Economic Development
1,287,155

2,475,000

1,187,844

1,150,000

Operating

Wainuiomata Development Plan

Total

97,744

170,000

72,256

60,000

Committed

For continued employment of coordinator and to complete projects (Coordinator
was appointed later than anticipated)

Operating

Urban Growth Strategy

46,608

170,000

123,391

100,000

Committed

For advice etc. on Urban Growth Strategy projects

Operating

Economic Development Startegy

94,491

135,000

40,509

40,000

Optional

Operating

Development Stimulus Package

1,048,312

2,000,000

951,688

950,000

Committed

61,000

270,000

209,000

170,000

To assist with funding for Technology Valley.
Fee waiver and rates waivers commitments made by contract but yet to be
charged (Timing of charges)

City Promotions
Total
Operating

Promotion/Publicity

21,000

120,000

99,000

60,000

Committed

Operating

Events Funding - Other Events

40,000

150,000

110,000

110,000

Committed

186,540

305,000

118,460

117,000

186,540

305,000

118,460

117,000

Relates to creation of the Commercial Event Developer position which started in
Jan 16/17, and runs for two years. $60K will carry over into 17/18 and it is likely
that a further 60K will carry from 18/19
Events budget carried over as major event forecast did not happen as a result of
Kaikoura quake

Support Services
Total
Capital

System Maintenance

Operating

Total

4,530,500

Capital

Total

41,306,155
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Committed

For 3D GIS mapping which could not be completed as ran out of flying time.
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Community Plan Committee
24 May 2017

File: (17/832)

Report no: CPC2017/3/138

Future of HCC Wharves
Purpose of Report
1.

This report provides further information on the options for the Council
owned wharves.

Recommendations
It is recommended that the Council:
(i)

notes the summary of responses to the consultation on the future of the
wharves;

(ii)

notes that officers are seeking further specialist advice regarding the
possible effect of piling works, including the removal of piles, on the
Waiwhetu aquifer;

(iii)

agrees in principle to implement the following options, subject to the
specialist advice on the aquifer;

(iv)

(a)

Days Bay Wharf – fully refurbish

(b)

Rona Bay Wharf – fully refurbish

(c)

Petone Wharf – partially remove approximately 50 metres of the
393 metre wharf and fully refurbish the rest

(d)

Point Howard Wharf – demolish and don’t replace

agrees that the funding in the draft budget be amended to reflect the
recommended options and likely timing of works as follows:
(a)

2017/18

$1.4M

(b)

2018/19

$2.5M

(c)

2019/20

$3.4M

Background
2.

As part of this year’s annual plan consultation, Council agreed to seek
feedback on options for the future of the City’s four wharves. Three of the
four wharves are more than 100 years old and nearing the end of their
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economic lives. Following the most recent condition assessments,
undertaken in 2015, and again after the November 2016 earthquake,
Council’s engineering consultants recommended that Council consider
the wharves long term future and implement, as appropriate, a
comprehensive renewal programme.
3.

Council agreed that the options outlined in the following table, (taken
directly from the proposed Annual Plan consultation document), would
be the subject of community engagement.

4.

In addition to undertaking general consultation within the wider annual
plan engagement, two public meetings were held in Petone and
Eastbourne respectively, both of which were well attended, large
signboards were erected at the entry to each of the wharves and letters
were sent to organisations identified as likely to having an interest in the
wharves future. Officers also met with individuals or groups who
requested to do so.

5.

A summary of the responses on the options is shown in the table below.
The first line for each row is from the general consultation and the second
from the citizen’s panel. Note that even though the questionnaire
specifically excluded some options for some wharves, respondents still
indicated those options as a preference.
Wharf
Rona Bay
General
Citizen’s Panel
Days Bay
General
Citizen’s Panel
Pt Howard
General
Citizen’s Panel
Petone
General
Citizen’s Panel

6.

Fully
refurbish

Partially remove
and refurbish

Remove and
replace

Remove, don’t
replace

21%
18%

24%
28%

7%
7%

48%
47%

54%
55%

2.%
10%

43%
29%

1%
6%

31%
25%

3%
19%

8%
8%

58%
48%

54%
53%

30%
23%

14%
15%

2%
9%

One concern that has been raised by a number of submitters is the effect
of piling work, or removal of piles, on the Waiwhetu aquifer. Officers
have commissioned a specialist engineer from Tonkin & Taylor to
provide advice in respect of the aquifer at each of the wharf locations.
This information will be used to determine the likely risk and review the
methodology proposed with the proposed works. It is proposed that this
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information be reported back to the City Development Committee prior
to any works being undertaken.
Discussion
7.
Officers contend that a decision on the future of the wharves should be
made on a collective basis, given that the four wharves provide similar
recreational opportunities. The options recommended in this report have
been submitted on this basis.
Petone Wharf
8.

Petone Wharf is by far the largest of the Council owned wharves and
therefore the most expensive to maintain. At 110 metres long (the length
of a rugby field) the outer head of the wharf provides an area and
perimeter (230 linear metres), that is far greater than what is required for
its current recreational use. Officers propose that the option to remove
approximately 50 metres of the wharf’s outer head (which represents
about 1/8th of the total length of the wharf), and fully refurbish the rest is
the best long term option, balancing costs, current use and heritage
matters. At the public hearing the Heritage NZ representative stated that
this option was a good compromise, retaining the heritage value of the
wharf and would enable funds to be available for retaining the Rona Bay
Wharf.

9.

Refurbishment of the shortened outer head could include upgraded
facilities to ensure this area is more user friendly.

10.

