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FYI. I think it may have been updated since last night but don’t have the updated version.

Diane

Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
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intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

From: Liam Hodgetts <xxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 6:55 PM
To: DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Cc: Vida Christeller <xxxx.xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Moana Mackey
<xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Claire Pascoe <xxxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Executive
Leadership Team <xxxxxxxxxxx@xx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: Foodstuffs Thorndon Judicial Review outcome

Tēnā koe Councillors

FYI - WCC was successful in the Foodstuffs Judicial Review (which related to the cycleway on
Molesworth and Murphy St). The Court found resoundingly in favour of Council, dismissing the
judicial review. Of note are the Court’s comments about the “totality” of the process we ran.

This is a great result and has reinforced for us how important good process is (internal and
external) in delivering our cycleway network.

Of note are the Court’s comments about the “totality” of the process we ran.

Ngā mihi nui, nā

Liam Hodgetts
Chief Planning Officer | Planning & Environment Group | Wellington City Council
| M   | E  xxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W Wellington.govt.nz | | 

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
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FOODSTUFFS NORTH ISLAND LTD v WELLINGTON CITY COUNCIL [2024] NZHC 987 [30 April 2024] 

 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF NEW ZEALAND 
WELLINGTON REGISTRY 
 
I TE KŌTI MATUA O AOTEAROA 
TE WHANGANUI-A-TARA ROHE 

 CIV-2023-485-533 
 [2024] NZHC 987  

 
 
UNDER 

 
the Judicial Review Procedure Act 2016 and 
Part 30 of the High Court Rules 2015 

  
IN THE MATTER OF 

 
an application for judicial review 

 

 
BETWEEN 

 
FOODSTUFFS NORTH ISLAND 
LIMITED 
Applicant 

 
 
AND 

 
WELLINGTON CITY COUNCIL 
Respondent 

 
Hearing: 

 
20 February 2024 

 
Appearances: 

 
S Quinn and E Manohar for applicant 
N Whittington for respondent 

 
Judgment: 

 
30 April 2024 

 
 

 JUDGMENT OF JOHNSTONE J

 
 

This judgment was delivered by me on 30 April 2024 at   
pursuant to r 11.5 of the High Court Rules. 

 
 
 

Registrar/Deputy Registrar 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Solicitors:  
DLA Piper, Wellington 
K Lee, Wellington City Council 
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[1] The New World Thorndon supermarket sits between Molesworth Street and 

Murphy Street.  Foodstuffs North Island Limited is the ultimate owner of the leasehold 

interests in the site, and all of the improvements on the site. 

[2] Foodstuffs applies for judicial review of the Wellington City Council’s 

decision to install cycleways on the sides of Molesworth Street and Murphy Street, 

immediately adjacent to the supermarket’s main vehicular access points.  Foodstuffs 

says that the Council’s decision-making process did not involve consideration of 

appropriate alternative routes which would avoid conflict between cyclists and 

vehicles at those access points; that is, it says the Council should have considered 

installing the cycleways on the other side of each street where it passes the 

supermarket.  Foodstuffs adds that the Council did not consult with it properly. 

Background 

Paneke Pōneke (the Council’s bike network plan) 

[3] On 10 March 2022, the Council’s planning and environment committee, 

Pūroro Āmua, adopted its “bike network plan”, Paneke Pōneke.  The purpose of the 

plan, described in an eponymous Council publication, was to set out the Council’s 

approach to creating a safe, connected and high-quality network of routes for biking 

and scooting.1  It was adopted following community consultation between 

2 November and 14 December 2021, and oral submissions heard on 10 February 2022. 

[4] Paneke Pōneke amounted to a network-wide traffic resolution, providing that 

particular sections of identified streets would have cycleways installed upon them, 

“using lower-cost materials that [could] be adjusted once they [were] in place”.  

Subsequent traffic resolutions would specify in more detail the particular street 

changes necessary for the installation of such cycleways.  In this way, the Council 

could “install an interim bike network and gain feedback in real time”.  These changes 

would “be monitored and evaluated, then adapted based on insights from data, 

observations and public feedback”.  This would “inform future permanent changes 

while gaining benefits earlier”.2  

 
1  Paneke Pōneke (Wellington City Council, March 2022) at 6.  
2  At 54. 
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[5] Paneke Pōneke described Molesworth Street, from Lambton Quay to 

Tinakori Road, and Murphy Street, from Park Street to Pipitea Street, as street sections 

forming part of the Council’s planned bike network and upon which such cycleways 

would be installed. 

[6] Foodstuffs does not take issue with the validity of this decision.  Its challenge 

is to the decision to install the lanes on the side of the street closest to the supermarket’s 

vehicular access points.     

Molesworth Street, Murphy Street, and New World Thorndon 

[7] For most of their lengths, both Molesworth Street and Murphy Street in 

Thorndon, Wellington, are two-lane, one-way roads.  They are depicted, although 

Murphy Street is not labelled, in the following diagram: 

 

[8] Broadly speaking, traffic on Molesworth Street moves north.  Traffic on 

Murphy Street moves south.  At its northern end, Molesworth Street converges upon, 
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and becomes part of Murphy Street, at which point Murphy Street becomes a two-way 

road. 

[9] As the diagram indicates, New World Thorndon sits between 

Molesworth Street and Murphy Street.  To gain access from Molesworth Street, 

regular traffic does so by turning right from that road’s right lane.  To gain access from 

Murphy Street, regular traffic does so by turning right from that road’s right lane. 

[10] As the diagram further indicates, both Molesworth Street and Murphy Street 

connect with the Wellington Urban Motorway.  An on-ramp diverges from Molesworth 

Street’s left lane a short distance beyond New World Thorndon.  An off-ramp 

converges upon Murphy Street so as to form its left lane. 

[11] May Street is the one-lane, one-way road connecting Molesworth Street and 

Murphy Street, to the north of Thorndon New World.  Goods delivery vehicles, 

seeking access to the supermarket’s loading dock, gain such access by turning right 

into May Street from the eastern lane of Molesworth Street.  Access to the loading 

dock is from May Street. 

The Council’s decision-making powers and obligations relating to roads 

The Council 

[12] The Council is, in terms of s 5(1) of the Local Government Act 2002, a 

“territorial authority” and thus a “local authority”, it being listed in pt 2 of sch 2 of 

that Act, having been constituted under cl 100 of the Local Government (Wellington 

Region) Reorganisation Order 1989. 

The Council’s Traffic Bylaw 

[13] In light of its control of roads in its area, the Council is further regarded as a 

“road controlling authority” in terms of s 2 of the Land Transport Act 1998.  

Section 22AB of the Land Transport Act permits road controlling authorities to make 

bylaws for the purposes of, amongst other things, regulating any road-related matter.  

In August 2021, the Council made the Wellington City Council Traffic and Parking 

Bylaw 2021 (the Traffic Bylaw). 
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[14] Clause 7.1 of the Traffic Bylaw provides that the Council may, by resolution, 

impose restrictions upon Council-controlled road use, unless the restriction is already 

provided for in a relevant enactment. 

The Council’s decision-making process regarding roads 

[15] Clause 7.5 of the Traffic Bylaw sets out specific procedural requirements that 

apply when the Council is considering making a traffic resolution under cl 7.1.  

Clause 7.5 provides as follows: 

Any resolution proposed under this Bylaw shall be placed on the Council’s 
website at least 14 days before the Council considers it. Any person may 
provide comments, in writing, on the proposed resolution and those comments 
will be considered by the Council before it makes a resolution. Any person 
who has made written comments may request to be heard by the Council and 
it is at the Council’s sole discretion whether to allow that request. 

[16] And ss 76–82 of the Local Government Act set out a more general regime 

applying to the Council’s decision-making as a local authority.  Section 76 provides 

as follows: 

(1) Every decision made by a local authority must be made in accordance 
with such of the provisions of sections 77, 78, 80, 81, and 82 as are 
applicable. 

(2) Subsection (1) is subject, in relation to compliance with sections 77 
and 78, to the judgments made by the local authority under section 79. 

(3) A local authority— 

(a) must ensure that, subject to subsection (2), its decision-
making processes promote compliance with subsection (1); 
and 

(b) in the case of a significant decision, must ensure, before the 
decision is made, that subsection (1) has been appropriately 
observed. 

[17] Under s 77(1), which is subject to s 79, a local authority must, “in the course 

of the decision-making process”: 

(a) seek to identify all reasonably practicable options for the achievement 

of the objective of a decision; and 
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(b) assess the options in terms of their advantages and disadvantages. 

[18] Under s 78, headed “Community views in relation to decisions”: 

(1) A local authority must, in the course of its decision-making process in 
relation to a matter, give consideration to the views and preferences 
of persons likely to be affected by, or to have an interest in, the matter. 

(2) [Repealed] 

(3) A local authority is not required by this section alone to undertake any 
consultation process or procedure. 

(4) This section is subject to section 79. 

[19] And under s 79, headed “Compliance with procedures in relation to decisions”: 

(1) It is the responsibility of a local authority to make, in its discretion, 
judgments— 

(a) about how to achieve compliance with sections 77 and 78 that 
is largely in proportion to the significance of the matters 
affected by the decision as determined in accordance with the 
policy under section 76AA; and 

(b) about, in particular,— 

(i) the extent to which different options are to be 
identified and assessed; and 

(ii) the degree to which benefits and costs are to be 
quantified; and 

(iii) the extent and detail of the information to be 
considered; and 

(iv) the extent and nature of any written record to be kept 
of the manner in which it has complied with those 
sections. 

(2) In making judgments under subsection (1), a local authority must have 
regard to the significance of all relevant matters and, in addition, to— 

(a) the principles set out in section 14; and 

(b) the extent of the local authority’s resources; and 

(c) the extent to which the nature of a decision, or the 
circumstances in which a decision is taken, allow the local 
authority scope and opportunity to consider a range of options 
or the views and preferences of other persons. 
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(3) The nature and circumstances of a decision referred to in subsection 
(2)(c) include the extent to which the requirements for such decision-
making are prescribed in or under any other enactment (for example, 
the Resource Management Act 1991). 

(4) Subsection (3) is for the avoidance of doubt. 

[20] In this way, the Council is permitted under s 79 a degree of discretion as to 

how to achieve compliance with its obligations under s 77, to identify and assess 

options, and under s 78, to give consideration to the views of affected or interested 

persons.  The breadth of that discretion varies with the significance of the decision, 

the principles governing the conduct of local authorities set out in s 14, the extent of 

the Council’s resources, and the nature and circumstances of the decision. 

[21] Section 82 sets out various principles, in accordance with which local authority 

consultation must be undertaken. 

[22] The Court of Appeal in Wellington City Council v Minotaur Custodians Ltd 

described the relationship between ss 76, 78, 79 and 82 this way:3 

[33] Relevantly, for present purposes, subs (1) and (2) [of s 76] provide 
that consultation decisions must be made in accordance with ss 78 and 82, 
subject, in the case of compliance with section 78, to the ameliorating effect 
of s 79.  Subsection (3) sets two standards of performance.  In respect of 
“significant decisions”, the local authority must ensure that the provisions 
contained in subs (1) have been “appropriately observed”.  This is the higher 
of the two standards.  Where the matter is not “significant”, the standard is 
more aspirational: decision-making is only required to “promote compliance” 
with the provisions referred to in subs (1).  Even that lower standard is subject 
to s 79 as noted. … 

[23] Addressing the question whether ss 76, 78 and 79 therefore give rise to a duty 

to consult, the Court in Minotaur summarised the position as follows: 

[42] In summary, pt 6 of the LGA carefully and repeatedly rejects the idea 
that there is to be found in its provisions any duty to consult with affected or 
interested parties.  Instead, local authorities are given a deliberately broad 
discretion as to whether to consult, and, if so, how.  That does not mean, 
however, that there are no limits on a council’s discretion.  Like all statutory 
decisions, consultation decisions must be rational and consistent with the 
objects of the LGA and the particular controlling provisions. … 

 
3  Wellington City Council v Minotaur Custodians Ltd [2017] NZCA 302, [2017] 3 NZLR 464 

(emphasis added).  
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Judicial review of Council decisions under the Local Government Act 

[24] The exercise, or proposed or purported exercise, of a statutory power is subject 

to judicial review.4  The Court may intervene upon judicial review where it finds 

illegality, irrationality (in the sense of conduct so unreasonable or irrational that 

Parliament would not have intended that it be authorised), or procedural impropriety.5 

[25] Foodstuffs’ case focusses (although not exclusively) upon the third of these 

grounds, and therefore cl 7.5 of the Traffic Bylaw and ss 76 to 79 of the Local 

Government Act.  Drawing in aid the last sentence of [42] of Minotaur cited at [23] 

above, it submits that notwithstanding the Council’s discretion as to how it conducts 

its decision-making processes, it must still act rationally and in a way that is consistent 

with the objectives of the Local Government Act. 

