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Ms Geraldine Murphy 
Apt 2B, 126 Wakefield St, Te Aro, Wellington 
0274 507804 
innercityassociation@gmail.com 
 
Yes, I want to speak at a submission hearing. 
 
I am making this submission as an organisation – Inner City Association 
 

 
 

This submission represents the views of 20 members in response to ICA’s survey. This is 6% of all 

members: 11 (58%) residential property owners in buildings with verandahs (ie, over a public space); 

5 (26%) residential property owners in buildings without verandahs; 5 (26%) run businesses in the 

inner city and 1 (5%) respondent owned commercial premises with a verandah.1 

Support for a verandah bylaw 

Respondents generally support the proposed bylaw.  

Fifteen respondents (79%) agree with the objectives of the bylaw, with 1 respondent stating No, and 

3 (16%) neutral. Public safety was the common reason stated for support. One respondent felt that 

the bylaw was driven by WCC making it easier for itself without consideration for building owners. 

Fourteen respondents (74%) considered that a bylaw should override the existing mechanisms, with 

3 respondents (16%) stating no, and 2 respondents were neutral. Two respondents commented that 

it would make it more enforceable and that there ‘are very obvious unsafe/nuisance verandahs that 

have not been dealt with’. The inclusion of ‘uncluttered …eg, free from old or redundant signage, 

rusting signage brackets, redundant electrical cabling, rusting and redundant security systems, 

redundant display or security lighting fittings2’ should be managed through the resource consent to 

erect new signs on a verandah. For example, the resource consent is not issued until the owner of 

the veranda removes the redundant clutter.  

WCC has not provided any data to the public or councillors on its’ efforts to use existing mechanisms 

to ensure public safety from poorly maintained verandahs (eg, how many under each mechanism, 

how successful/unsuccessful in addressing public safety, how big an issue is it really?). One 

respondent noted that it ‘provides WCC with more powers without removing existing mechanisms, 

causing more confusion … it also risks WCC setting different thresholds to the Building Act for 

determining a verandah is dangerous’. It also pre-empts the provisions in the Building (Earthquake-

prone buildings) Amendment Bill allowing councils to determine that parts of a building (eg, 

verandah) as being earthquake-prone. 

Thirteen respondents (68%) supported the scope of the bylaw (verandahs maintained in clean and 

weatherproof condition and in a state of good repair – as defined in the bylaw), with 5 respondents 

                                                           
1 Respondents could select more than one option. 
2 Comment from George Skimming on post on verandah bylaw on ICA’s website. 
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(26%) supporting parts of it, and 1 respondent not supporting the scope. Fourteen respondents 

(78%) considered the definition to provide sufficient guidance for building owners or WCC to assess 

whether the bylaw should be applied, with 4 respondents (22%) disagreeing. Comments on the 

scope included: 

 supported in relation to public safety particularly 

 2 respondents commented on ‘clean’ – too open; as irrelevant as weatherproof as public 

safety should be WCC’s only concern. The description of ‘clean’ overlaps and expands the 

definition of ‘good repair’ and was not included in the draft bylaw but only provided in a 

comment on a post to ICA’s website. 

 1 respondent stated that damage was ‘nearly always from 3rd parties who are not held 

accountable or can’t be identified’ 

 1 respondent stated that definition of good repair should include leaks from verandahs 

caused by holes, poor joins, badly maintained spouting. 

Inclusion of pigeon droppings in ‘clean’ 

The scope of ‘clean’ was only provided through a comment on ICA’s website; the consultation 

document did not provide adequate description on what clean means (or weatherproof). The 

inclusion of the removal of pigeon droppings is a concern to ICA given that owners have no ability to 

manage the pigeon population. 

Seventeen respondents (94%) agreed that WCC should take steps to reduce the pigeon population 

to minimise the issue of pigeon droppings. In 2011, ICA engaged with the business community and 

the growing pigeon numbers and the associated problems was one of the most frequently raised 

issues, which ICA raised with WCC in early 2012. There is no bylaw against people feeding pigeons 

(or other birds) in the CBD which, along with outdoor seating at cafes and food being left on the 

tables, increases the food supply for pigeons. Food availability is a factor in increased breeding rates. 