This option also significantly reduces the amount of hardwood that will
need to be sourced to undertake the renovations. This is not an
insubstantial issue, given that there is a large question over sourcing
hardwoods sustainably. Council’s wharf contractor has advised officers
that the main source of hardwood is from the rain forests of South
America.

11.

Another advantage is that there is likely to be salvageable timbers from
both the outer head of Petone Wharf and from the Pt Howard Wharf
which could be re-used in the renovations of the remainder of the wharf,
further reducing the quantity of timber required to be imported and
reducing costs.

Point Howard Wharf
12.

Taking a strategic view of the wharves, officers are recommending that
the Point Howard Wharf be demolished and not replaced. This will have
a negative impact on the two main users, being recreational fishers and
the Lowry Bay Yachting Club. Recreational fishers can be accommodated
at other wharves and the starting box for the Lowry Bay Yacht Club
would be relocated to Whiorau Reserve. The Seaview oil terminal wharf
is not available for recreational use as this is a high security facility.
Council could consider improving public access to part of the Seaview
Marina breakwater to accommodate fishers in this particular part of the
harbour, subject to such activity not adversely impacting on Marina
access.
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This option is supported by more than half of all respondents. The usage
information showed that this was the least visited wharf with over 80% of
respondents having never visited the wharf. This wharf is not listed as a
heritage structure, as are the other three wharves. Salvageable timbers
would be used for work on other wharves.

Days Bay Wharf
14.

The Days Bay Wharf is the most used of all of the Council wharves.
Officers consider that with the costs (both capital and ongoing
maintenance), of the two options under consideration being similar, the
option to fully refurbish the existing wharf should be adopted. This is the
preference of the majority of respondents and will preserve the character
of Council’s oldest wharf (1895).

Rona Bay Wharf
15.

Officers are proposing that the Rona Bay Wharf be fully refurbished for a
number of reasons. Again this is taking all wharves into consideration
and is in despite of the 48% of respondents who had ticked as their
preferred option, remove and don’t replace.

16.

The factors considered relevant in proposing that Rona Bay Wharf be
fully refurbished include its high heritage value; strong local support;
former decisions and works to integrate the wharf with the main
Eastbourne shopping area; the positive impact of the wharf on the
neighbouring Yacht Club facilities; the wharf’s recreational value and the
relative cost of works when compared to other wharves.

Options
17.
Council has consulted on a range of options to address the long term
future of the wharves. In addition to these options Council could take a
do nothing approach, but this merely postpones a decision that needs to
be made, particularly given the Petone Wharf closure, could have longer
term cost implications and pose health and safety issues, which would be
a risk for Council to manage.
Consultation
18.
A summary of the consultation is provided in the background.
Legal Considerations
19.
Demolition and remedial works will require resource consents, before
being able to proceed.
Financial Considerations
20.
The total estimated cost of the options that were the subject of
consultation ranges between $6.0M and $14.7M. The draft budget
currently has a sum of $9.0M proposed for renewal works, spread over
the next three years, and a further sum of $2.3M for wharf inspections and
ongoing maintenance spread over the out years.
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21.

The estimated cost of the options recommended in this report total $7.3M
for renewal works and it could be expected that ongoing survey and
maintenance costs would reduce to $1M for the out years.

22.

If approved, the timing of the renewal and demolition works is likely to
differ from what is currently shown in the draft plan. With consent and
logistical processes it is unlikely that physical works would be able to
commence on Petone Wharf (the top priority given its closure), for as
much as 12 months. It is therefore proposed that the funding be split over
a three year period as shown in the following table:
Year

Budget

Description of works

2017/18

$1.4M

2018/19

$2.5M

2019/20

$3.4M

Obtain consents for Petone Wharf and Pt Howard
Wharves. Undertake demolition and acquire wharf
timbers. Relocate Lowry Bay Yacht Club starting box.
Petone Wharf renewal works undertaken and obtain
consents for Rona Bay and Days Bay Wharves
Rona Bay and Days Bay Wharves works undertaken.

Other Considerations
23.
In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration
to the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government
Act 2002. Officers believe that this recommendation falls within the
purpose of the local government in that it considers the future of
community assets. It does this in a way that is cost-effective because it
considers a variety of options that consider the long term future of these
assets.
Appendices
There are no appendices for this report.

Author: Bruce Hodgins
Divisional Manager, Parks and Gardens

Author: Craig Cottrill
Reserves Assets Manager, Parks and Gardens

Approved By: Bruce Sherlock
General Manager, City Infrastructure
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Community Plan Committee
23 May 2017

File: (17/820)

Report no: CPC2017/3/139

Sportsville
Purpose of Report
1.

To provide information as requested by the committee in regard to the
proposed annual plan capital funding for Wainuiomata and Petone
Sportsvilles.

Recommendations
That the Committee recommends that Council:
(i)

notes the information contained in the officer’s report and attached
Appendices 1 and 2 to the report;

(ii)

notes that Petone and Wainuiomata Sportsvilles have been working in a
voluntary capacity with Council since 2009;

(iii)

notes that Council has endorsed sportsville developments in the Long
Term Integrated Community Facilities Strategy;

(iv)

notes that Petone Sportsville has requested funding be brought forward
for capital development at North Park;

(v)

agrees to include capital funding of $300k in 2017/18 to enable Council
officers to work with Petone Sportsville to:
(a)

advance design work (including community consultation);

(b)

complete a business case analysis of the proposal; and

(c)

fully develop an operational model;

(vi)

agrees that any alteration to capital funding for this project will be
considered by the Community Plan Committee in 2018;

(vii)

agrees to reduce capital funding for Wainuiomata Sportsville in 2017/18
from $500k to $300k as a joint procurement process will be used for both
sportsvilles; and

(viii)

agrees that Council capital funding for construction for both sportsvilles
will only be released conditional on:
(a)

a sustainable operational business case – clearly demonstrating a
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sustainable operating model that does not rely on Council
operational funding; and
(b)

all capital funding being confirmed.