[26] I accept that submission.  It is consistent with the observation of the Court of 

Appeal in Whakatane District Council v Bay of Plenty Regional Council that the courts 

will not interfere with a discretionary judgement under s 79 unless it is irrational or 

made on a wrong legal principle.6 

Foodstuffs’ case 

Failure to consider relevant matters 

[27] In advancing its first two causes of action, Foodstuffs says that the Council 

failed to consider two relevant matters: 

(a) alternative reasonably practicable options for the cycleways which 

would have them installed on the opposite side of each road to the 

supermarket’s vehicular access points on Molesworth Street and 

Murphy Street; and 

(b) Foodstuffs’ views. 

 
4  Judicial Review Procedure Act 2016, s 3(1). 
5  Island Bay Residents' Association v Wellington City Council [2019] NZHC 1240, [2020] NZRMA 

157 at [57]. 
6  Whakatane District Council v Bay of Plenty Regional Council [2010] NZCA 346, [2010] 3 NZLR 

826 at [76]. 

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



 

 

Alternative reasonably practicable options 

[28] Foodstuffs acknowledges that Council officers and consultants were engaged 

to formulate a design of the cycleways, which was then the subject of public 

consultation and the hearing of submissions, before formal adoption of a traffic 

resolution under the Traffic Bylaw.  It submits that: 

(a) when designing the cycleways, the Council did not: have reliable and 

current traffic count data for vehicle movements in and out of the 

supermarket; consider the potential hazard created by installing 

cycleways across its vehicular access points; or consider the option of 

cycleways on the roads’ other sides, and assess the advantages and 

disadvantages of that option; and 

(b) when approving the cycleways’ design by way of formal resolution, the 

Council did not take account of: the high number of vehicle movements 

in and out of the supermarket; other options available to deal with 

potential conflict with motorway on- and off-ramps; the common need 

for cycleways to coexist with bus stops; the temporary nature of a 

construction zone on the left side of Molesworth Street; the risk of 

conflict between cars turning into and out of the supermarket and 

cyclists; and thus the possibility of left-side cycleways better achieving 

Paneke Pōneke’s objectives. 

[29] On this basis, Foodstuffs submits that the Council’s decision-making process 

breached s 77 of the Local Government Act. 

Consideration of Foodstuffs’ views 

[30] Foodstuffs further submits that there were consulting deficiencies in the 

Council’s efforts to consult with Foodstuffs relating to the cycleways.  Foodstuffs’ 

clear opposition was not clearly or accurately summarised in material provided to the RELE
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Council committee that made the formal resolution adopting the cycleway design.  

Further, the committee’s resolution did not give consideration to: 

(a) the option of left-side cycleways in the vicinity of the supermarket; 

(b) the negative impact of right-side cycleways in that vicinity upon the 

supermarket’s existing and potentially re-shaped future access points; 

and 

(c) the high number of vehicle movements in and out of the supermarket 

which, in combination with right-side cycleways, would create a 

significant safety issue. 

[31] On this basis, Foodstuffs submits that the Council’s decision-making process 

breached s 78 of the Local Government Act and cl 7.5 of the Traffic Bylaw. 

Failure to undertake adequate consultation 

[32] Foodstuffs submits that the consultation undertaken was not meaningful.  It did 

not contemplate installation of left-side cycleways in the vicinity of the supermarket’s 

vehicular access points.  Council officers refused to provide a copy of the design as at 

7 December 2022 when meeting Foodstuffs’ representatives.  And, Foodstuffs’ 

submissions were not presented appropriately to the Council committee that made the 

formal resolution. 

[33] On this basis, Foodstuffs’ third cause of action is that the Council’s 

decision-making process breached s 82 of the Local Government Act, and cl 7.5 of the 

Traffic Bylaw. 

Failure to accord natural justice 

[34] Foodstuffs was permitted five minutes in which it was required to present its 

views during the hearing of public submissions by the Council’s Regulatory Processes 

Committee on 20, 21 and 24 April 2023.  Its fourth cause of action is that this, 
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combined with formal adoption of the resolution, amounted to a failure by the Council 

to accord Foodstuffs natural justice. 

Unreasonableness 

[35] Foodstuffs’ fifth cause of action is a more substantive, rather than procedural, 

objection.  It is based on the proposition that the Council’s decision was 

“unreasonable” in the Wednesbury sense; that is, it was so unreasonable that no 

reasonable authority could have come to it.7 

[36] Foodstuffs submits that the Council did not have evidence of the number of 

vehicle movements in and out of the supermarket’s access points, or the number of 

heavy vehicles using the May Street access point.  In light of this, and the matters at 

[28](b)] above, the Council’s decision was unreasonable because it was not supported 

by evidence.     

The Council’s response 

[37] The Council says that its decision-making process was not flawed in a manner 

justifying judicial review.  It submits that: 

(a) any design which involved a left-side cycleway on Molesworth Street 

crossing a motorway on-ramp was discarded as unsafe, and for that 

reason, did not meet the Council’s objective; 

(b) any design which required a left-side cycleway on Murphy Street to 

interact with bus stops in front of Wellington Girls College was 

similarly discarded; and 

(c) accordingly, the Council was not legally obliged to identify and assess 

such designs. 

 
7  Associated Provincial Picture Houses Ltd v Wednesbury Corp [1948] 1 KB 223. 
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[38] The Council adds that it could assume that the number of vehicles accessing 

the supermarket via Molesworth Street and Murphy Street was less than the number 

not doing so, and in particular, that the number using the Molesworth Street access 

point was less than the number using the motorway on-ramp on the opposite side of 

that road.  And that this, in combination with the lower speeds of vehicles entering the 

supermarket rather than the motorway on-ramp, supports its submission at [37](c)] 

above. 

[39] The Council further submits that its decision was made after an adequate 

consultative process, afforded natural justice to parties including Foodstuffs, and was 

reasonable “by any definition, let alone in the Wednesbury sense”. 

Issues for determination 

[40] The issues for determination can now be stated. 

[41] First, the Court is required to consider whether the decision-making process by 

which the decision was reached to install cycleways on the right side of 

Molesworth Street and Murphy Street in the vicinity of Thorndon New World, rather 

than the left, complied with cl 7.5 of the Traffic Bylaw and ss 76–82 of the Local 

Government Act.  In doing so, the Court must respect the Council’s discretion as to 

how it conducts its decision-making processes, bounded as that discretion is by the 

requirement that the Council must act rationally and in a way that is consistent with 

the objectives of the Local Government Act.  The focus here is upon whether 

Foodstuffs has established that the Council’s decision-making did not: 

(a) adequately seek to identify and assess the option of installing left-side 

cycleways in the supermarket’s vicinity, as required by s 77 (subject to 

s 79); 

(b) sufficiently give consideration to Foodstuffs’ views, as required by s 78 

(subject to s 79); 

(c) consult properly with Foodstuffs, and in accordance with s 82; or 
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(d)  afford Foodstuffs its entitlements under cl 7.5 of the Traffic Bylaw. 

[42] And second, the Court must determine whether the decision was one to which 

no reasonable local authority could have come. 

[43] I will determine these issues upon review of the Council’s entire 

decision-making process, undertaken chronologically.  The formal traffic resolution at 

issue in this case was not only a resolution to install cycleways in specific locations 

affecting Foodstuffs.  It was a resolution, for the most part, adopting a highly detailed, 

draft design affecting several city roads along their entire length.  The Council’s 

Regulatory Processes Committee could not realistically undertake its own design 

process.  The design had to be initiated by a Council decision to install cycleways upon 

particular roads forming part of its bike network, and then substantially developed, 

including in light of an appropriate degree of public consultation, so as to be capable 

of appropriately informed and efficient decision-making.  If the committee decided to 

adopt the recommended design, it necessarily was required to rely upon a multitude 

of prior design decisions and instances of community engagement and feedback.  In 

my view, adoption of the traffic resolution at issue in this case should not be seen as a 

discrete “decision” that is susceptible of judicial review independently of the larger 

set of choices made on the part of the Council which culminated in the resolution. 

[44] The Local Government Act recognises that the immediate setting in which a 

proposal is formally adopted by a local authority should not be regarded as the point 

when procedural compliance is assessed.  The provisions of the Act in accordance with 

which, under s 76, local authority decisions “must be made” are provisions that require 

a local authority to act in specified ways “in the course of the decision-making 

process”. 

Review of the Council’s decision-making process 

[45] The Council’s decision to adopt Paneke Pōneke, its bike network plan, is 

outlined at [3]–[5] above.  As indicated above, I consider this forms a substantial part 

of the decision-making relevant to this case.  
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Thorndon Connections Transitional Programme 

[46] Having adopted Paneke Pōneke, the Council commenced what it described as 

its Transitional Cycleways Programme.  The Council had also adopted a “bus priority 

action plan”.  This led it to describe its project to implement its bike network and bus 

priority plans in the Thorndon area under the more general description of the Thorndon 

Connections Transitional Programme.  In line with Paneke Pōneke, the programme 

called for the more detailed design and installation of cycleways on Molesworth Street 

and Murphy Street. 

[47] On 22 April 2022, the Council’s chief planning officer, Liam Hodgetts, 

approved a “draft initial project brief” of the Thorndon Connections Transitional 

Programme.  This initial project brief had been presented to Mr Hodgetts for approval 

by Renee Corlett.  Ms Corlett was a Council employee described as the programme’s 

“Project Lead”. 

[48] The initial project brief specified the use of “interim installations” amounting 

to a “first cut” of the cycleways, and also an intention to incorporate improvements to 

the bus network, identified in the Council’s recent bus priority action plan.  It further 

assumed that a “transformational approach” would be delivered not long after the 

transitional programme, “so major changes to traffic signals may be deferred until 

permanent improvements [are made]”.  New World Thorndon was identified as one of 

a list of “key stakeholders”. 

Multi Criteria Analysis 

[49] The more detailed design process relating to Molesworth Street and 

Murphy Street is captured, at least to some extent, in a document titled 

“WCC Transitional Cycleways Multi Criteria Analysis Molesworth-Mulgrave”.  It is 

dated 14 December 2022, but appears to have been compiled by way of successive 

drafts.  The first draft was formally approved on 17 June 2022, by Christopher Groom. 

[50] Mr Groom is a principal transport planner, employed at an engineering and 

professional services firm.  Since September 2021, he has been commissioned by the 

Council to take a leading design role within the Transitional Cycleways Programme. 
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[51] The 14 December 2022 version of the Multi Criteria Analysis records that a 

so-called “longlist assessment” had been undertaken relating to the side of the road 

upon which cycleways should be installed.  It states: 

The right side was chosen as the preferred location for the following reasons: 

• Avoided conflicts with high-volume / high-speed motorway on/off ramps 

• Avoided conflicts with bus stops (safety implications for waiting 
pedestrians and bus / cycle interactions) 

• Provided improved cycle connectivity between Molesworth Street and 
Murphy / Mulgrave Streets (via connecting side streets such as 
Pipitea Street) and better connectivity to Bunny Street. 

ViaStrada’s 30 per cent design safety audit 

[52] It appears, however, that this choice of the right side of Molesworth Street and 

Murphy Street had, at least for the purpose of design development, been made by 

19 October 2022, when a 30 per cent general alignment design was, according to 

Mr Groom, provided to the Council “for review”. 

[53] At that stage, ViaStrada Limited, another transportation consultancy, was 

instructed to complete a safety and accessibility audit of the Council’s 30 per cent 

design.  Its audit report, dated November 2022, was signed by: Mr Groom as 

“designer”, Dennis Davis as “Safety Engineer”, Brad Singh as “Manager – Transport 

& Infrastructure” for the “Client” (the Council), and Ms Corlett as “Project lead”.  

Amongst a number of safety issues dealt with in detail, the report raised two of 

relevance, relating to Murphy Street: 

(a) The first safety issue arose in light of the low angle between May Street 

and Murphy Street at the point of their intersection, and the need for 

drivers to look back to see cyclists approaching on a cycleway designed 

to occupy the right side of Murphy Street.  The “audit team” 

recommended a cycleway and pedestrian raised platform across 

May Street, or a painted island or mountable kerb extension to square 

up the intersection. 
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The audit report records that Mr Groom’s response as designer was to 

agree to add a painted or mountable curve extension, and to re-mark the 

proposed cycleway’s limit line.  But Mr Groom suggested that a raised 

platform was not preferred because the “transitional cycleways 

approach is to avoid civil works where possible.  Will investigate 

possibility of using a temporary speed hump or cushion to slow vehicle 

speeds.” 

Mr Davis, as safety engineer, agreed with the audit team’s 

recommendation and Mr Groom’s response, further suggesting more 

conspicuous marking treatment of the cycleway across May Street.  

ViaStrada proposed an update in Mr Groom’s 90 per cent design.  

Mr Singh for the client accepted this proposal. 

(b) The second safety issue related to the design requiring cyclists in a 

shared lane at the northern end of Murphy Street to transition into the 

cycleway on the right side of that road.  Mr Groom agreed to investigate 

the addition of road marking to direct cyclists to the right-side 

cycleway. 

