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Name: Clive Moon, Chair 

Email/phone number innercitywellington@gmail.com; 021 683 927 

On behalf of an organisation Inner City Wellington 

We would like to speak at an oral hearing.  We don’t have a preference to time. 

 
Submission on the Draft Annual Plan 2019-20 
 
This submission is divided into key overarching points followed by responses on specific initiatives 
and fees and charges/finances. 
 
Key overarching points 
Inner City Wellington (ICW) submits that the Council truly set some priorities and redirect funding 
to initiatives that: 

 increase resilience (of essential infrastructure) 

 are driven by public safety drivers (mandatory seismic strengthening), or  

 provide more benefits for thousands ratepayers, residents and businesses on a daily basis 
(central library remediation). 

 
As a starting point, ICW submits that the following funding sources are redirected: 

 $3.6m tagged for the snow leopards enclosure: there is limited conservation benefit from 
this expenditure and no publicly available business case that shows the direct economic 
benefit of the investment 

 $85.6m tagged in the Long Term Plan for the indoor arena and any associated opex given 
the uncertainty associated with viability of development in this area 

 $2m tagged for unspecified marine and coastal recreation assets and unspecified risks. 
 
ICW submits that the current investment in Wellington Airport be assessed over 2019/20 by an 
independent expert to determine whether the Council’s share should be sold to release capital for 
key projects given the level of interest being paid annually compared to the dividends received. 
The outcome of this assessment should be factored into the annual planning process for 2020/21. 
 
ICW submits that Council must seek independent assurance that it has the capability and capacity 
to plan, cost and manage major projects.  

 There are at least three projects in the draft annual plan that have financial challenges: 
Town Hall, St James and Omaroro Reservoir.  

 For the St James, a further $8.6 m is proposed to ‘complete the recommended building and 
theatre system upgrades’, which is being brought forward from outyears in the Long Term 
Plan. This is in addition to the $8.1m increase following detailed work. 

o Why wasn’t the upgrade work included in the cost of the seismic strengthening 
when that project was first scoped?  
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o If it wasn’t deemed necessary at the time of planning the seismic upgrade, why is it 
necessary now?  

o What controls are in place to prevent further cost increases or scope creep? This 
applies to all the projects. 

 Councillors know they have a captive group of funders and legal remedies if rates are not 
paid. Ratepayers need assurance that there are effective and competent controls and 
controllers on these projects. Who provides that at a project level? 

 Private owners (both residential and business) and non-profit organisations are funding 
mandatory seismic strengthening projects in the same market of competition for resources 
leading to delays and price escalations. The apparent ability to increase costs without 
making adjustments to live within one means must have a flow-on effect for these other 
owners, who do not have a captive funding source.   

 
Responses to specific initiatives 
Priority area: resilience and the environment  

 Earthquake prone building enhanced advisory service: 
o ICW supports the establishment of this service after first calling for it in the annual 

plan process three years ago. All owners must be eligible for the service as the 
feedback provided to ICW shows that the absence of such support has been a 
constraint for many body corporates.  

o Many owners face the same (or shorter) timeframes as priority building owners do 
(ie, 7.5 years or less). This is despite efforts by many owners to progress complex 
construction projects in a body corporate environment with no support from WCC. 

o WCC must facilitate access to the professionals that are needed – in a similar 
manner to the earthquake assessment of standalone residential houses. And in a 
similar manner that Engineering NZ does as part of the Christchurch Residential 
Advisory Service. This service uses funding provided by MBIE for engineers to 
broker resolutions. 

o ICW questions why the OPEX funding for the Earthquake Risk Building Project has 
been reduced $70k if this is the funding for this programme. 

o WCC has to be more proactive itself, and through drawing on the support of its 
local government colleagues, to put more pressure on MBIE to establish an advisory 
support service and tools that is integrated and complementary.  

o ICW is concerned that Auckland Council will see what is coming to its city in less 
than 15 years and will begin to lobby and will obtain this support leaving Wellington 
out. Other councils have proved very effective at lobbying; an example are the four 
lower North Island provincial mayors who successfully obtained financial support 
from the EQUIP fund. 

o WCC, while not setting the policy, is seen as the face of the central government 
legislation that is imposing the compliance costs as it is the bureaucracy that the 
owners have to deal with to progress their projects.  

 Building heritage incentive and resilience fund:  
o ICW supports the allocation of $500,000 for non-heritage buildings to progress 

mandatory strengthening projects driven primarily by public safety outcomes. 
o ICW calls for the allocation for non-heritage buildings be increased to $1m to help 

progress projects that are primarily driven by public safety outcomes. 
o ICW submits the criteria must treat private residential owners and their body 

corporates be treated equitably with other owners, such as community groups. 
Community groups have other potential funding sources, such as Lotteries and 
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Licensing Trusts; owners on fixed incomes and who cannot obtain a bank loan do 
not have alternative sources. 

 Coastal structures: 
o ICW does not support the additional $2m of capex in 2019/20 for unspecified 

marine and coastal recreation assets and unspecified ‘significant’ risks. This money 
should be reallocated to essential infrastructure and seismic public safety 
initiatives. 