Background
2.

Sportsville is a term which was coined in the early 2000’s to describe a
sports village model of sport partnership development. It aims to address
the burgeoning costs and demands of compliance, changing lifestyles and
in some cases shortages of space and resources by co-locating or co-sharing
facilities and resources amongst sporting clubs.

3.

Council adopted an Active Recreation Strategy in 2007 which identified the
key drivers and enablers of developing an active community. The strategy
recognised the role sport plays in developing cohesive communities and
the role of sports clubs in fostering and maintaining a love of sport
throughout an individual’s life. The strategy also identified the challenges
faced by sports clubs within a changing society and the need for them to
alter how and what they provide to remain relevant.

4.

As a result, one of the five goals of the strategy was to build, “Strong and
sustainable active recreation and sport organisations contributing to
community cohesion and identity”.

5.

In 2009 with assistance from Sport NZ, Council embarked on a project to
develop sportsville organisations across the city which would; be
professionally run, community centric, collaborative, future focused and
sustainable, and which ultimately would increase participation in active
recreation.

6.

From this work three sportsville organisations were established in 2010 at
Fraser Park, Petone and Wainuiomata.

7.

All three sportsvilles were established with professional governance
models and developed strategic plans identifying key achievement goals.
These goals largely focused on growing participation and community
connectedness, however all three identified the development of joint
facilities as central to the achievement of their wider purpose particularly
in relation to delivering a wider range of community services.

8.

The need to upgrade was also heavily influenced by duplication and the
current poor state and unsuitability of most club facilities.

9.

In 2013 Hutt City Council adopted the Long Term Integrated Community
Facilities Strategy. This document endorsed Council’s commitment to
hubbing of community facilities where appropriate, with direct reference to
the promotion of sportsvilles.

10.

As Fraser Park Sportsville occupies Wellington’s largest sporting park, and
is an asset of regional significance, this facility development was
progressed first. Stage two of the Fraser Park Sportsville development will
commence in the near future.
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11.

In 2015, feasibility studies on Petone and Wainuiomata sportsville facility
developments were completed by Visitor Solutions and Global Leisure
Group respectively (attached as Appendix 1) and in 2016 both these
organisations presented to the Community Plan Committee their preferred
plans for development. The provisional budgets for these developments
were $16.5M and $6.5M respectively.

12.

Council resolved from this meeting to fund $140,000 in 2016/17 to allow
officers to work with both sportsvilles to further refine these development
plans.

Discussion
13. As directed officers have been working closely with sportsville boards in
Wainuiomata and Petone over the past ten months with the key aims of
this work to:
a)

Rationalise facility development options by examining need and value.

b)

Garner feedback from stakeholders on development options.

c)

Produce a capital budget which is realistic and limits surprises.

d) Propose a capital funding plan.
e)
14.

Further refine an operational model and operating costings.

As part of this process Design Group Stapleton Elliot (DGSE) and Hawkins
Construction were engaged to undertake design and construction
investigation work including:
a)

Produce concept plans for building and sports ground layout.

b)

Undertake first level construction investigation tasks:
i.

Site survey and desktop seismic report.

ii.

Foundation requirements and structural scheme.

iii. Preliminary fire report.
iv. Outline services design.
c)

Provide a cost report on the proposed design.

Consultation
15.

Both sportsvilles have worked hard to engage with community
stakeholders and the public at different stages of the project. Initial
meetings with affected groups were held from July - November 2016 prior
to design commencement with further follow up consultation with affected
groups and the wider public once concept designs had been drafted from
February - April 2017.
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16.

Officers are fully supportive of the professionalism shown by the
sportsville boards with the consultation work which has been undertaken
and their willingness to listen to and adjust plans where possible.

17.

Officers note however that it is not always possible to please all
stakeholders and compromise is often required particularly when dealing
with public spaces, and clubs and communities which are steeped in
history.

18.

To show the extent and type of consultation that was undertaken the
following is the list of groups and forums Petone Sportsville have
consulted with during the past nine months:
a)

Sportsville club executives and member forums

b)

Non Sportsville clubs

c)

Neighbours of North Park forum

d)

Petone Community Board

e)

Petone Working Men’s Club (PWMC)

f)

Petone 2040 (P2040)

g)

Petone Planning Action Group (PPAG)

h)

Weltec

i)

Petone Central School

j)

Sacred Heart School

k)

Regional Sporting Organisations (RSOs) – Rugby, Cricket, Tennis,
Gymsports

l)

Information stand at Petone Library

m)

Flyer distributed via letter box drop to Petone residents

n)

Facebook page

19.

Feedback from these meetings was recorded and provided to the design
team for consideration and incorporated where appropriate.

20.

For example feedback from stakeholders was instrumental in deciding the
siting of the Petone Sportsville facility on North Park with nearly all groups
preferring this location over encroachment onto the Petone Recreation
Ground.

Club Commitment
21.

Sportsvilles have been open with all club committees throughout this
process and have letters of support from them in principal to the models
that have been developed.
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22.

In relation to Petone Sportsville all of these clubs are unanimous in the
need to undertake development work sooner rather than later.

23.

Notwithstanding this, concerns with some details of both projects have
been expressed by some club committees. These concerns will be
addressed during the next phase of design development. When dealing
with clubs with long histories and large memberships, it is to be expected
that there will be individuals who do not fully agree with all aspects of a
clubs direction and future plans.

24.