The ‘please don’t feed the pigeon’ signs around the city are ineffectual as they cannot be enforced, 

or leads to confrontation if business owners try to stop members of the public feeding the pigeons. 

The focus on verandahs targets only one group of ratepayers as other buildings also have pigeon 

droppings, eg on the columns along the eastern wall of the Town Hall. WCC has to take steps to 

humanely reduce the pigeon population (eg, by using contraception). This is not the responsibility of 

building owners. Building owners are already facing costs of managing the pigeon problem (beyond 

the verandahs) by putting spikes up and installing netting to reduce netting and removing rubbish 

bag loads of hardened droppings and in some instances, dead pigeons. 

   
 

Outcomes of the bylaw 
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There are diverse outcomes of the proposed bylaw: public safety, city resilience, protecting people 

from the weather, making the city an attractive place to visit. 

Public safety and city resilience are the most important outcomes with all respondents to the 

question rating it as moderately, quite or most important.  The majority (12) respondents (63%) 

rated public safety most important, and the majority (10) respondents (53%) rated city resilience as 

moderately important.  

Responses to the importance of protecting people from the weather and making the city an 

attractive place to visit were spread across all five options (not important to most important). The 

majority of responses (7) rated protecting people from the weather as most important, and majority 

(6) respondents rated making the city an attractive place to visit as most important.  

Positive aspects of the proposed bylaw 

Public safety and resilience were the most common responses. One respondent noted that if WCC is 

‘draconian’ in applying the bylaw (and other bylaws), then people will move away from the city.  

Another respondent noted that verandahs had higher importance in terms of public safety than 

buildings based on the experience in Christchurch. 

What is unworkable in the bylaw? 

 Enforcement: ability to enforce it; giving WCC more power than with existing mechanisms; 

WCC does not have a good track record in working with the average building owner; 

divergent views on whether structures are in good repair.  

 Clean: too open for ‘over zealous’ Council officers 

 Pigeons: controlling pigeons desirable but difficult 

 Financial impacts: costs to owners on top of insurance and earthquake strengthening; 

inability of owners to afford substantial repairs 

Suggestions to improve the bylaw 

There are diverging views as shown by the following comments, each from separate respondents: 

 Make it clear to avoid no misinterpretations; reflect issues of public safety only; don’t make 

it too detailed on safety; remove ‘clean’ from the scope as it is subjective 

 WCC should help with maintenance if owners do not or cannot as verandahs enhance the 

city; make penalties for non-compliance heavier so owners are impacted if they do not 

comply 

 Extend the good design requirements of the District Plan to cover exhaust vents and heat 

pumps on verandahs.  

A focus on assisting owners to progress initiatives to maintain and improve verandahs is essential. 

Feedback from one member who had endeavoured to voluntarily strengthen the verandah of their 

building, which did not have a s124 notice, highlights that WCC is not making it easy for owners to 

take steps to improve public safety or city resilience. After spending several thousand dollars the 

owner opted not to do anything due to the further hurdles put in place by WCC officers rather than 

being upfront with all requirements at the outset. The risk is that this bylaw will be used to place 

unreasonable demands on owners to force compliance.  
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Concluding comments 

There is general support for the proposed bylaw to support public safety and city resilience. There 

was not the same level of support for using the bylaw to ensure protection from the weather or to 

make the city an attractive place to visit. 

There are concerns about the potential impacts on building owners from WCC’s unfettered 

application of the bylaw. It is unclear how disputes between WCC and the building owners on 

whether a verandah needs to be maintained or what steps are required will be managed, and 

whether resolving disputes will put additional costs on owners. It is unclear how this bylaw will be 

applied when the owner is part of a body corporate that is progressing earthquake strengthening 

options for the whole building.  

The diverse range of outcomes (public safety, city resilience, protection from weather, making the 

city attractive) provides WCC with a broad brush to apply the bylaw without any explicit avenue for 

mediation for owners. Verandahs are not optional in many parts of the CBD (see Appendix 1). 

Several comments indicated that this is not widely understood.  

The process for monitoring officers’ application of the bylaw must be clarified before approving the 

bylaw. 

 

Appendix 1: District Plan Map49E 

 

 

 