 Changes to rates remission of targeted rates when parts of building are vacated for 
strengthening 

o ICW supports the proposed amended wording. 
 
Priority area: housing and community wellbeing 

 ICW supports the proposed grant of $60,400 to cover the development contribution 
associated with the Dwell Housing Trust development. 

 ICW calls on WCC to undertake and make available research on alternative housing models 
to support a diverse range of housing ownership and tenancy models (eg, cooperative 
housing developments, co-housing developments) as part of the Planning for Growth work, 
to work with the financial sector to build support for alternative models, and in particular, 
to review and determine whether its own processes support or hinder alternative models.  

 In principle, ICW supports the CBD building conversion programme provided that minimum 
standards for sound and heat insulation and rubbish facilities (ie, onsite bins and 
collections) are required and complied with for the conversion. 

 ICW supports the one-off grant of $500,000 to the City Mission to support the 
development of additional housing. 

 ICW supports the one-off grant of $80,000 to Take 10 and calls on WCC to continue to 
maintain a level of financial (or in-kind) support for this initiative given that Council’s 
strategic direction has been to encourage the growth of the late night economy, which is 
based in a large part on alcohol supply and consumption. 

 
Central Library remediation investigation and resolution 

 ICW calls on WCC to release funds from ‘nice to haves’ to speedily progress this work. ICW 
believes this facility is an essential part of the fabric of the inner city and for the public who 
come into the inner city. Given that 3,000 people use the library each day, it needs to be 
given priority for funding to progress the investigation and resolution. Funding going to 
‘nice to haves’ such as the snow leopard enclosure should be tagged for the central library 
work.  
 

Priority area: sustainable growth 

 Indoor arena: 
o ICW does not support the continued investigation of the indoor arena on 

CentrePort land given the uncertainties about the land and the costs of building on 
it, along with the risks from sea level rise. 

o The Planning for Growth scenarios looking out 30 years does not include 
development of a precinct of residential, commercial and retail buildings in this 
area – based on the information provided at the Residents and Progressive 
Associations workshop in early April.  

o The $85.7m that has been tagged in the Long Term Plan, along with operational 
budgets, should be released to fund and plan for essential infrastructure upgrades, 
including the Central Library.  
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o This is a ‘nice to have’ – Adele and Ed Sheeren concerts were held in Auckland in 
the open air Mt Smart Stadium – why not in the Stadium, as other concerts have 
been held.   

 
Financial 
Discount on alfresco dining licences 

 ICW supports the removal of the existing 50% discount where premises do not make the 
outdoor area smoke-free. This is consistent with ICW’s position in our 2017/18 annual plan 
submission.  

 
Increase to alcohol licensing fees 

 ICW supports the increase to the fees as outlined. 

 ICW supports the proposed Alcohol Fees Bylaw in principle, and will submit separately on 
that.  

 ICW’s position is that the licence fees should be fully cost-recovery, as provided for under 
the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012.  The public good aspects of having access to 
licensed premises (on- and off-licence) is met by other rates-funded activity (eg, removal of 
alfresco dining fees where it is smoke-free; Local Hosts to help monitor and protect people 
affected by excessive alcohol consumption, promotional funding for events that bring 
people into the city, and the inner city in particular, contribution to Take10).  

 
Costs of borrowing to fund projects v dividends from airport shareholding and other benefits 
ICW submits that the current investment in Wellington Airport be assessed over 2019/20 by an 
independent expert to determine whether the Council’s share should be sold to release capital for 
key projects given the level of interest being paid annually compared to the dividends received. 
The outcome of this assessment should be factored into the annual planning process for 2020/21 
with a Plain English summary provided for ratepayers. 
 
ICW agrees that the airport is a crucial cog in the regional transport infrastructure and that the 
dividend is offsetting rates.  However, it’s been reported that ratepayers will be paying around 
$1m every 5 days rather than the $1m every fortnight (as currently) for the $500m loan to pay for 
projects in the LTP. If this is true, how does it compare to the annual dividend we receive (of 
$12.6m according to WCC officer information)?1  
 
The Financial and Infrastructure Strategy 2018-2028 refers to the starting borrowing position 
equating to $2,394 per person in Wellington, moving to $5,477 per person in year 10. What does 
this mean for average rates?  How does it compare to the offsetting of rates from the annual 
dividend?  
 
As the minority shareholder, how do the Council-nominated directors ensure the community voice 
is taken on board?2  How do the Council directors balance the commercial imperatives for the 
majority shareholders (and commercial ratepayers) against community (residential) wishes – the 
airport extension is an example of this balancing act.  Are the Council-nominated directors in a position 

to challenge/influence the other shareholders?   How has this influence been used to benefit 
Wellington ratepayers?    
 

                                                             
1 https://www.stuff.co.nz/business/103598008/john-milford-wellington-should-consider-selling-its-stake-in-the-
airport  
2
 https://www.stuff.co.nz/business/103756905/wellington-airport-stake-gives-city-a-say-in-its-decisions  
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