Sportsvilles note that before proceeding to construction phase some clubs
will require sign off via resolution at a club special meeting.

Alignment with Petone 2040 Vision
25.

Three meetings were held between P2040 and Petone Sportsville and
further communication undertaken between the designers engaged by both
groups.

26.

In pre-design meetings both groups provided information on their vision
for their respective projects. Both groups emphasised that their ideas were
yet to be fully consulted with the community, with P2040 making it clear
that they were not a decision-making body.

27.

P2040 provided a broad presentation on their current thinking which
included references to:
a)

Petone Recreation Ground as an untouched village green.

b)

North Park as a possible site for a sportsville development.

c)

The promotion of a pedestrian way through both Parks.

d) The development of housing and a transport hub in the wider North
Park area.
28.

This information along with other stakeholder feedback was used to
develop the concept designs presented to Council which promote a facility
on North Park and a direct pedestrian way linking to the Petone Recreation
Ground. The pedestrian way would also protect the sightlines that P2040
are keen to see maintained.

29.

The sportsville project team believes the development of sporting and
recreational facilities within the North Park area will greatly enhance future
development within this precinct supporting both residential and business
users.

30.

Towards the end of this design process McIndoe Urban (designers engaged
by P2040) asked the sportsville project group to consider a road through
the North Park site. This road was proposed to go directly through the site
where the major facility would be sited and the current location of the
Petone Rugby Club.
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While this was considered by the project group it was not pursued due to
the following reasons:
a)

The addition of the road would drastically reduce green space and
reduce the size of the field available for rugby. This would be
detrimental to both sport and community users of the park.

b)

A road would have meant a greater disconnect between the main
facility and the proposed refurbished cricket pavilion. It would also
have meant a larger disconnect between the main facility and the
playing activity on Petone Recreation Ground.

c)

Moving of the facility would have added significant cost to the project
(estimated at $2M) as it would have precluded re-using the current
Rugby Clubrooms.

d) The loss of space to accommodate a road would have severely reduced
the capacity for on-site parking.
32.

Officers also note that the P2040 proposal has yet to be widely consulted on
and has not as yet been adopted by the Council.

Site Location
33.

When considering the location for sportsville developments there are a
number of criteria which can optimize performance these include:
a)

Size of site.

b)

Proximity to potential users.

c)

Central location.

d) Connection to the business district (CBD).
e)

On main arterial and/or public transportation routes.

f)

Close to schools.

34.

In the case of Wainuiomata the preferred site since outset has been Fredrick
Wise Park which is centrally placed in the valley and close to the
Wainuiomata CBD. No negative feedback has been received during
consultation on the use of this site.

35.

Petone Sportsville in past submissions to Council has presented their
preferred site as the Petone Recreation Ground. Consultation feedback
from stakeholders and the community has clearly shown a preference for
the Petone Recreation Ground to remain as an open village green with no
restrictions or impediments to public use. The community has clearly
indicated their preference for a North Park development as this site is
already heavily used by sports clubs, having fenced off areas for bowls and
tennis. Petone Sportsville has responded to this feedback and now
proposes a facility to be built on North Park.
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36.

The Petone Football Club during submissions raised the possibility of
moving the development of a sporting hub to Petone Memorial Park. This
was considered a few years ago and at the time engendered limited
enthusiasm from local clubs to proceed.

37.

A proposed sporting hub at Petone Memorial Park would look
considerably different from what is being proposed at North Park. The area
already has a number of sporting codes using this site and adding the mix
of sports currently involved in Petone Sportsville would be problematic. It
would likely result in a different mix of clubs.

38.

In regard to site location, Petone Memorial Park is further removed from
the community and would offer less perceived benefits then the current
proposal however it would alleviate some concerns regarding neighboring
use.

Design and Capital Budgets
39.

The engagement of both DGSE and Hawkins during the design process has
allowed for design and construction methods to be questioned and refined
at each stage focusing on economy and use-ability.

40.

The proposal for Wainuiomata Sportsville includes social and meeting
spaces, changing rooms and squash courts sufficient to meet the needs of
the member clubs. The proposal includes outdoor field improvements
including lighting and drainage and the addition of a half size mixed
training turf which can be programmed during the week for community
activity. Indoor training spaces and changing rooms are maintained in
some of the current clubrooms on alternative locations for both training
and overflow needs with other facilities rationalised.

41.

Wainuiomata Sportsville see this as a staged development with different
sporting codes moving to the new site over a number of years as facilities
are completed and the usefulness of current club facilities declines.

42.

Construction risks include soft soil concerns and access to services.
Contingencies for these have been allowed for in the cost estimates.

43.

The estimated total cost of development is in the vicinity of $6.8M.

44.

Council has allocated 70% of this cost within current draft budgets with the
balance to be raised by Wainuiomata Sportsville and the Community
Facilities Trust (CFT). The fundraising target of $2M will be a challenge.

45.

The proposal for Petone Sportsville includes social and meeting spaces, an
indoor training space and weights gym, a large indoor gymsports centre, a
grass field, and outdoor tennis, bowls and hockey surfaces. The proposal
re-uses the Petone Clubrooms for social and indoor training use reducing
the overall cost of construction.

46.

In the case of the gym sports facility this has been designed to be a regional
attractor capable of hosting regional and national events.
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47.

While much of the outdoor space will be used for sporting activity the use
of public walkways and lower fences where appropriate will help to
promote openness and public use. Unfortunately fences or barriers are a
requirement for many sports to protect the playing surface and to reduce
balls entering neighbouring properties. North Park already has fenced off
areas for Tennis and Bowls.

48.