[54] No safety issues were raised in respect of the cycleway planned for Molesworth 

Street in the vicinity of New World Thorndon. 

Initial consultation with New World Thorndon/Foodstuffs 

[55] Through Bri Peters, a Council “engagement specialist”, the Council 

approached the supermarket’s operator, Paul Gilbert, by email dated 

11 November 2022, seeking to “go through the route and our initial designs with you, 

to hear how you experience the route at present, and any important considerations we 

should be thinking about when looking at the reallocation of road space”. 

[56] Foodstuff’s senior development manager, David Boersen, responded by email 

dated 25 November 2022, indicating its “very strong interest in this project”. 
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[57] On 7 December 2022, Ms Corlett met Mr Gilbert and Mr Boersen to discuss 

the project.  Her email of 20 December 2022 summarises the range of concerns that 

Mr Gilbert and Mr Boersen raised.  The primary concern was that the Council’s initial 

design was for cycleways “against the [supermarket’s] car park entrances on both 

sides”.  Ms Corlett’s email records that she “explained the right hand side of the road 

was selected, partly to avoid the cycleway crossing motorway on/off-ramps which 

would not only have a greater network impact, but had significant safety concerns and 

connectivity issues. Our Multi Criteria Analysis is attached.” 

[58] Ms Corlett’s email further contained her request that Foodstuffs provide traffic 

volumes and movements data relating to its vehicular entrances “if you are still happy 

to share this information with us”. 

ViaStrada’s 90 per cent design safety audit 

[59] Again according to Mr Groom, a 90 per cent design was completed by 

9 December 2022.  ViaStrada then completed a further safety and accessibility audit 

of this design.  A number of safety issues remained outstanding, but not those outlined 

at [53] above. 

Public consultation, including with Foodstuffs, over “proposal” 

[60] The Council circulated a flyer to local businesses and other organisations 

notifying them of the opportunity to provide feedback in the period 6 March to 

27 March 2023.  Whether by means of this flyer or separately — the evidence is not 

clear — the Council also published a 46-page “proposal”, describing in detail the 

“Thorndon Connections” changes it was proposing to make in respect of 

Tinakori Road, Hill Street, Molesworth Street, Murphy Street, Mulgrave Street, 

Bunny Street, Aitken Street, Stout Street, Pipitea Street and Lambton Quay, including 

by way of overhead design drawings.  On Molesworth Street, the proposed changes 

were to: 
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• Install a separated bi-directional cycleway for 182 meters on the eastern side 
between the intersections of Lambton Quay and Aitken Street replacing one 
general traffic lane and removing 19 P$ metered parking spaces. 

• Install a separated uni-directional cycleway for 443 meters on the eastern 
side of Molesworth Street heading north from the intersection of Aitken Street 
to no.186 Molesworth Street removing 47 P$ metered parking spaces, one 
mobility park and 11 metres of motorbike parking. 

• Install a separated uni-directional cycleway for 55 meters on the western side 
of Molesworth Street from no.186 Molesworth Street to the State Highway 1 
overbridge. 

• Remove bus stop #5112 Molesworth Street at Wellington Cathedral of 
St Paul. 

• Remove bus stop #5114 Molesworth Street at SHl Motorway overbridge 

• Remove one metered parking space outside no.127 Molesworth Street to 
extend the motorbike parking to 10 metres. 

• Replace two metered parking spaces outside no.83 Molesworth Street with 
car share spaces. 

• Install one new metered P120 mobility park outside Parliament on the west 
side of the road opposite no.42 Molesworth Street removing two angled P$ 
metered parking spaces. 

• Install two new taxi stand spaces outside no.127 Molesworth Street 
removing two metered parking spaces. 

• Install a new cycle crossing next to the existing pedestrian crossing outside 
no.186 Molesworth Street. 

[61] On Murphy Street, the proposed changes were to: 

• Install a separated uni-directional cycleway for 95 meters on the eastern side 
of Murphy Street heading south from the intersection of Tinakori road to the 
pedestrian crossing at the end of the State Highway 1 overbridge. 

• Install a separated uni-directional cycleway for 271 meters on the western 
side of Murphy Street heading south from opposite no.68 Murphy Street to 
the intersection of Pipitea Street. 

• Remove 10 P$ metered parking spaces on the eastern side of Murphy Street 
between Halswell Street and Turnbull Street replacing with 57 metres of 
broken yellow lines (No Stopping). 

• Remove three P$ metered parking spaces on the eastern side of Murphy 
Street between Turnbull Street and the signalised crossing replacing with 16 
metres of broken yellow lines (No Stopping). 

• Install a give way control on Halswell Street at the intersection of Murphy 
Street. 
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• Install four new Pl0 pick up and drop parking spaces 8:30am-9:30am and 
2:30pm-3:30pm Monday- Friday during the period when the Thorndon Pool 
is closed only. 

[62] The overhead design drawings published “for consultation” are annexed to this 

judgment. 

Foodstuffs’ submission   

[63] Foodstuffs’ solicitor emailed its submission on 24 March 2023, requesting an 

opportunity to present the submission at the public hearing of submissions, and also a 

separate meeting with Council staff. 

[64] Foodstuffs’ submission described itself as “made in opposition to the poorly 

thought-out proposed changes [of] the Thorndon Connections Project”.  Opposing the 

right-side Molesworth Street cycleway, it asserted amongst other things that: 

(a) that access point was likely the busiest crossing on Molesworth Street, 

and asked for Council traffic count information; 

(b) it would create a safety risk, with vehicles exiting the supermarket 

likely to nudge forward into the cycleway to assist their movement into 

traffic on Molesworth Street; and 

(c) it would compromise its plan to separate the access point’s entry and 

exit lanes, to allow entry to the supermarket’s car park at its southern 

end and exit at its northern end. 

[65] Foodstuffs’ submission proposed a pedestrian/cycle crossing of 

Molesworth Street, sited to the south of the supermarket, from which point the 

cycleway would proceed north on the left side of Molesworth Street.  It added that 

“[i]t does not appear that moving the cycle lane to the left-hand side of the road earlier 

on Molesworth Street to avoid the hazard/conflict at the NW Thorndon site was a 

matter considered in Council’s Multi-Factor Criteria Analysis”.  In this respect, the 

submission was wrong.  As indicated at [51], the analysis specifically referred to the 

choice of the right side because it would avoid conflict with “high-volume/high-speed 
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motorway on/off ramps” and for that reason appeared to contemplate and reject a 

left-sided cycleway such as that Foodstuffs was proposing. 

[66] I interpolate here my view that Council officers and engaged experts were 

entitled to respond to Foodstuffs’ assertions when briefing the ultimate 

decision-making Council body, as outlined below.  And that an appropriate response 

was to contribute to “assessment” of Foodstuffs’ arguments, consistently with s 77 of 

the Act, by pointing out that in fact the “likely busiest crossing on Molesworth Street” 

is the motorway on-ramp, which given higher traffic speeds and the out-of-scope 

nature of a relatively expensive, raised pedestrian crossing of a non-Council, New 

Zealand Transport Agency-administered, on-ramp, might be discounted. 

[67] Opposing the right-side Murphy Street cycleway, Foodstuffs’ submission: 

(a) referred to Murphy Street’s “quite high traffic volumes”, and asserted 

that the supermarket’s access point is “highly utilised”; 

(b) similarly asserted that drivers would nudge forward into the cycleway 

when exiting; and 

(c) again referred to potential compromise of Foodstuffs ability to change 

the layout of the Murphy Street access point should it choose. 

[68] Foodstuffs’ submission proposed a left-side cycleway on Murphy Street in the 

vicinity of the supermarket. 

[69] Again, I interpolate my view that Council officers and engaged experts were 

entitled to respond, including by referring to the likely greater proportion of traffic 

using Murphy Street to travel to destinations other than the supermarket, and the need 

to avoid the school bus stops on the left side of that road, as outlined below.    

[70] Claire Pascoe, employed by the Council as its Transitional Programme 

Manager, and other staff met Foodstuffs personnel and its solicitor on 17 April 2023.  

Again, Council staff requested Foodstuffs’ traffic count data. 
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The Council’s traffic data 

[71] The Council obtained its own limited set of traffic data, comparing the number 

of vehicles using the motorway on-ramp from Molesworth Street during periods in 

March and April 2023, against the number of vehicles using the supermarket’s access 

points from Molesworth Street and Murphy Street during periods in March 2023.  This 

limited data indicated many more vehicles used the on-ramp. 

Thorndon Connections hearing of public submissions 

[72] The Council’s Regulatory Processes Committee publicly heard 109 oral 

submissions in respect of both the Thorndon Connections project and the Kilbirnie 

Connections project at a meeting held for that purpose on 20, 21 and 24 April 2023.  

Speakers, including Foodstuffs, were allotted five minutes each to speak to each 

project in which they were interested. 

[73] The agenda paper for the meeting advised committee members that decisions 

on both the Thorndon and Kilbirnie projects’ traffic resolutions were scheduled for 

consideration at the committee’s meeting on 11 May 2023. 

Meeting of Regulatory Processes Committee on 11 May 2023 

[74] The committee met on 11 May 2023 as scheduled.  Its agenda included a 

number of matters in addition to consideration of the Thorndon and Kilbirnie 

Connections projects. 

[75] The agenda paper for this meeting was accordingly comprised of numerous, 

detailed documents.  These included a “report to [the committee] recommend[ing] the 

adoption of a traffic resolution to enable the installation of the Thorndon Connections 

walk, bike and bus improvements, as part of the accelerated delivery of Paneke 

Pōneke, the Wellington Bike Network Plan, which was adopted by [the] council in 

March 2022”.  The report had been authored by Ms Pascoe as the Council’s 

Transitional Programme Manager and the project’s new Project Lead (replacing 

Ms Corlett), and authorised by the Council’s Manager City Design and Mr Hodgetts 

as its Chief Planning Officer. 
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[76] The report confirmed that the decision was rated, in terms of the Council’s 

“significance and engagement policy” adopted for the purpose of complying with 

s 76AA of the Local Government Act mentioned at [19] above, as a decision of 

“medium significance”. 

[77] The report contained the authors’ recommendation of a formal seven-point 

motion, including that, amongst other things, the committee should: 

(a) note the summary of public submissions that had been made, and the 

authors’ responses to feedback, set out in documents attached to the 

report; 

(b) agree to make specific changes to the Council’s consultation proposal 

(described above); and 

(c) adopt the proposal, now treated as a draft traffic resolution, once those 

changes were incorporated. 

[78] And the report observed that: 

The proposed designs were developed by technical experts with input from 
public engagement.  Following consultation, additional design changes have 
been incorporated and while not providing a perfect solution, the updated 
proposal is considered a significant improvement on the existing situation, 
aligning with Council strategic objectives and can be delivered in a short time 
frame. 

…Submitters opposed to the proposal were mostly concerned about the 
removal of on-street parking, the two-way bike lane on Molesworth Street that 
required Kate Sheppard place to become one-way for vehicles and the bike 
lane being located on the right hand side of Molesworth Street, crossing the 
New World driveway. 

… 

Concerns were raised regarding the separated bike lane being placed on the 
right hand sides of Molesworth Street and Murphy/Mulgrave Streets, 
particularly regarding the conflict at the New World driveways.  The right 
hand side of the road was preferred based on an analysis of conflicting 
movements occurring on the left side of the road, particularly at the motorway 
on and off ramps where higher traffic volumes turning at higher speeds creates 
a significant safety risk that is unable to be managed using a quick build 
approach.  In addition to the motorway on and off ramp conflicts, the right 
hand side of the road was also preferred to avoid bus stop conflicts, a 
construction zone at 61 Molesworth Street and so as to retain as much parking 
as possible. 
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[79] The attached summary of submissions referred to Foodstuffs’ submission, 

under the heading “Thorndon – opposing”, as follows: 

• Perception that there has been no proper traffic analysis around the Thorndon 
New World and lack of proper consideration of alternative options. 

• Concern about access to the New World as it is so busy, on both sides 
(Mulgrave/Murphy). 

• Safety concerns with the New World section and that the proposal puts 
cyclists in this conflict. 

and under the heading “Thorndon – neutral”, as follows: 

• Suggestion to have the bike lane moved to the left side of Molesworth Street.  
If this is not done, then there may be legal action from Foodstuffs. 

[80] The attached authors’ responses to feedback addressed 140 “themes” and items 

of “design feedback”, including Foodstuffs’ feedback, as follows: 

  

Ensure New World 
exit/entry is safe for 
cyclists 

We recognise this is an area of concern and a busy driveway, 
and are proposing to install a range of measures to improve 
safety and slow down the vehicle movements in and out of 
the New World car park. This will include green road 
marking treatment over the driveways to raise visibility of 
the bike lane. We will also install speed humps to slow down 
vehicles entering and exiting the driveways. We will 
continue to monitor the driveway conflict and investigate 
further safety measures if required. 

