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Wellington Inner City Residents and Business Association 
 
Submission on Wellington City Council’s Draft Annual Plan 2010/11 and 
Community Facilities Policy and Implementation Plan 2010 
 
We note that the proposed total rate increase of 2.88% is below the expected 
increase of 3.38% and congratulate the Council on achieving this.  However, it still 
results in an average residential rate increase of 5.9% (before growth) and 0.2% 
(before growth) for commercial properties.  We also congratulate the Council on 
increasing the funding for cleaning in the central business district, and on additional 
funding for the Thistle Hall community centre. 
 
We note the vision for a vibrant inner city and suburbs that is evident throughout 
these two documents.  We are concerned that there is too much investment 
proposed over the next 1-3 years in the community facilities policy.  It is difficult to 
see where the proposed funds for the implementation of the community facilities 
policy is included in the Draft Annual Plan. 
 
New proposal: Rugby World Cup 
We acknowledge that WCC, along with other NZ cities, has made commitments 
associated with hosting games for the Rugby World Cup.  With the exception of the 
‘Rugby World Cup Sculpture’ proposal, we agree that the new initiatives are required 
to support the Cup and present Wellington in a good light, and that there will be 
returns to the city in terms of vibrancy, etc, but more particularly, economic returns 
primarily to businesses in the city.  While residents benefit through employment, the 
returns do not seem to translate into a reduction in rates, which are being 
increasingly (proportionally) funded by residents. 
 
Sculpture 
We do not accept that the specific production of a sculpture is necessary as part of 
that package.  We do not consider that it is necessary to provide an enduring legacy 
of the event in the form of a sculpture, when a photo display at the Museum of 
Wellington would be more than adequate (and more informative).   
 
While a few members disagreed based on aesthestics of the proposed sculpture, 
other members were primarily concerned about the expenditure in times of fiscal 
constraints on everyone. 
 
Courtenay Place toilets 
There is no additional operating expenditure (opex) for this proposal.  We are 
concerned whether current opex is sufficient to ensure the toilets are at the expected 
standard, given that current demand is already impacting on standards, and demand 
is expected to increase during the World Cup. 
 
Parking Advisory signs 
While we support this initiative to ease congestion, it is not clear what percentage will 
be funded by ratepayers.  There is clearly a private benefit from having availability 
advertised to incoming visitors.  We consider that the majority (eg 60%+) share 
should be covered by private businesses.   
 
New proposal: Climate Change 
Electric Vehicles 
We support the pilot concept, but do not support the Council investing capital 
expenditure (capex) in the electric vehicle project.  This project benefits private 
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enterprise (car manufacturers and energy companies) and they should fund the 
capex.  Council’s role should be to facilitate the process.  
 
The viability of electric vehicles as a realistic option is still open to much debate.  It is 
not clear who will be supplying and using these vehicles during the pilot or who is 
paying for the power. 
 
Council Energy Efficiency Initiatives 
We do not support additional funding for Council’s own internal energy efficiencies.  
This should be funded from within baseline and through expected savings from 
changing technologies (or capex saved from the electric vehicles project!).  More 
information is necessary on which facilities being used for the Rugby World Cup are 
being used, for how long, during what is a very short space of time. 
 
Business and Home Energy Saver Programme 
We support programmes that provide information to businesses and homes.  
However, there are other channels for this information, eg Energy Efficiency & 
Conservation Authority.  We want to be sure that Council is not duplicating other 
publicly funded initiatives.  Further, businesses and residents need to take 
responsibility and there is sufficient information available for them to do that. 
 
It is not clear what the incentives are?  Is it a grant, loan, subsidy?  We do not 
support provision of ratepayer funds to private businesses or individuals as 
incentives.  How would you assess who was entitled to any financial incentive? 
 
While the amounts are relatively small in the scheme of the whole Annual Plan, each 
one starts to add up.   
 
New Proposal: Looking ahead 
Future of the city centre 
While the city centre is very dear to all our hearts, we are not clear about the value of 
these proposals in times of constraint.   
 
Are they a necessity or a nice to have?  How is current planning for infrastructure 
changes (eg re-routing buses through Manners Mall) completed – and couldn’t this 
tool or approach be used for planning out to 2040? 
 
We do not support these proposals at this time and believe that planning could 
proceed without them. 
 
Community Facilities Policy 
While we agree with the goals of the policy, we do not agree that all the initiatives 
planned in the next 1-3 years are necessary.  The funding for this portion alone, is 
$35.7m, without taking into account the subsequent operational expenditure (which is 
not mentioned).   
 
There has to be more prioritisation to identify the communities that really require the 
investment in the next 1-3 years.  A feasibility study ($60,000) is included in the DAP 
and we would expect that this had been completed to inform the Community 
Facilities Policy before determining budgets. 
 
For example, how urgent are the proposals for the library (apart from being a nice to 
have)?  Yes, the facilities could be more cramped, and issues could be more efficient 
– but where are the savings from the efficiencies going? 
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Another example is that Karori, which received investment in 2001 and 2005, is 
projected to receive $0.6m in the next 1-3 years, when Churton Park appears to have 
had little previous expenditure on community facilities and is projected to only receive 
$0.8m in the next 1-3 years,  Yet, Strathmore (‘one of the most deprived suburbs’) is 
schedule to only receive funding in the next 8-12 years..   
 
Costs of unsupported initiatives 
We are not proposing that the money that could be saved (as per our feedback) is re-
applied elsewhere.  The money should not be spent and there should be some 
impact on reduced rates. 
 
 
This submission was circulated to the WICRABA mail group and discussed by 
members at the meeting on 11 May 2010. 