Petone Sportsville see this as a staged development with different sporting
codes moving to the new site over a number of years as facilities are
completed and the usefulness of current club facilities declines.

49.

Construction risks include possible soil contamination and remedial work
required on the rugby clubrooms. Contingencies for these have been
allowed for in the cost estimates.

50.

The estimated total cost of development is in the vicinity of $10.5M.

51.

Council has allocated 70% of this cost within current draft budgets with the
balance to be raised by Petone Sportsville and the Community Facilities
Trust (CFT). The fundraising target of $3.1M while a challenge is realistic
with most clubs involved having cash reserves and sustainable funding
models.

Operating Model
52.

Draft operating budgets were produced as part of the feasibility studies
completed in 2015. These cannot be fully developed until lease parameters,
size, location and design are finalised as these factors will heavily influence
costs and revenue generation potential.

53.

As with other community facilities it is proposed that the new
developments be owned by the CFT with leases for occupancy and use
entered into with each sportsville.

54.

A first draft of operating budgets based on the current proposed designs
has been completed and shared amongst sportsville organisations. These
are a work in progress and currently include a number of assumptions
which will be reduced as the project becomes more defined. However
based on these assumptions it is estimated that facility fees per member
may range from between $40 - $70 per member.

Key Council Conditions
55.

For both Wainuiomata and Petone Sportsvilles Council Officer have
consistently reiterated the following key conditions of Council capital
funding:
a)

A sustainable operational business case – clearly demonstrating a
sustainable operating model that does not rely on Council operational
funding.

b)

All capital funding being confirmed.
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Do not rely on the CFT for all fundraising. The sportsvilles, member
clubs and the local community will need to proactively work with the
CFT on facility developments and fundraising.

Options
56. Currently Council has included $4.8 in years 2017-2020 for Wainuiomata
Sportsville and $7.4M in years 2022-2025 for Petone Sportsville.
57.

Council may consider the full range of options in regards to these projects
from increasing funding, reducing funding, moving funding years, funding
only one project, asking for more information before making a decision or
not funding any projects.

58.

Not proceeding with any projects however would be contrary to councils
stated intentions of hubbing activities and would send a conflicting
message to community organisations. Council is committed to growth and
rejuvenation and sportsvilles are seen as a mechanism to promote and
support this growth.

59.

Both sportsvilles have indicated pressures on current facilities and have
deferred maintenance pending a funding decision from Council. Petone
sportsville in particular has expressed concerns with deferring funding
until 2022 and there are real risks that maintaining this position by council
would see this project not proceed.

60.

Pressures expressed by Petone Sportsville include:
a)

Current poor state of cricket facility and requirement to upgrade to
meet Cricket Wellington Senior Cricket status.

b)

Weather tightness and building envelope work on Petone Bowling
Club.

c)

Weather tightness and building envelope work on Petone Tennis
Club.

d)

Roof replacement, building envelope work and seismic strengthening
of Petone Rugby Club.

e)

Unsuitability of current gymsports facility - too small, not fit for
purpose and located within an industrial area.

f)

Need to expand the number of tennis courts to accommodate
growing junior membership.

61.

To undertake only the urgent remedial work excluding any improvements
will cost between $0.8M – $1.2M.

62.

If funding for Petone Sportsville is not brought forward it is likely that
most if not all of the current professional board will resign. Sports Clubs
will be forced to proceed with the urgent remedial work and it is highly
possible that the sportsville entity will dissolve. Gymsports are likely to
seek other accommodation arrangements to support their growing
membership.
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63.

At this stage funding in 2017/18 is proposed for Wainuomata Sportsville
only to undertake further design development, produce a fully developed
business case and to complete construction documentation.

64.

To address current concerns raised by the public and Councillors
concerning the Petone Sportsville proposal, and also to alleviate concerns
in delaying works expressed by Petone Sportsville, Council could consider
allocating funding for Petone Sportsville in 2017/18 to undertake further
design development, consultation and business case work similar to what
is proposed for Wainuiomata.

65.

This would allow Council to consider bringing forward capital funding for
Petone Sportsville during next year’s Long Tern Planning process if it was
satisfied that the project was viable from both a capital and operational
perspective and was supported by the community.

66.

This work could be completed in parallel with Wainuiomata Sportsville
allowing for economies of scale in procurement.

Consultation
67. As detailed in the report.
Legal Considerations
68. None at this stage.
Financial Considerations
69. Any options the committee recommends would need to fit within the
Council’s financial strategy.
Other Considerations
70. In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration
to the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government
Act 2002. Officers believe that this recommendation falls within the
purpose of the local government in that it addresses the future and
changing sporting needs of the community and is aligned with the
Council’s Long Term Community Facilities Strategy. It does this in a way
that is cost-effective because it consolidates the provision of sporting
facilities within a hub context and reduces duplication.
Appendices
No.

Title

1⇨

Petone Sportsville Feasibility Study (Under Separate Cover)

2⇨

Wainuiomata Sportsville Feasibility Study (Under Separate Cover)

Page

Author: Marcus Sherwood
Divisional Manager, Leisure Active

Approved By: Tony Stallinger
Chief Executive
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Community Plan Committee
24 May 2017

File: (17/824)

Report no: CPC2017/3/140

Report back on Consultation Results of
Review of Rates and Development Charges
Remissions Policies
Purpose of Report
1.

This report seeks recommendation to Council to adopt the draft Part 5 of the
Rates Remission Policy “Rates Remission & Grants for Economic Development
Policy” and draft Part 6 of the Rates Remission Policy “Hutt City Development
Charges and Rates Remission Policy”, to continue the role of Development
Liaison Manager for a further 3 years and to include sufficient funding in the
FY’s period 2017 - 2018 to 2019 - 2020 to support these policies and role.