Put Molesworth  Street 
cycleway on other side 
of road to avoid New 
World entry/exit 

The rationale for the right-hand-side of the road was based 
on the analysis of conflicting movements occurring on the 
left. These included the motorway on and off ramps, and the 
high speeds due to the angle of the ramps and volumes of 
traffic, creating a high safety risk that would require 
significant civil work to make safe.  We recognise the right 
side of the road also has conflicting movements with people 
concerned mainly about the New World car park, however 
this is less of a safety risk with the angle of the driveway 
resulting in slower vehicle speeds making this movement, 
and also lower volumes.  The left-hand-side of the road also 
has multiple bus stops, a construction loading zone for a new 
development at 61 Molesworth Street and indented parking 
for visitors to the area. 
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[81] The minutes of the committee meeting on 11 May 2023 record that: 

(a) A councillor moved an amended version of the seven-point motion that 

the report’s authors had recommended.  The amendment proposed to 

defer consideration of the cycleway on Molesworth Street.  While that 

motion was under consideration: 

(i) Another councillor moved to defer approval of the Thorndon 

cycleways until the next Council meeting.  That motion was 

voted upon and lost. 

(ii) The Mayor of Wellington moved that Council officers be 

instructed: to report back on the cycleways within six months; 

to engage with Foodstuffs on additional potential changes; and 

to investigate further options to improve pedestrian safety and 

accessibility to businesses across Molesworth Street.  That 

motion was carried. 

(b) The amended motion mentioned at [81(a)] was then put, having been 

supplemented by the carried motion at [81(a)(ii)], and carried but for 

the councillor’s proposal to defer consideration of the Molesworth 

Street cycleway. 

[82] The result was that the proposed seven-point motion of the report’s authors was 

carried, including for installation of the cycleways as designed and the subject of the 

public consultation document described at [60] above, as set out in the overhead design 

drawings annexed to this judgment, together with a supplementary motion for ongoing 

review and engagement with Foodstuffs. 

Did the Council’s decision-making over right-sided cycleways at Thorndon 
New World comply with the Act? 

[83] In light of my observations on this review, I find that the Council’s 

decision-making process by which the decision was reached to install cycleways on 
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the right sides of Molesworth Street and Murphy Street in the vicinity of Thorndon 

New World, rather than the left, complied with ss 76–82 of the Local Government Act. 

[84] First, it should be recalled that the Council’s unchallenged decision to adopt its 

bike network plan, Paneke Pōneke, required it to undertake a program of work, settling 

upon the design of “interim” cycleways on identified roads, for installation using 

“lower-cost” materials prior to changes being made permanent upon monitoring and 

evaluation.  The Council’s next step in the decision-making process was to develop 

detailed, professional designs of proposed cycleways for installation on those 

identified roads, and to undertake a process of public consultation of those draft 

designs.  I consider it appropriate and, more relevantly, consistent with the Council’s 

discretion under s 79 of the Act to make judgments about how to achieve compliance 

with ss 77 and 78, that it did so.  A procedure that commenced with consultation upon 

the issue of placement of cycleways would have been too open-ended and prone to 

inefficiency and delay. 

[85] Next, I consider the selection of the right sides of Molesworth Street and 

Murphy Street as the designer’s preferred side, and the subject of design drawings for 

consultation, similarly to be consistent with the Council’s obligations under s 77(1), 

as moderated by s 79.  The basis upon which this selection was made was recorded in 

the Multi Criteria Analysis as set out at [51] above, which was provided to Foodstuffs 

during the initial phase of direct consultation.  I consider the Council was entitled, at 

this stage of the process, to “identify and assess” the option of left-sided cycleways to 

this limited extent only, in accordance with s 79(1)(b)(i).  That the number of vehicles 

entering the motorway at Molesworth Street, and exiting at Murphy Street, would 

generally exceed those turning right into the supermarket could in my view properly 

be assumed.  Even now, there is an absence of evidence to the contrary.  And in any 

event, the safety concerns arising from left-side cycleways, identified in the Multi 

Criteria Analysis, relating to higher-speed traffic making a lower-angled left turn from 

Molesworth Street and conflicts with traffic coming from the motorway and bus stops 

on Murphy Street, were reasonably viewed as taking priority even in the absence of 

traffic volume data.  Foodstuffs’ proposal for the installation of a raised crossing on 

the Molesworth Street motorway on-ramp could appropriately be rejected, given 

Paneke Pōneke, as outside the transitional project’s scope. 
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[86] Further, in my view the Council undertook an appropriately targeted and 

responsive programme of consultation, including specifically with Foodstuffs.  The 

designs provided to Foodstuffs were sufficiently detailed so as to provide transparent 

notice of the prospect of right-sided cycleways.  Foodstuffs’ objections clearly 

registered with and were considered by the Council officer team engaged in 

implementing Paneke Pōneke: they wrote about those objections when drafting their 

report to the Regulatory Processes Committee and attached papers.  That the report 

described Foodstuffs’ objections as “concerns” is of little significance.  The more 

important point is that the substance of Foodstuffs’ argument against right-sided 

cycleways was grappled with, both by the officers and in their report to the committee 

being asked to approve their draft resolution. 

[87] The essence of Foodstuffs’ complaint in this area is that it does not agree with 

the Council officers’ substantive assessment, recorded in their report for the committee 

in response to Foodstuffs’ view.  As indicated above, I consider it entirely consistent 

with the Council’s discretion under s 79 of the Act, that this assessment formed part 

of the report and in this way contributed to the decision-making process. 

[88] Finally, it is clear that the Regulatory Processes Committee, to the limited 

extent realistically possible given the detailed nature of the proposal it was being asked 

to approve, undertook its own evaluation of whether the proposed traffic resolution 

was an appropriate response to the Council’s objectives as determined by Paneke 

Pōneke.  It took the view that it was, but further, and in line with the transitional nature 

of the process envisaged by that plan, it resolved that the process of monitoring and 

evaluating the cycleways being approved should specifically be the subject of Council 

resolution so as to guarantee future review.  This too, I consider an appropriate exercise 

of the s 79 discretion, responsive to the nature and significance of the decision-making 

process in which the committee was engaged. 

Did right-sided cycleways at Thorndon New World comply with the Traffic 
Bylaw? 

[89] I find similarly that the Council’s decision-making process complied with 

cl 7.5 of the Traffic Bylaw.  Foodstuffs provided written comments in respect of the 

proposed resolution, which were considered before the Council made the resolution.  
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The Council was not required to permit Foodstuffs to make oral submissions at a 

hearing.  It did so, albeit Foodstuffs was limited to five minutes in which those 

comments were presented.  Plainly, Foodstuffs’ submissions were taken into account, 

given the Council officers’ summary of submissions and responses documents.  It is 

likely they motivated at least a significant part of the Mayor’s supplementary motion, 

given her reference to further engagement with Foodstuffs. 

Are right-sided cycleways at Thorndon New World unreasonable?8 

[90] As Wild J observed in Wolf v Minister of Immigration:9 

[47] I consider the time has come to state — or really to clarify — that the 
tests as laid down in GCHQ and Woolworths respectively are not, or should 
no longer be, the invariable or universal tests of “unreasonableness” applied 
in New Zealand public law.  Whether a reviewing Court considers a decision 
reasonable and therefore lawful, or unreasonable and therefore unlawful and 
invalid, depends on the nature of the decision: upon who made it; by what 
process; what the decision involves (ie its subject matter and the level of 
policy content in it) and the importance of the decision to those affected by it, 
in terms of its potential impact upon, or consequences for, them. This is a 
rather long-winded way of saying, as Lord Steyn so succinctly did in Daly: 

 In administrative law context is everything. 

[91] In the present case, as outlined above, the context required the Council to select 

one side of Molesworth Street and Murphy Street, subject to any serious, emerging 

safety concern that might prevent the use of both sides.  And it envisaged a transitional 

solution upon which further consultation, monitoring and evaluation would be 

undertaken prior to the cycleways becoming permanent. 

[92] Both parties called expert evidence on the question whether right-sided 

cycleways in the vicinity of the supermarket’s vehicular access points were safe, and 

otherwise appropriate, compared to left-sided cycleways. 

 
8  In the Wednesbury sense. 
9  Wolf v Minister of Immigration [2004] NZAR 414 (HC), referring to Council of Civil Service 

Unions v Minister for the Civil Service [1985] AC 374 (HL); Wellington City Council v 
Woolworths New Zealand Ltd (No 2) [1996] 2 NZLR 537 (CA); and R v Secretary of State for the 
Home Department, ex parte Daly [2001] 2 AC 532 (HL), later applied in Quake Outcasts v 
Minister of Canterbury Earthquake Recovery [2017] NZCA 332, [2017] 3 NZLR 486 at [73] and 
C P Group Ltd v Auckland Council [2021] NZCA 587 at [134]. 

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



 

 

[93] Having considered that material, I do not regard it as exposing irrational views 

on either side.  In the context of judicial review proceedings, it does not require further 

discussion, except to say that in my view the Council’s right-side choice was very far 

from being a decision that no reasonable local authority could have reached. 

Result 

[94] For the above reasons, none of Foodstuffs’ causes of action are made out.  Its 

application for judicial review by way of declaratory orders is dismissed. 

[95] The Council appears entitled to costs on a 2B basis.  If the parties cannot agree 

on costs, the Council is to file and serve a memorandum no more than seven pages 

long within 20 working days of this judgment, with Foodstuffs to respond by way of 

a similar memorandum filed within a further 15 working days. 

 
 

 

_____________ 

         Johnstone  J 
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Attachments: 20240501 Transport update for Councillor full slides.pdf

 
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 
 

From: Vida Christeller <xxxx.xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 1, 2024 2:43 PM
To: DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Cc: Liam Hodgetts <xxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Siobhan Procter
<xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Sehai Orgad <xxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Brad Singh
<xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Kelly Henderson <xxxxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.nz>; Moana
Mackey <xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Tim Shackleton <xxx.xxxxxxxxxx@xx.xxxt.nz>; Richard
MacLean <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: RE: Transport planning and projects briefing
 
Kia ora,
 
Thanks for all your good questions and feed back this morning. Here is the updated slide pack.
 
Vida
 

From: Vida Christeller 
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2024 5:46 PM
To: DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Liam Hodgetts <xxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Siobhan Procter
<xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Sehai Orgad <xxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Brad Singh
<xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Kelly Henderson <xxxxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Moana
Mackey <xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Tim Shackleton <xxx.xxxxxxxxxx@xx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: Transport planning and projects briefing
 
Kia ora koutou,
 
Attached is the slide pack we will be presenting at our briefing tomorrow.
 
Vida
 

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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 Work Package – Regional Bus Network Strategic Plan

• It will tie together and update works already identified 
through the BPAP, LGWM City Streets and various TA 
roading  and future transport plans

• All identified initiatives will be reviewed for cost-benefits, 
complexity / risk and prioritised accordingly

• Timing aligned with various TA roading plans
• This will lead to a prioritised regional plan for bus corridor 

changes over the next 10-15 years
• It’s likely that these changes will trigger timetable and route 

design changes to maximise the benefits of these corridors
• While development of the plan is 100% funded and owned 

by GWRC, it will be compiled in conjunction with  WCC, 
KCDC, PCC, UHCC, and HCC.

• The plan will be complementary to Wellington City Transport 
Plan and various other regional plans and strategiesRELE
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: Affordability by Suburb analysis
Date: Wednesday, 8 May 2024 10:02:05 am

You wouldn't be able to send the earlier one Andrea sent - showing the ones with the oldest average age?
(I am doing a story on an 85YO in Roseneath having to get flatmates!).
Cheers

On Wed, May 8, 2024 at 9:02 AM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

As discussed

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2024 8:46 AM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; DL: Councillors
<councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Vincent Kleinbrod <Vincent.Kleinbrod@wcc.govt.nz>; Raina Kereama
<Raina.Kereama@wcc.govt.nz>; Martin Rosevear <Martin.Rosevear@wcc.govt.nz>;
GRP: Executive Leadership Team (ELT)
<GRP_ExecutiveLeadershipTeam_ELT@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Affordability by Suburb analysis

 

As requested, please find attached the average residential rates in 23/24, 24/25 and 27/28
by Suburb, as well as a split between residential/commercial excl. DTR/commercial
including DTR.

 

All rates include GST.

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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The second table (commercial incl. DTR/excl. DTR)  might be a bit misleading as
averages are really skewed for commercial buildings so please consider this in reading
the data.

 

Andrea

 

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, May 6, 2024 2:39 PM
To: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>; DL: Councillors
<councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Vincent Kleinbrod <Vincent.Kleinbrod@wcc.govt.nz>; Raina Kereama
<Raina.Kereama@wcc.govt.nz>; Martin Rosevear <Martin.Rosevear@wcc.govt.nz>;
GRP: Executive Leadership Team (ELT)
<GRP_ExecutiveLeadershipTeam_ELT@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Affordability by Suburb analysis

 

Thanks

Could we also get the average increase per suburb predicted and also the average rate
increase split for residential, commercial and commercial with Downtown levy.