Recommendations
That the Committee recommends that Council:
(i)

notes that Council, in support of its strategies and plans, has put in place
policies to encourage economic development and development activity in
the City and that these policies have been reviewed. These are:
(a)

Part 5 Rates Remission Policy - Rates Remission for Economic
Development (adopted 2003 – last revised 2014); and

(b)

Part 6 Rates Remission Policy - Central Business District
Development Charges and Rates Remissions Policy (2012 – reviewed
2014); and

(c)

Hutt City Development Charges Remission Policy (2012);

(ii)

notes that these reviewed and amended policies were approved for special
consultation in the draft 2017/2018 Annual Plan by the City Development
Committee at its meeting on 28 February 2017;

(iii)

notes the consultation results outlined in paragraphs 20 and 21 of the
officer’s report;
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(iv)

notes minor changes to the draft polices were suggested during
consultation. Where appropriate these have been incorporated in the
revised draft polices attached as Appendices 1 and 2 to the report;

(v)

notes that in the event these policies are adopted budget allocation of
$3.29M over 3 years to 30 June 2020 has been made in the proposed Annual
Plan 2017/2018;

(vi)

approves the draft Part 5 of the Rates Remission Policy “Rates Remission &
Grants for Economic Development Policy” attached as Appendix 1 to the
report for adoption by Council effective 1 July 2017; and

(vii) approves the draft Part 6 of the Rates Remission Policy “Hutt City
Development Charges and Rates Remission Policy” attached at Appendix 2 to
the report for adoption effective from 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2020.
Background
2.

Council has adopted a number of strategies and plans to grow the city
economically in support of its vision for economic development in the city to “Grow the Wealth of the City”.

3.

In support of Council’s strategies and plans Council has put in place policies
to encourage economic development and development activity in the City.
These are:

4.



Part 5 Rates Remission Policy - Rates Remission for Economic
Development (adopted 2003 - last revised 2014); and



Part 6 Rates Remission Policy - Central Business District Development
Charges and Rates Remissions Policy (2012 - revised 2014); and



Hutt City Development Charges Remissions Policy (2012).

The above recommendations were consulted on as part of the proposed
Annual 2017/2018. The consultation showed there was a good level of
support for continuing these initiatives.

Discussion
Proposed New Part 5 Rates Remission Policy - Rates Remission and Grants
for Economic Development
5.

Council adopted the current Part 5 Rates Remission Policy - Rates Remission
for Economic Development in 2003, and last revised May 2014.

6.

It is proposed to change this Part of the Policy as follows:
i.

Add Grants for Economic Development

ii. Add Criteria and Guidelines for applications; including 4 mandatory
criteria that must be met
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7.

The draft policy was approved by the City Development Committee at its
Meeting on 28 February 2017 with a minor change for special consultation in
the draft 2017/2018 Annual Plan.

8.

The consultation showed there was a good level of support for this policy.

9.

No further changes are recommended to this policy attached as Appendix 1
to the report.

Proposed New part 6 Rates Remission Policy - Hutt City Development
Charges and Rates Remissions Policy
10. The current Hutt City Development Charges Remission Policy and the
Central Business District Development Charges and Rates Remissions Policy
expire 30 June 2017. These policies offers remission of development charges
for certain types of development city-wide and in addition rates remissions
for qualifying developments in the CBD.
11. The draft policy was approved by the City Development Committee at its
Meeting on 28 February 2017 for special consultation in the draft 2017/2018
Annual Plan.
12. The consultation showed there was a good level of support for this policy,
some minor changes were recommended by submitters to the exclusions
section to improve clarity. These are:
a.

This policy shall not apply to sites where council has provided
infrastructure that would otherwise have to be provided by the
developer. One such example is the properties currently numbered 193,
205, 206, 220, 221, 239, 248, 252 Wise Street, Wainuiomata.

b.

The development charges do not relate to charges for resource consent
or building consent variations unless the Council has expressly given its
prior written consent to such a remission.

13. The amended policy is attached as Appendix 2 to the report.
Consultation
14. The draft Part 5 of the Rates Remission Policy “Rates Remission & Grants for
Economic Development Policy” and draft Part 6 of the Rates Remission Policy
“Hutt City Development Charges and Rates Remission Policy” and the financial
considerations of these were consulted on in the 2017/18 Proposed Annual
Plan.
15. The consultation showed there was a good level of support for these policies.
16. Some minor changes of the “Hutt City Development Charges and Rates
Remission Policy” were recommended by submitters to improve clarity.
17. The consultation showed there was a good level of support for the financial
considerations of adopting these policies.
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18. The results from the consultation flyer are shown below:
Q2. Please indicate whether or not you agree with Council's decision to prioritise spending on these projects
1: Strongly
Disagree
No.
H:
Development
Incentives
54
and
Remissions
Funding

%

8.71%

2: Disagree

No.

71

%

11.45%

3: Neutral

No.

%

4: Agree

No.

236 38.06%

5: Strongly Agree

%

No.

193 31.13%

66

%

10.65%

Q8. Do you agree with the following proposed policies?
1: Strongly
Disagree
No.

%

2: Disagree
No.

%

3: Neutral
No.

%

5: Strongly
Agree

4: Agree
No.

%

No.

%

A: Proposed Hutt City
Development Charges
and Rates
Remissions Policy

59

10.07% 65

11.09%

166

28.33% 234

39.93% 62

10.58%

B: Proposed policy on
Rates Remissions
and Grants for
Economic
Development

54

9.36%

11.61%

164

28.42% 238

41.25% 54

9.36%

67

19. These are the results of consultation through Public Voice:
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Options
20. The Council may adopt the draft policies; or not.
21. The Council may make changes to the draft policies; or not.
Legal Considerations
22. Under Section 85 of the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 a local authority
may remit all or part of the rates on a rating unit only if the local authority
has adopted a rates remission policy under Section 109 of the Local
Government Act 2002 and the local authority is satisfied that the condition
and criteria in the policy are met.
23. If a policy is adopted the policy must be reviewed at least once every six
years using a consultative process.
Financial Considerations
24. A new budget allocation of $1M per annum for each of 2017/18, 2018/19 and
2019/20 is included in the 2017/18 Annual Plan.
25. With the adoption of these policies the role of Development Liaison Manager
and the marketing of the remissions be continued for a further 3 years and a
budget allocation of $290,000 is included in the 2017/18 Annual Plan for
these purposes.
Other Considerations
26. In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration to
the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government Act
2002. Officers believe that this recommendation falls within the purpose of
the local government in that it will help provide good quality local
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infrastructure and encourage economic development. It does this in a way
that is cost-effective because it is administratively easy and is offset by the
expansion of the rating base of the city.
Appendices
No.

Title

1⇨

Draft Part 5 - Rates Remission Policy Rates Remission & Grants for
Economic Development - Jan 2017 (Under Separate Cover)

2⇨

Draft Part 6 Rates Remission Policy - Hutt City Development
Charges and Rates Remissions Policy - Jan 2017 (Under Separate
Cover)

Page

Author: Parvati Rotherham
Development Liaison Manager, Lower Hutt Science Centre

Reviewed By: Gary Craig
Divisional Manager City Development

Approved By: Kim Kelly
General Manager, Strategic Services
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Community Plan Committee
23 May 2017

File: (17/823)

Report no: CPC2017/3/141

Councils of the Wellington Region Draft
Waste Management and Minimisation Plan
2017 -2023 - Report on public consultation
received via annual plan process
Purpose of Report
1.

The purpose of this report is to outline the results of the consultation
undertaken on Councils of the Wellington Region Draft Waste Management
and Minimisation Plan 2017 to 2023 (WMMP) to confirm proposed changes
to the Local Action Plan, and to make recommendations for any changes to
Regional Actions (if required).

Recommendations
That the Committee recommends that Council:
(i)

notes that 530 submissions were received on the draft Waste Management
Minimisation Plan;

(ii)

notes the results of the consultation attached as Appendix 1 to the report;

(iii)

notes there are no recommendations for changes to the Regional Actions as
a result of the consultation; and

(iv)

approves the five recommended changes to the Local Action Plan as a
result of the consultation as follows:
(a) Local Action LM2 (WDC4) to delete the reference to ‘Earthlink’ and
replace with ‘an appropriate supplier’;
(b) Within the funding column delete ‘licensing fees and General Rate rise’
and replace with ‘waste levy’ for actions D1 and C1;
(c) Within the funding column delete ‘waste levy’ for actions C4 and IN10;
(d) Within the funding column delete ‘targeted rate’ for actions C6, C7, C8
and IN6; and
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(e) Within the funding column delete ‘user charges’ for actions IN11 and
LM12.”
Background
2.

At its meeting on 21 February 2017 Council adopted the draft WMMP for
special consultation along with the 2017 Annual Plan.

3.

The consultation period ran from 28 March 2017 to 28 April 2017. The
consultation and engagement included:
a.

distribution of the hard copy consultation document; and

b.

distribution of a hard copy flyer that summarised key issues in the
consultation document; and

c.

video content on key topics through social media channels; and

d.

email newsletters to subscribers interested in receiving Council news;
and

e.

local print media and radio advertising; and

f.

an independent survey of approximately 400 residents; and

g.

the ability to lodge submissions online; and

h.

consultation with Maori.

4.

Community Boards conducted consultation in their local area; Central Ward
councillors hosted a stall at the Riverbank Market, and a repurposed
shipping container was used in Stokes Valley to promote Annual Plan
information.

5.

In addition officers held seven meetings with library and community hub
staff around the city, and one meeting with the newly formed Youth
Council, to discuss the key issues in the consultation document, the Annual
Plan process and timeframe.

Consultation Results
6.

530 people submitted electronic responses via the consultation website on
ten Regional Actions, one Regional Target, and Council’s own Local Action
Plan.

7.

Of the 530 people who submitted electronic responses, 54 submitted written
responses, and these are shown in Appendix 1. Of the submissions which
made specific points: eight wanted an improved and extended recycling
service; three wanted to increase targets to lower waste to landfill; six
wanted kerbside recycling bins changed to wheelie bins; one wanted to
reduce illegal dumping; one wanted to compost more; three wanted to
reduce plastic bag use; one wanted better product stewardship; one wanted
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a recycling centre at Silverstream Landfill; and one wanted more litter bins
around the city. Five submissions broadly opposed the waste minimisation
focus of the WMMP.
8.

Of those who submitted, 92% agreed with the Regional Target to reduce
waste to landfill by 30%. Between 84% and 93% agreed with the ten
Regional Actions, and 92% agreed with Council’s Local Action Plan. The
results are very encouraging and show that the WMMP has a high level of
public support.

9.