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.
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From: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, May 3, 2024 4:03 PM
To: DL: Councillors <councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Vincent Kleinbrod <Vincent.Kleinbrod@wcc.govt.nz>; Raina Kereama
<Raina.Kereama@wcc.govt.nz>; Martin Rosevear <Martin.Rosevear@wcc.govt.nz>;
GRP: Executive Leadership Team (ELT)
<GRP_ExecutiveLeadershipTeam_ELT@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Affordability by Suburb analysis

 

Kia ora Mayor, Councillors and Pou Iwi,

 

I have been asked on different occasions about how we can assess household
affordability of rates. As you are aware all households face many different
circumstances. However, a couple of staff across the Council have very helpfully pulled
together the information in the attached, which you may find of interest. Please note that
this is for demonstration purposes only.

 

Staff have calculated the average residential rates and average residential sludge levy per
median household income across each suburb. Historically the local government sector
has worked towards a rough benchmark that rates should not exceed 5% of gross
household income. Within the attachment, the darker the coloured triangles are in each
suburb the closer to 5% of average rates/household income.

 

The team also looked at the average age of residents in suburbs (on the basis that their
may be a positive relationship between age and asset ownership). The average age is
higher in the suburbs with the darker shading.

The 24/25 attachment reflects calculations based on the first year of the proposed 24/34
LTP. The 27/28 attachment reflects calculations based on the fourth year of the proposed
24/34 LTP.

 

I do appreciate that there are many limitations with this data, but we thought it may be
useful to share as you will soon enter LTP deliberations.

 

Ngā mihi
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Andrea

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Councillor Tony Randle
To: Erin Gourley
Cc: Tom Hunt
Subject: WCC Notice of motion - Golden Mile to be part of an Integrated Plan
Date: Wednesday, 8 May 2024 5:10:00 pm
Attachments: image001.png

Notice of motion - Golden Mile to be part of an Integrated Plan (Signed).pdf

Hi Erin
 
Following last Thursday’s WCC Transport Briefing, a number of councillors expressed concern
that:

After seven years, LGWM never developed an integrated transport plan that the city can
use.  Council officers are now working on such a plan.
The Council plans to proceed with constructing the Golden Mile without completing any
work on who it will integrate with other plans for bus lanes and cycleways.

 
As a result, seven Councillors have now signed a Notice of Motion to ask the Council to progress
the Golden Mile Project as part of an integrated plan.  A copy of the signed Notice of Motion is
attached.
 
Cheers
 
Tony Randle
 
Tony Randle
Kaikaunihera o Pōneke | Wellington City Councillor
Takapū/Northern Ward
E xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | P  | W Wellington.govt.nz
 
The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents. If
received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 

 

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert
To: Tom Hunt
Subject: FW: LTP submission - social media posts about submission form - some examples
Date: Sunday, 12 May 2024 1:07:00 pm
Attachments: image001 jpg
Importance: High

As discussed
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 
 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2024 1:02 PM
To: Baz Kaufman <xxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Cc: Stephen McArthur <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Richard MacLean <Richaxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Lloyd Jowsey <xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Amy Brannigan <xxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Mayor Tory Whanau
<xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Barbara McKerrow <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.nz>; DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; James Roberts <James.Robexxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: RE: LTP submission - social media posts about submission form - some examples
Importance: High
 
Here are some recent comments received on social media about flaws in the online submission form and process. Would you please advise whether you have trained IT system administrators reviewing the system in the first
instance including the back end of the system.
 
 
Respondent A
Wellington City Council can you please confirm why, in the email I received, next to City Streets (which I didn’t answer) it says ‘progress highest priority projects’ when I didn’t answer the question.
 
Compared to a second time when I tested it with a work email, the questions I didn’t answer didn’t appear in the email response? If it hasn’t defaulted that’s a good thing but it’s a really awful system in that case which isn’t very
clear and has huge accessibility issues which isn’t best practice for any council.
 
As per my message in the other community group, which I’m repeating here for the benefit of others, the different format for questions when it comes to voting for/against closure of community facilities, compared to earlier
questions, is horrendous.
 
Compared to Q7 where the answers or formatted as a list, Q11 (and others) are in a sliding format where the options to save facilities are ‘hidden’ until (if at all) found - even on a larger desktop screen. Which made me wonder
how accessible the site form is?  I ran the Google Read Aloud Chrome extension and it doesn’t even pick up the questions. Limiting access to those who understand and can access the standard form.
 
I should think the LTP form should have been tested and the response email proofread to the highest standard. This doesn’t appear to be the case at all.
 
In addition, people can submit as many times as they like using different email addresses (vs the petition forms which ensure only one response is received).
 
So all in all, whether it’s through inaccessibility, erroneous information and/or hidden fields, the results have every chance of being skewed, unrepresentative and invalid.
 
Respondent B
I completed a submission this morning using my work email address. So I didn't skew things as I have already submitted, the only thing I selected was a neutral on the fireworks display, but the system has also selected 2 other
answers on the Library and Skate Parks.
 

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2024 11:22:24 AM
To: Baz Kaufman <xxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Stephen McArthur <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Richard MacLean <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Lloyd Jowsey <xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Amy Brannigan <xxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Mayor Tory Whanau
<xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Barbara McKerrow <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: RE: LTP submission - social media posts about submission form

Baz
There are a number of actual users who have used the form and have reported the error. I do not know how you can suggest all is in order. There is now a lack of trust and confidence in the form and the results.

Your statement is disagreeing with members of the public. Would you confirm that someone has tested and checked the form since concerns first raised late yesterday.

Regards
Diane

Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

From: Baz Kaufman <xxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Sunday, May 12, 2024 11:17 AM
To: DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Stephen McArthur <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Richard MacLean <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Lloyd Jowsey <xxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Amy Brannigan <xxx.xxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Subject: LTP submission - social media posts about submission form

Morning Councillors

There have been a few social media posts about Council’s LTP submission form saying that fields that are not complete default to Council preferred option.

This is not correct. I can confirm that the submission form does not have a default response setting for fields in the submission form that are not completed.

The submission form was tested multiple times this morning by Lloyd and the LTP team in response to the matter raised on social media, and we can confirm that it is operating perfectly, and fields that are not completed do not
default to the preferred Council option.

The media team will shortly post this response on relevant social media pages where the confusion has arisen.

Baz

Baz Kaufman
Manager Strategy Policy and Research
Wellington City Council
M: 

Location:
Mon Tues Wed Thurs Friday
Office Office Office Office Office

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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From: Tom Hunt
To: DL: Councillors
Subject: Wellington Water comms spend
Date: Sunday, 12 May 2024 7:51:29 am
Attachments: OIA IRO-662 Tom Hunt response 10 May 2024.pdf

Hi all,
Does anyone there want to comment on the attached: Wellington Water has boosted its comms team from 8 to
3. Once contractors, etc are factored in, the bill has gone from $552k to $921k.
If you do want to comment, please keep it short and get back to me by midday.
Chers

-- 
Tom Hunt
Senior reporter

10 Brandon Street,
Wellington 6011

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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10 May 2024 

OIA IRO-662 
Tom Hunt 
tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz 

Tēnā koe Tom, 

Official information request regarding Wellington Water communications team 
expenditure 

Thank you for your request dated 11 April 2024 requesting the following information under 
the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 (the Act):  

1. Can I get, under the LGOIMA, a year by year breakdown for the past four years up to
the end of March, of the FTE number of staff on your communications team and the
total amount in money spent on salaries.

2. Can I also get details of how much was spent on outside communications companies
for each year?

The response to your request is enclosed following this letter as an appendix. 

Please note that it is our policy to proactively release our responses to official information 
requests where possible. Our response to your request will be published shortly at 
https://www.wellingtonwater.co.nz/about-us/official-requests/official-information-act-
responses/ with your personal information removed. 

You have the right to seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman of this decision. 
Information about how to make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz 
or freephone 0800 802 602. 

If you wish to discuss this decision with us, please feel free to email us at 
official.information@wellingtonwater.co.nz 

Nāku noa, nā, 

Mark Ford 
Group Manager 
Business Services (CFO) 
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Since the 2020/21 financial year, our organisation has grown from 240 to 387 FTEs (as at 31 March 
2024) to deliver on the work our councils have funded us to do.  Between the 2020/21 and 2022/23 
financial years our capital delivery work doubled and continues to grow. The aging infrastructure in 
the region has also meant we have seen a steady increase of service interruptions and outages over 
the past few years and an ongoing backlog of work. All of which requires us to communicate and 
engage with the public and our councils so they better understand the work we are delivering for 
them.  

The Communications and Engagement Team manage Wellington Water’s external channels – 
website and social media channels – and respond to a wide range of enquiries from the media and 
the public. These requests have also increased in volume due to increased attention and interest in 
our work.  

From time to time contractors and external agencies are used to support the team when there are 
vacancies or if external strategic advice is needed. 
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert
To: Tom Hunt
Subject: FW: , urgent Urgent - no communication on coned parks outside co kids this morning 7 am -
Date: Monday, 13 May 2024 10:24:00 am
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
IMG 1145.jpeg

FYI
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 
 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx> 
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2024 9:16 AM
To:  < >; Brad Singh <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>;

; Councillor Nicola Young <xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Councillor Ray Chung
<xxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Councillor Tony Randle <xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Cc:  < >
Subject: RE: , urgent Urgent - no communication on coned parks outside co kids this morning 7
am -
 
Thanks  for the spotlight on the pipes. I recently was advised that an additional $24 million
(on top of the $140million) had to be allocated to the Golden Mile project to enable the water
pipes to be renewed in that area (even though they are not the highest priority).
 
It would be good to understand if similar work has been scheduled for TQHR and how that
budget has been made available? I will follow up with WCC.
 
Diane
 

From:  < > 
Sent: Friday, 19 January 2024 8:42 am
To: Brad Singh <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; ; Councillor Nicola Young
<xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Ray Chung <xxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Tony
Randle <xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc:  < >
Subject: Re: , urgent Urgent - no communication on coned parks outside co kids this morning 7
am -
 
Hi Brad,
Happy New Year
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We all know all the waste and potable water pipes along Thorndon Quay are shot. Why are we
doing a $90m roading project above these pipes before replacing them. Are we going to do all
this roading work then dig it up again either to deal with emergencies (see video of destroyed
car outside Woolstore) or when they are programmatically replaced -hopefully fairly soon. 
There have thousands of pages of Council Papers dealing with the Thorndon Quay Roading
Project  - I have never seen any assessment of the risk of failing pipes causing the new road to be
dug up. 
Can you please let us know how this risk is being managed?r
Cheers 
 
Sent from Outlook for iOS

From: Brad Singh <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2024 8:00:29 AM
To:  < >; Councillor Nicola Young
<xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Ray Chung <xxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Tony
Randle <xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc:  < >;  < >
Subject: RE: , urgent Urgent - no communication on coned parks outside co kids this morning 7
am -
 
Hi All
 
Looks like a WWL contractor doing an emergency job – we are contacting them to tell them to
remove the cones until after the morning peak.
 
Regards
 

Brad Singh
PrEng. CMEng.
Kaiwhakahaere – Ngā Waka me te Hanga (Manager Transport & Infrastructure)
Wellington City Council
M  E xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz |  | 

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 
 

From: Brad Singh <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Friday, 19 January 2024 7:53 am
To:  < >; Councillor Nicola Young <xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >;
Councillor Ray Chung <xxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Tony Randle
<xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
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Cc:  < >;  < >
Subject: RE: , urgent Urgent - no communication on coned parks outside co kids this morning 7
am -
 
Its not the TQHR project as far as I’m aware… Ive asked the team to have a look
 

Brad Singh
PrEng. CMEng.
Kaiwhakahaere – Ngā Waka me te Hanga (Manager Transport & Infrastructure)
Wellington City Council
M  E xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz |  | 

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 
 

From:  < > 
Sent: Friday, 19 January 2024 7:11 am
To: Brad Singh <xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Nicola Young
<xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Ray Chung <xxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Tony
Randle <xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc:  < >;  < >
Subject: , urgent Urgent - no communication on coned parks outside co kids this morning 7 am -
 
Please advise what is going on ?

Regards
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Fwd: Re: response re Thorndon Quay meeting
Date: Monday, 13 May 2024 11:23:47 am
Attachments: image001.jpg

FYI - council effectively saying you and  are lying!

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Richard MacLean <richard.maclean@wcc.govt.nz>
Date: Mon, May 13, 2024 at 11:21 AM
Subject: RE: Re: response re Thorndon Quay meeting
To: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz>

Tom you’ve been given an inaccurate version of events. Cr Calvert was definitely
told, in a conversation with a senior staff member on level 16 at the Council building
shortly before the meeting, that she was welcome to attend but on the understanding
that it was an operational meeting between staff and businesses, not a political
meeting.
The meeting itself was constructive and solutions-focused – eight local business and
property owners met with several senior council managers. The businesses talked
about a number of concerns and challenges they’ve faced since the work began, and
council staff agreed to explore some of the suggestions made.
Managing the relationship between the council and these businesses is the
responsibility of the staff project team. The council has been engaging with
businesses and the public on plans for Thorndon Quay since 2021.  At meetings
before and during construction they have looked for ways to make things easier for
businesses, and multiple adjustments have been made along the way as a result.

There had been recent discussions with Cr Calvert and others about a meeting and
Cr Calvert was advised that the manager overseeing the project would reach out
directly to businesses to organise a meeting.

 

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2024 9:45 AM
To: Richard MacLean <richard.maclean@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Re: Re:

 

Ah! Thanks

 

On Mon, May 13, 2024 at 9:42 AM Richard MacLean <richard.maclean@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

Re your second question – we haven’t published anything on social media about
Thorndon Quay since March – we suspect someone’s pointing you toward some other

s7(2)(a)
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outlet like Wellington Live or similar…

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2024 9:30 AM
To: Richard MacLean <richard.maclean@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Re:

 

Great - thanks

 

On Mon, May 13, 2024 at 9:24 AM Richard MacLean <richard.maclean@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

Yep Tom we should be able to get you some responses this morning….

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2024 9:16 AM
To: Richard MacLean <richard.maclean@wcc.govt.nz>; Victoria Barton-Chapple
<victoria.barton-chapple@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject:

 

Hi both,

I am going to be doing this one on Calvert being stopped from attending a meeting she
arranged (she eventually managed to get in). Just checking you can get back to me this
morning on it?

And is it true that WCC put a post on social media last week (since removed) saying
something along those lines of telling people to avoid Thorndon Quay?

Cheers

 

--

Tom Hunt
Senior reporter

10 Brandon Street,

Wellington 6011
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The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended
recipient, any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-
mail is subject to copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright
owner. If you have received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all
copies. Stuff does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet
communications are not secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended
recipient, any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is
subject to copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If
you have received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does
not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: Urgent report required into state of water infrastructure under Thorndon Quay
Date: Tuesday, 21 May 2024 3:14:57 pm

Great - thanks.
From the wording - ie fiduciary duties - it sounds like you are thinking this could be a case for a commissioner
if this is ignored.
Or am I reading too much into this?

On Tue, May 21, 2024 at 3:13 PM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

Haven’t sent it to anyone else as TQ is your story

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2024 3:12 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Re: FW: Urgent report required into state of water infrastructure under
Thorndon Quay

 

Cool - also texted but not sure if it went through. Has this gone to other media? Ie,can I
hold doing this until tomorrow?

Cheers

 

On Tue, May 21, 2024 at 3:10 PM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Yes  I have also sent a copy to the various Thorndon Quay business folks

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2024 3:09 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Re: FW: Urgent report required into state of water infrastructure under
Thorndon Quay

 

Thanks Diane - am I okay to quote from this?

 

On Tue, May 21, 2024 at 3:01 PM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

FYI

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz
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we are about to debate and decide on the Council’s long term plan which currently
does not include any water infrastructure renewal work for Thorndon Quay.

 

Regards

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you
are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of
its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended
recipient, any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail
is subject to copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner.
If you have received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff
does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications
are not secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Andrea Vance
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: Purchase of Airport Shares by GWRC
Date: Thursday, 20 June 2024 2:38:00 pm

When was the mayoral leadership meeting?

--
ANDREA VANCE
National Affairs Editor, The Post/Sunday Star-Times.

E xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx  | M 

T @avancenz

On Thu, 20 Jun 2024 at 2:33 PM, Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

Its ok. I was just concerned if the Mayor had received a copy before her response back to
me.

 

D

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Andrea Vance <andrea.vance@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2024 2:31 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Re: FW: Purchase of Airport Shares by GWRC

 

I didn’t get it from mayor’s office - it was leaked to me today from someone else. I
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believe Tom Hunt got it last night but you’d have to check with him from who (he might
not want to say though).

--

ANDREA VANCE
National Affairs Editor, The Post/Sunday Star-Times.

 
E xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx  | M 

T @avancenz

 

 

On Thu, 20 Jun 2024 at 2:26 PM, Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

When did you get the letter from the Mayor’s office?

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2024 10:01 AM
To: Mayor Tory Whanau <Tory.Whanau@wcc.govt.nz>; DL: Councillors
<councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Michael Naylor <Michael.Naylor@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Purchase of Airport Shares by GWRC

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Thanks

Surely we should have been given a heads up before any further discussion held. As
an aside, we get little information following any WRLC meetings on the discussion
held and how that may impact on our city?

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Mayor Tory Whanau <Tory.Whanau@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2024 9:58 AM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; DL: Councillors
<councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Michael Naylor <Michael.Naylor@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Purchase of Airport Shares by GWRC

 

Kia ora koutou

 

I’m aware there was a discussion but nothing further, or what details were discussed.
It’s been suggested to bring it to the Mayoral Forum for discussion in the next
instance.

 

Thanks

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Tory Whanau

Mayor of Wellington | Wellington City Council

 

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2024 9:56 AM
To: Mayor Tory Whanau <Tory.Whanau@wcc.govt.nz>; DL: Councillors
<councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Purchase of Airport Shares by GWRC
Importance: High

 

Hi all

I heard that there is a possibility that GWRC are considering whether they should
purchase WCC’s shares in the airport. That would mean they would hold their major
investments in the port and the airport  -all in the same location. This is surprising
given that one of the key reasons for this Council to sell was so all our “eggs were not
in the same basket”. Essentially GWRC are doing this however albeit split between
two Wellington city amenities.

 

Apparently this matter was discussed at the recent Wellington Regional Leadership
committee. Tory, can you shed some light on this or is this part of a broader
discussion about amalgamation? There are a number of ironies in this situation, if it is
true.

 

Regards

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
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The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Erin Gourley
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: Reading Cinemas on the market
Date: Sunday, 14 July 2024 12:08:52 pm

Thanks Diane. 

Erin Gourley (she/her)
Reporter

10 Brandon Street,
Wellington 6011

On Sun, 14 Jul 2024 at 11:37, Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

A likely purchaser would not only need to be able to fund the land purchase (total
current RV is $55.5 million) but also the development of the sites which is likely to be in
the realm of hundreds of millions of dollars for a good quality investment.

 

It would be great to see a development with a strong commercial component (given the
central city is the economic engine room of the region) and one that can service the local
area which also includes many of the city’s attractions such as Te Papa, Takina,
waterfront and the civic square area. We need to see the wider area activated with both
daytime and night time economies. The recent developments in central Auckland such as
Commercial Bay and the Wynyard Quarter show what’s possible in a NZ setting
containing, quality commercial office space, entertainment, hospitality, retail,
accommodation including both hotel and private; and parking.

 

What the Council needs to do is provide trust and confidence to any potential investor by
 being clear on its local projects for the area, ensuring the local area’s infrastructure can
support development (ie the pipes) ensure its regulatory functions such as consenting
enable speedy consenting and core functions such as maintenance in the area is carried
out. Elected members should overall refrain from “meddling” by pushing their
ideologies and just let the market get in and do what it does best within the guidelines-
letting prosperity (and the city) flourish.

 

 

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
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The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Erin Gourley <erin.gourley@thepost.co.nz> 
Sent: Sunday, July 14, 2024 10:57 AM
To: DL: Councillors <councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Reading Cinemas on the market

 

Kia ora councillors - writing a story about Reading Cinemas going on the market with all
of its sites on Courtenay Place. Keen to hear your thoughts on who's likely to buy it and
what the ideal development for the land would look like, you can reply here or give me a
call. 

 

Cheers,

Erin

 

Erin Gourley (she/her)
Reporter

10 Brandon Street,
Wellington 6011

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Erin Gourley
To: DL: Councillors
Subject: Residents Monitoring Survey comments?
Date: Wednesday, 3 July 2024 12:54:56 pm

Kia ora koutou,

I know lots of you are taking a break at the moment but please let me know if you'd like to
make a comment on the results of the latest Residents Monitoring Survey! 

Especially interested in these numbers so far: Pride in the city is at an all time low of 50%,
and is especially poor in the city centre at just 37%, but satisfaction with council decision
making is up slightly from 17% to 20%. 

Cheers,

Erin

Erin Gourley (she/her)
Reporter

10 Brandon Street,
Wellington 6011

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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annualised figure of $1.3m to less than $500k. 

Maybe we are just doing everything telepathically these days? I was going to pay my
parking fines telepathically, but alas, I couldn't because I couldn't find a car park to get
fined in!

Cheers 

Sent from Outlook for iOS

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: Courtney Place upgrade engagement starts this week
Date: Thursday, 11 July 2024 3:06:06 pm

Let me know what you hear back!

On Thu, Jul 11, 2024 at 3:03 PM Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

Check out the attachment. Questions I submitted yesterday.

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

 

Would you confirm that the work to be commenced in respect of the Cambridge/Kent
Terrace intersection is that as outlined in an earlier email of 3 November 2023  that was
to have commenced earlier in January this year?

 

Would you also advise:

1. Has a Golden Mile contract of works been signed, when it was signed and if so the
public details of this contract

2. Have the costs changed to that approved in June 2023 for the project and if so
what is the new amount and is the WCC’s portion fully budgeted for within the
2024/34 LTP.

3. What is the approximate construction start and completion date for
Cambridge/Kent Terrace intersection  and the value of this contract

4. What is the approximate construction start and completion date for Courtenay

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Place and what (if any) further design is required.
5. In terms of WCC’s engagement, how will this differ from that as outlined by

LGWM in September 2023 (email attached – Golden Mile pre-construction
engagement) and how will WCC address any subsequent change in messaging
from this time? Noting that it this engagement appears a duplication/rework of
what was undertaken last year presumably adding additional costs?

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Erin Gourley
To: DL: Councillors
Subject: Reading Cinemas on the market
Date: Sunday, 14 July 2024 10:57:40 am

Kia ora councillors - writing a story about Reading Cinemas going on the market with all
of its sites on Courtenay Place. Keen to hear your thoughts on who's likely to buy it and
what the ideal development for the land would look like, you can reply here or give me a
call. 

Cheers,

Erin

Erin Gourley (she/her)
Reporter

10 Brandon Street,
Wellington 6011

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert
To: Tom Hunt
Subject: FW: 2024-34 LTP Final Activity Reports
Date: Tuesday, 23 July 2024 6:47:00 pm
Attachments: Activity Reports (Operating & Capital) FINAL.xlsx

Social Housing Costs
These are the Operating (opex) and Capital (Capex) expenditure spreadsheets for the 10 years.
There are two separate tabs.
So essentially we are spending over 10 years $918 million. If you add in the 25% of renewals on the
housing we are not accounting for this is approx. $125 -150K (depending on how calculated -ie on
the book value or the current value of the renewals). This takes the total to well over $1 Billion.
 
Opex
Line 253 account Housing Operations & maintenance- net cost (after revenue) is $325, 271
 
Note other than water, the only other highest opex cost is at Line 349, Code 1159 “Vehicle Network
Asset Mgmt” of $808k. I think this is the road network
 
Line 207 Code 1107 Swimming Pool maintenance is the next highest after housing ie $305k
 
Capex
Line 66 code 2059 Housing Upgrade $1.7 k
Line 67 code 2060 Housing Renewal - $591k
(looks like these two codes being combined)
 
Note costs are more than Drinking Water and Stormwater upgrades combined
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 
 

From: Raina Kereama <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx> 
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2024 1:13 PM
To: DL: Councillors <xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <xxxxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: 2024-34 LTP Final Activity Reports
 
Kia ora koutou,
 
We have now finalised the budget, therefore, please find attached both the final Operating &
Capital Expenditure Activity Reports. Please note that these are subject to final audit.
 