The overall results are shown below.
1: Agree

2: Don't agree

#

%

#

%

A: Proposed Primary Regional Target

435

91.97%

38

8.03%

B: Proposed Regional Action No. 1

411

87.45%

59

12.55%

C: Proposed Regional Action No. 2

391

84.09%

74

15.91%

D: Proposed Regional Action No. 3

405

85.99%

66

14.01%

E: Proposed Regional Action No. 4

446

92.53%

36

7.47%

F: Proposed Regional Action No. 5

440

91.48%

41

8.52%

G: Proposed Regional Action No. 6

423

90.00%

47

10.00%

H: Proposed Regional Action No. 7

417

88.35%

55

11.65%

I: Proposed Regional Action No. 8

378

80.08%

94

19.92%

J: Proposed Regional Action No. 9

418

86.90%

63

13.10%

K: Proposed Regional Action No. 10

404

85.59%

68

14.41%

L: Hutt City Council's Local Action Plan

433

92.32%

36

7.68%

Question:
Do you agree with the following?
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Discussion
10. Written and online submission results show a high level of support for the
draft WMMP with most supporting its provisions, and the majority of
submitters requesting improved and expanded recycling provision across
the city. Based on public submissions it is therefore considered that the Plan
is well supported, and there are no recommendations for changes to
Regional Actions and Targets.
11. Based on internal consultation with officers and Councillors, there are five
proposed changes to the Local Action Plan. These are technical changes
which do not affect the scope or delivery of the actions. These changes will
ensure flexibility in respect of the supplier for action LM2 and correct
funding references for the other actions. The Local Action Plan and Regional
Actions are shown in Appendix 2. The proposed changes are:
1)

Local Action LM2 (WDC4) to delete the reference to ‘Earthlink’ and
replace this with ‘an appropriate supplier’; and

2)

Within the funding column delete ‘licensing fees and General Rate rise’
and replace with ‘waste levy’ for actions D1 and C1; and

3)

Within the funding column delete ‘waste levy’ for actions C4 and IN10;
and

4)

Within the funding column delete ‘targeted rate’ for actions C6, C7, C8
and IN6; and

5)

Within the funding column delete ‘user charges’ for actions IN11 and
LM12.

Options
12. Approve the proposed changes to the Local Action Plan outlined above in
paragraph 11.
13. Do not approve proposed changes to the Local Action Plan outlined above in
paragraph 11.
14. Make recommendations for any changes to Regional Actions (if required).
Next Steps
15. A summary report including any changes to the Local Action Plan, and
recommendations for any changes to Regional Actions from all Councils of
the Wellington Region will be incorporated into the WMMP. These will be
taken to a meeting of the WMMP Governance Committee on 10 July for
discussion. WMMP Regional Governance Councillors’ Group representative
will have an opportunity to speak at this meeting.
16. WMMP Joint Committee will meet again on 17 July 2017 to approve changes.
The finalised WMMP will then come back for approval by Hutt City Council
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at Community Services Committee on 3 August 2017, and then at full
Council on 15 August 2017.

Legal Considerations
17. The requirements of the Local Government Act have been followed in
respect of the 2017-2018 Annual Plan process.
Financial Considerations
18. All work required as part of the WMMP process will be undertaken within
current budgets.
Other Considerations
19. In making this recommendation, officers have given careful consideration to
the purpose of local government in section 10 of the Local Government Act
2002. Officers consider that this recommendation falls within the purpose of
the local government in that it seeks to efficiently manage and minimise
waste.
Appendices
No.

Title

1⇨

WMMP written submissions (Under Separate Cover)

2⇨

WMMP and Local Action Plan (Under Separate Cover)

Page

Author: Jeremy Partridge
Environmental Sustainability Manager

Reviewed By: Gary Craig
Divisional Manager City Development

Approved By: Kim Kelly
General Manager, Strategic Services
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Community Plan Committee
25 May 2017

File: (17/835)

Report no: CPC2017/3/78

Adoption of Annual Plan 2017-2018

Purpose of Report
1. The purpose of this report is to seek adoption of the Annual Plan 2017-2018
incorporating the budget and any other changes agreed to at the meeting.

Recommendation
That the Committee recommends that Council:
(i)

adopts the Annual Plan 2017-2018 incorporating the budget and any other
changes agreed by the Community Plan Committee; and

(ii)

authorises the Annual Plan Subcommittee comprising Mayor Wallace,
Deputy Mayor Bassett and Councillors Barry, Cousins and Milne to sign
off the typeset document.

Background
2. The non-financial text of the Proposed Annual Plan, comprising performance
measures for each Activity and proposed fees and charges for 2017/18, was
agreed by the Community Plan Committee at its 21 February meeting.
3. This formed part of the background information to the Consultation
Document and was available on the Council website, at the Administration
Building and in each of the city’s libraries during the consultation period.
4. In addition a direct mail-out was done on 15 March to each of the commercial
food businesses (approximately 700 premises) affected by proposed changes
to fees and charges. Officers responded to requests for clarification from
business owners/operators, but no submissions were received.
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5. As no submissions were received on the performance measures and proposed
fees and charges, no changes are proposed other than the following:
a) updating the introductory text with the results of the consultation and the
major decisions made;
b) as signalled in the Proposed Annual Plan, combining the Libraries,
Museums, Aquatics and Recreation, and Community Safety and
Connections Activities into one new Activity – Integrated Community
Services - which will be divided into Community Hubs, Community
Halls and Venues, Community Funding, Recreation Programmes and
Events, Libraries, Museums, Pools, Community Relationships and
Projects, City Safety, and External Funded Contracts; and
c) adding one item to the fees and charges signalled in the Proposed Annual
Plan: Motor Crossing Charges – deposit for installation of a heavy duty or
extra heavy duty vehicle crossing – standard fee $650 - $500 refunded
upon satisfactory completion of crossing.
Appendices
There are no appendices for this report.

Author: Joyanne Stevens
Corporate Planner

Reviewed By: Wendy Moore
Divisional Manager, Strategy and Planning

Approved By: Kim Kelly
General Manager, Strategic Services
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