The Prospective Financial Statements and Funding Impact Statements will be included in the

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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committee reports to be published later this week. Please let me know if you would like me to send
through the spreadsheet version of these.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 

Ngā mihi,
Raina
 
Raina Kereama
Manager Financial Planning & Policy | Finance and Business | Wellington City Council
M  E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz | | 

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
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OPERATING

Strategy Activity Group Activity Activity Description Income/ Expense 2024/25 Budget 2025/26 Budget 2026/27 Budget 2027/28 Budget 2028/29 Budget 2029/30 Budget 2030/31 Budget 2031/32 Budget 2032/33 Budget 2033/34 Budget Total $000s

Governance 1.1 1000 Annual Planning Expense 1,845 1,903 1,914 1,993 2,053 2,106 2,183 2,276 2,331 2,404 21,007
Annual Planning Total 1,845 1,903 1,914 1,993 2,053 2,106 2,183 2,276 2,331 2,404 21,007

1001 Policy Expense 1,451 1,503 1,501 1,566 1,613 1,653 1,717 1,794 1,843 1,907 16,548
Policy Total 1,451 1,503 1,501 1,566 1,613 1,653 1,717 1,794 1,843 1,907 16,548

1002 Committee & Council Process Expense 7,978 8,985 7,597 8,033 8,867 8,222 8,785 9,814 9,147 9,789 87,217
Income (27) (222) (28) (29) (236) (30) (30) (250) (31) (32) (914)

Committee & Council Process Total 7,951 8,763 7,569 8,004 8,631 8,193 8,755 9,564 9,115 9,757 86,302
1003 Strategic Planning Expense 652 674 675 704 726 743 771 805 826 853 7,429

Strategic Planning Total 652 674 675 704 726 743 771 805 826 853 7,429
1004 Tawa Community Board - Discretionary Expense 19 20 20 21 21 21 22 22 23 23 213

Tawa Community Board - Discretionary Total 19 20 20 21 21 21 22 22 23 23 213
1005 Smart Capital - Marketing Expense 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 35

Smart Capital - Marketing Total 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 35
1007 WCC City Service Centre Expense 5,185 5,346 5,251 5,516 5,694 5,782 6,010 6,267 6,431 6,654 58,136

Income (122) (125) (54) (55) (57) (58) (59) (60) (61) (62) (712)
WCC City Service Centre Total 5,063 5,222 5,196 5,461 5,638 5,724 5,952 6,207 6,370 6,592 57,424

1009 Rating Property Valuations Expense 893 913 932 955 977 999 1,023 1,049 1,069 1,091 9,899
Income (220) (225) (230) (235) (239) (244) (249) (253) (258) (262) (2,415)

Rating Property Valuations Total 672 688 702 720 737 756 774 796 811 828 7,485
1010 Rateable property data & valuation management Expense 1,449 1,508 1,517 1,584 1,634 1,668 1,729 1,800 1,841 1,897 16,627

Rateable property data & valuation management Total 1,449 1,508 1,517 1,584 1,634 1,668 1,729 1,800 1,841 1,897 16,627
1011 Archives Expense 2,783 3,560 3,619 3,720 3,799 3,858 3,965 4,073 4,149 4,241 37,767

Income (148) (151) (154) (157) (161) (164) (167) (170) (173) (176) (1,620)
Archives Total 2,636 3,409 3,465 3,562 3,638 3,695 3,798 3,903 3,976 4,065 36,147

1.1 Total 21,742 23,692 22,563 23,619 24,695 24,562 25,706 27,170 27,138 28,330 249,217
Total 1 Governance 21,742 23,692 22,563 23,619 24,695 24,562 25,706 27,170 27,138 28,330 249,217
Environment and Infrastructure 2.1 1014 Parks and Reserves Planning Expense 1,609 1,598 1,588 1,660 1,685 1,879 1,947 2,026 2,077 2,133 18,202

Parks and Reserves Planning Total 1,609 1,598 1,588 1,660 1,685 1,879 1,947 2,026 2,077 2,133 18,202
1015 Reserves Unplanned Maintenance Expense 266 268 273 304 311 319 351 361 368 376 3,198

Reserves Unplanned Maintenance Total 266 268 273 304 311 319 351 361 368 376 3,198
1016 Parks Mowing- Open Space & Reserve Land Expense 1,762 1,535 1,566 1,625 1,667 1,794 1,862 1,939 1,987 2,055 17,791

Income (59) (60) (61) (62) (64) (65) (66) (67) (69) (70) (642)
Parks Mowing- Open Space & Reserve Land Total 1,703 1,475 1,504 1,563 1,603 1,729 1,795 1,872 1,918 1,985 17,149

1017 Park Furniture and Infrastructure Maintenance Expense 2,798 3,196 3,394 3,660 3,822 3,995 4,110 4,262 4,457 4,725 38,418
Income (41) (42) (43) (43) (44) (45) (46) (47) (48) (49) (448)

Park Furniture and Infrastructure Maintenance Total 2,758 3,154 3,351 3,617 3,778 3,950 4,064 4,215 4,409 4,676 37,970
1018 Parks and Buildings Maint Expense 2,009 2,061 2,157 2,263 2,302 2,396 2,523 2,676 2,797 2,919 24,103

Income (345) (352) (360) (368) (376) (383) (391) (398) (406) (413) (3,792)
Parks and Buildings Maint Total 1,663 1,708 1,796 1,895 1,927 2,013 2,132 2,278 2,391 2,506 20,311

1019 CBD and Suburban Gardens Expense 3,175 3,082 3,133 3,236 3,325 3,543 3,656 3,779 3,835 3,929 34,695
Income (297) (304) (311) (318) (324) (331) (337) (343) (350) (356) (3,271)

CBD and Suburban Gardens Total 2,878 2,778 2,823 2,919 3,001 3,213 3,319 3,435 3,485 3,573 31,423
1020 Arboricultural Operations Expense 2,243 2,088 2,121 2,235 2,298 2,434 2,492 2,581 2,630 2,698 23,822

Income (112) (114) (117) (119) (122) (124) (127) (129) (131) (134) (1,229)
Arboricultural Operations Total 2,131 1,974 2,004 2,116 2,176 2,310 2,365 2,452 2,499 2,565 22,593

1021 Wellington Gardens (Botanic,Otari etc) Expense 7,690 8,046 8,345 8,840 9,140 9,512 9,973 10,444 10,810 11,497 94,298
Income (879) (789) (806) (824) (841) (858) (874) (891) (908) (924) (8,592)

Wellington Gardens (Botanic,Otari etc) Total 6,812 7,258 7,539 8,017 8,299 8,654 9,099 9,553 9,903 10,573 85,706
1022 Coastal Operations Expense 1,800 1,773 1,867 1,997 1,984 2,065 2,168 2,295 2,374 2,434 20,756

Income (60) (61) (63) (64) (65) (67) (68) (69) (71) (72) (660)
Coastal Operations Total 1,740 1,712 1,805 1,932 1,918 1,999 2,100 2,225 2,304 2,362 20,096

1026 Hazardous Trees Removal Expense 533 566 576 594 609 624 641 660 674 690 6,166
Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Hazardous Trees Removal Total 533 566 576 594 609 624 641 660 674 690 6,166
1027 Town Belts Planting Expense 980 1,865 1,912 1,986 1,980 2,030 2,087 2,153 2,197 2,250 19,441

Town Belts Planting Total 980 1,865 1,912 1,986 1,980 2,030 2,087 2,153 2,197 2,250 19,441
1028 Townbelt-Reserves Management Expense 7,902 8,765 9,890 10,681 11,547 12,472 13,693 15,231 16,205 17,225 123,612

Income (366) (374) (382) (390) (399) (407) (414) (422) (430) (438) (4,023)
Townbelt-Reserves Management Total 7,536 8,391 9,508 10,290 11,148 12,065 13,279 14,809 15,775 16,787 119,589

1030 Community greening initiatives Expense 695 757 761 790 819 957 988 1,024 1,047 1,077 8,915
Community greening initiatives Total 695 757 761 790 819 957 988 1,024 1,047 1,077 8,915

1031 Environmental Grants Pool Expense 109 109 110 111 111 112 113 113 114 115 1,117
Environmental Grants Pool Total 109 109 110 111 111 112 113 113 114 115 1,117

1032 Walkway Maintenance Expense 1,439 1,460 1,471 1,475 1,415 1,646 1,635 1,622 1,605 1,617 15,384
Walkway Maintenance Total 1,439 1,460 1,471 1,475 1,415 1,646 1,635 1,622 1,605 1,617 15,384

1033 Weeds & Hazardous Trees Monitoring Expense 1,930 1,781 1,803 1,862 1,912 1,969 2,022 2,020 2,061 2,118 19,479
Weeds & Hazardous Trees Monitoring Total 1,930 1,781 1,803 1,862 1,912 1,969 2,022 2,020 2,061 2,118 19,479

1034 Animal Pest Management Expense 2,359 2,402 2,458 2,538 2,608 2,738 2,814 2,896 2,959 3,030 26,801
Animal Pest Management Total 2,359 2,402 2,458 2,538 2,608 2,738 2,814 2,896 2,959 3,030 26,801

1035 Waterfront Public Space Management Expense 15,100 15,394 15,597 14,496 13,796 14,203 15,167 15,502 15,406 15,668 150,330
Income (502) (515) (526) (537) (548) (559) (570) (581) (591) (602) (5,530)

Waterfront Public Space Management Total 14,598 14,879 15,071 13,959 13,247 13,644 14,597 14,922 14,815 15,066 144,799
1042 EV Charging & Home Energy Audits Expense 44 45 46 48 49 50 52 53 54 56 498

EV Charging & Home Energy Audits Total 44 45 46 48 49 50 52 53 54 56 498
1141 Build Wellington Developments Expense 2,187 2,250 2,267 2,339 2,407 2,475 2,563 2,670 2,735 2,819 24,713

Build Wellington Developments Total 2,187 2,250 2,267 2,339 2,407 2,475 2,563 2,670 2,735 2,819 24,713
1217 PSR Nursery Operations Expense 904 1,179 1,176 1,209 1,309 1,340 1,396 1,455 1,473 1,523 12,965

Income (55) (56) (57) (59) (60) (61) (62) (63) (64) (66) (603)
PSR Nursery Operations Total 849 1,123 1,119 1,151 1,249 1,279 1,334 1,392 1,409 1,457 12,362

2.1 Total 54,820 57,554 59,786 61,164 62,253 65,656 69,298 72,751 74,799 77,831 655,912
2.2 1036 Landfill Operations & Maint Expense 13,600 14,315 16,696 18,050 20,086 22,502 24,400 25,288 26,197 27,172 208,306

Income (16,344) (17,031) (17,769) (18,671) (19,668) (20,617) (21,592) (22,543) (23,524) (24,510) (202,270)
Landfill Operations & Maint Total (2,744) (2,715) (1,073) (622) 417 1,885 2,808 2,745 2,674 2,662 6,036

1037 Suburban Refuse Collection Expense 5,983 6,363 7,150 13,372 13,117 13,458 13,981 14,539 15,009 15,514 118,485
Income (5,795) (5,955) (6,436) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (18,185)

Suburban Refuse Collection Total 188 409 714 13,372 13,117 13,458 13,981 14,539 15,009 15,514 100,300
1038 Domestic Recycling Expense 10,661 11,150 11,656 11,380 11,901 12,301 12,723 13,185 13,550 13,956 122,462

Income (8,546) (9,384) (10,125) (11,831) (12,673) (13,522) (14,405) (15,306) (16,223) (17,171) (129,186)
Domestic Recycling Total 2,116 1,766 1,532 (451) (772) (1,221) (1,682) (2,121) (2,674) (3,215) (6,724)

1039 Waste Minimisation Expense 4,894 4,936 5,007 5,366 5,348 5,493 5,678 5,898 6,014 6,162 54,797
Income (1,907) (2,070) (2,207) (2,353) (2,505) (2,662) (2,827) (2,999) (3,179) (3,368) (26,078)

Waste Minimisation Total 2,987 2,866 2,800 3,013 2,843 2,830 2,851 2,899 2,835 2,794 28,719
1040 Litter Enforcement Expense 11 11 11 12 12 12 13 13 14 14 122

Litter Enforcement Total 11 11 11 12 12 12 13 13 14 14 122
1041 Closed Landfill Gas Migration Monitoring Expense 511 66 71 75 79 83 89 95 99 104 1,272

Closed Landfill Gas Migration Monitoring Total 511 66 71 75 79 83 89 95 99 104 1,272
1227 Organics Expense 270 407 1,138 7,969 7,103 6,796 6,912 7,043 7,128 7,224 51,991

Income 0 (564) 0 0 (356) 0 0 0 0 0 (920)
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Organics Total 270 (157) 1,138 7,969 6,747 6,796 6,912 7,043 7,128 7,224 51,071
2.2 Total 3,338 2,246 5,193 23,367 22,442 23,843 24,972 25,212 25,085 25,097 180,795

2.3 1043 Water - Meter Reading Expense 2,163 444 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,607
Income (2,700) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (2,700)

Water - Meter Reading Total (537) 444 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (93)
1044 Water - Network Maintenance Expense 23,701 19,955 20,281 20,436 20,627 20,720 22,011 22,270 22,275 22,207 214,483

Water - Network Maintenance Total 23,701 19,955 20,281 20,436 20,627 20,720 22,011 22,270 22,275 22,207 214,483
1045 Water - Water Connections Expense 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Income (51) (52) (53) (54) (56) (57) (58) (59) (60) (61) (561)
Water - Water Connections Total (51) (52) (53) (54) (55) (56) (57) (59) (60) (61) (558)

1046 Water - Pump Stations Maintenance-Operations Expense 1,528 1,567 1,608 1,662 1,728 1,780 1,848 1,914 1,989 2,033 17,657
Water - Pump Stations Maintenance-Operations Total 1,528 1,567 1,608 1,662 1,728 1,780 1,848 1,914 1,989 2,033 17,657

1047 Water - Asset Stewardship Expense 38,675 40,123 42,885 46,252 49,743 53,309 57,275 61,512 65,293 72,488 527,555
Water - Asset Stewardship Total 38,675 40,123 42,885 46,252 49,743 53,309 57,275 61,512 65,293 72,488 527,555

1049 Water - Monitoring & Investigation Expense 3,837 4,444 4,918 5,406 5,638 5,907 6,173 6,524 6,895 7,217 56,960
Water - Monitoring & Investigation Total 3,837 4,444 4,918 5,406 5,638 5,907 6,173 6,524 6,895 7,217 56,960

1051 Water - Bulk Water Purchase Expense 33,492 37,668 42,457 47,817 53,812 60,451 67,919 76,245 85,520 95,934 601,313
Water - Bulk Water Purchase Total 33,492 37,668 42,457 47,817 53,812 60,451 67,919 76,245 85,520 95,934 601,313

2.3 Total 100,645 104,148 112,096 121,519 131,493 142,111 155,168 168,407 181,912 199,819 1,417,318
2.4 1052 Wastewater - Asset Stewardship Expense 48,686 50,842 55,572 60,054 65,206 70,427 75,511 81,159 86,309 91,497 685,264

Income (948) (967) (989) (1,010) (1,031) (1,052) (1,072) (1,092) (1,113) (1,133) (10,409)
Wastewater - Asset Stewardship Total 47,738 49,875 54,584 59,044 64,175 69,375 74,439 80,067 85,196 90,364 674,855

1055 Wastewater - Network Maintenance Expense 5,009 5,027 4,938 5,146 5,368 5,606 5,899 6,230 6,582 7,030 56,835
Wastewater - Network Maintenance Total 5,009 5,027 4,938 5,146 5,368 5,606 5,899 6,230 6,582 7,030 56,835

1058 Wastewater - Monitoring & Investigation Expense 3,189 3,395 3,442 3,423 3,511 3,543 3,689 3,793 3,821 4,027 35,833
Wastewater - Monitoring & Investigation Total 3,189 3,395 3,442 3,423 3,511 3,543 3,689 3,793 3,821 4,027 35,833

1059 Wastewater - Pump Station Maintenance-Ops Expense 2,353 2,447 2,511 2,573 2,646 2,726 2,802 2,888 2,962 3,030 26,937
Wastewater - Pump Station Maintenance-Ops Total 2,353 2,447 2,511 2,573 2,646 2,726 2,802 2,888 2,962 3,030 26,937

1060 Wastewater - Treatment Plants Expense 41,592 42,406 43,976 43,583 43,078 43,785 43,896 45,348 46,058 47,176 440,898
Wastewater - Treatment Plants Total 41,592 42,406 43,976 43,583 43,078 43,785 43,896 45,348 46,058 47,176 440,898

1219 Sludge Minimisation Expense 1,262 2,521 10,033 16,089 19,210 19,685 20,189 20,740 21,203 21,720 152,651
Sludge Minimisation Total 1,262 2,521 10,033 16,089 19,210 19,685 20,189 20,740 21,203 21,720 152,651

2.4 Total 101,144 105,671 119,482 129,859 137,987 144,719 150,915 159,065 165,822 173,346 1,388,009
2.5 1063 Stormwater - Asset Stewardship Expense 37,998 39,251 42,885 46,337 49,810 53,289 57,065 61,337 65,802 69,926 523,700

Stormwater - Asset Stewardship Total 37,998 39,251 42,885 46,337 49,810 53,289 57,065 61,337 65,802 69,926 523,700
1064 Stormwater - Network Maintenance Expense 3,390 3,385 3,347 3,463 3,577 3,692 3,839 3,982 4,127 4,311 37,113

Stormwater - Network Maintenance Total 3,390 3,385 3,347 3,463 3,577 3,692 3,839 3,982 4,127 4,311 37,113
1065 Stormwater - Monitoring & Investigation Expense 1,356 1,462 1,524 1,529 1,559 1,650 1,695 1,729 1,780 1,753 16,036

Stormwater - Monitoring & Investigation Total 1,356 1,462 1,524 1,529 1,559 1,650 1,695 1,729 1,780 1,753 16,036
1067 Drainage Maintenance Expense 3,295 3,542 3,632 3,741 3,843 3,947 4,055 4,171 4,260 4,360 38,847

Income (1,236) (1,327) (1,363) (1,399) (1,434) (1,467) (1,500) (1,533) (1,565) (1,598) (14,422)
Drainage Maintenance Total 2,060 2,215 2,269 2,342 2,410 2,481 2,554 2,638 2,694 2,762 24,425

1068 Stormwater - Pump Station Maintenance-Ops Expense 56 58 59 61 63 64 66 68 69 71 635
Stormwater - Pump Station Maintenance-Ops Total 56 58 59 61 63 64 66 68 69 71 635

2.5 Total 44,859 46,372 50,084 53,733 57,418 61,176 65,219 69,754 74,472 78,823 601,909
2.6 1069 Zealandia Expense 2,150 2,151 2,195 2,249 2,308 2,388 2,505 2,651 2,776 2,842 24,215

Zealandia Total 2,150 2,151 2,195 2,249 2,308 2,388 2,505 2,651 2,776 2,842 24,215
1070 Wellington Zoo Trust Expense 7,776 7,886 8,121 8,390 8,716 9,028 9,348 9,729 10,593 11,222 90,810

Wellington Zoo Trust Total 7,776 7,886 8,121 8,390 8,716 9,028 9,348 9,729 10,593 11,222 90,810
2.6 Total 9,926 10,037 10,317 10,639 11,023 11,416 11,853 12,380 13,369 14,065 115,024

Total 2 Environment and Infrastructure 314,732 326,028 356,957 400,280 422,617 448,920 477,424 507,570 535,458 568,981 4,358,968
Economic Development 3.1 1073 WellingtonNZ Tourism Expense 6,038 6,237 6,398 6,539 6,666 6,777 6,871 6,954 7,032 7,097 66,610

WellingtonNZ Tourism Total 6,038 6,237 6,398 6,539 6,666 6,777 6,871 6,954 7,032 7,097 66,610
1074 Events Fund Expense 5,538 5,737 5,898 6,039 6,166 6,277 6,371 6,454 6,532 6,597 61,609

Events Fund Total 5,538 5,737 5,898 6,039 6,166 6,277 6,371 6,454 6,532 6,597 61,609
1075 Wellington Venues Expense 20,535 21,088 22,619 24,125 24,622 25,364 26,112 26,959 27,380 27,976 246,780

Income (13,665) (13,938) (14,245) (14,558) (14,864) (15,161) (15,449) (15,742) (16,041) (16,330) (149,994)
Wellington Venues Total 6,870 7,150 8,374 9,567 9,758 10,203 10,663 11,217 11,339 11,646 96,787

1076 Destination Wellington Expense 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 19,578
Destination Wellington Total 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 1,958 19,578

1078 Wellington Convention & Exhibition Centre (WCEC) Expense 20,135 20,870 21,745 22,578 23,441 24,268 25,192 26,100 27,096 28,067 239,492
Income (7,939) (9,372) (10,538) (11,812) (12,582) (13,227) (13,769) (14,257) (14,763) (15,029) (123,288)

Wellington Convention & Exhibition Centre (WCEC) Total 12,197 11,498 11,208 10,766 10,859 11,041 11,424 11,843 12,332 13,038 116,205
1081 Economic Growth Strategy Expense 891 922 928 965 994 1,024 1,063 1,111 1,139 1,177 10,214

Economic Growth Strategy Total 891 922 928 965 994 1,024 1,063 1,111 1,139 1,177 10,214
1082 City Growth Fund Expense 2,119 2,123 2,123 2,128 2,132 2,134 2,139 2,144 2,148 2,152 21,343

City Growth Fund Total 2,119 2,123 2,123 2,128 2,132 2,134 2,139 2,144 2,148 2,152 21,343
1086 Sky Stadium Expense 0 2,941 2,944 3,072 348 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 16,804

Sky Stadium Total 0 2,941 2,944 3,072 348 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 16,804
1087 International Relations Expense 929 958 974 992 1,020 1,065 1,079 1,122 1,174 1,186 10,499

International Relations Total 929 958 974 992 1,020 1,065 1,079 1,122 1,174 1,186 10,499
1089 Business Improvement Districts Expense 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 5,570

Business Improvement Districts Total 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 557 5,570
3.1 Total 37,097 40,081 41,361 42,583 40,458 42,536 43,626 44,860 45,710 46,908 425,219

Total 3 Economic Development 37,097 40,081 41,361 42,583 40,458 42,536 43,626 44,860 45,710 46,908 425,219
Arts and Cultural Activities 4.1 1090 Wellington Museums Trust Expense 11,382 11,863 12,320 12,612 13,243 13,613 13,829 14,026 14,212 14,377 131,478

Wellington Museums Trust Total 11,382 11,863 12,320 12,612 13,243 13,613 13,829 14,026 14,212 14,377 131,478
1092 Te Papa Funding Expense 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 18,000

Te Papa Funding Total 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 18,000
1093 Carter Observatory Expense 1,363 1,406 1,452 1,488 1,525 1,560 1,597 1,638 1,666 1,695 15,390

Carter Observatory Total 1,363 1,406 1,452 1,488 1,525 1,560 1,597 1,638 1,666 1,695 15,390
1095 City Events Programme Expense 4,605 4,716 4,665 4,792 4,903 5,000 5,122 5,258 5,598 5,484 50,143

Income (80) (82) (83) (85) (87) (89) (90) (92) (94) (96) (878)
City Events Programme Total 4,525 4,635 4,582 4,706 4,816 4,912 5,032 5,166 5,504 5,388 49,264

1098 Cultural Grants Pool Expense 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 30,242
Cultural Grants Pool Total 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 3,024 30,242

1099 Subsidised Venue Hire For Community Groups Expense 500 541 541 541 541 500 460 460 460 460 5,004
Subsidised Venue Hire For Community Groups Total 500 541 541 541 541 500 460 460 460 460 5,004

1100 City Arts Programme Expense 2,150 2,208 2,235 2,320 2,387 2,441 2,522 2,614 2,671 2,745 24,292
Income (24) (24) (25) (26) (26) (27) (27) (28) (28) (29) (263)

City Arts Programme Total 2,126 2,183 2,210 2,294 2,360 2,415 2,494 2,587 2,643 2,716 24,029
1102 Toi Poneke Arts Centre Expense 2,429 2,877 2,363 2,861 3,069 3,124 3,194 3,273 3,328 3,376 29,895

Income (483) (492) (503) (514) (525) (536) (546) (556) (567) (577) (5,300)
Toi Poneke Arts Centre Total 1,946 2,385 1,860 2,347 2,543 2,589 2,648 2,716 2,761 2,799 24,595

1103 Public Art Fund Expense 387 393 397 405 411 417 425 433 439 446 4,153
Public Art Fund Total 387 393 397 405 411 417 425 433 439 446 4,153

1106 Regional Amenities Fund Expense 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 6,092
Regional Amenities Fund Total 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 609 6,092

1207 Capital of Culture Expense 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 8,082
Capital of Culture Total 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 808 8,082

4.1 Total 28,472 29,647 29,602 30,636 31,682 32,247 32,727 33,267 33,927 34,123 316,329
Total 4 Arts and Cultural Activities 28,472 29,647 29,602 30,636 31,682 32,247 32,727 33,267 33,927 34,123 316,329
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Recreation Facilities and Services 5.1 1107 Swimming Pools Operations Expense 35,409 36,240 36,853 38,289 39,570 40,541 41,799 43,722 44,649 45,966 403,038
Income (8,900) (9,171) (9,373) (9,411) (9,838) (9,748) (10,210) (10,354) (10,439) (10,653) (98,097)

Swimming Pools Operations Total 26,509 27,069 27,480 28,878 29,732 30,793 31,588 33,368 34,211 35,313 304,942
1108 Natural Turf Sport Operations Expense 5,218 6,578 7,142 7,878 8,136 8,301 8,445 8,698 8,857 9,074 78,328

Income (366) (373) (381) (390) (398) (406) (414) (421) (429) (437) (4,015)
Natural Turf Sport Operations Total 4,853 6,205 6,761 7,489 7,738 7,896 8,031 8,277 8,427 8,636 74,313

1109 Synthetic Turf Sport Operations Expense 2,667 1,490 1,567 1,686 1,738 1,797 1,883 1,966 1,861 2,012 18,667
Income (657) (691) (706) (721) (736) (751) (765) (780) (795) (809) (7,412)

Synthetic Turf Sport Operations Total 2,010 799 861 965 1,002 1,046 1,117 1,186 1,066 1,203 11,255
1110 Recreation Centres Expense 4,977 5,052 5,203 5,442 5,588 5,751 5,973 6,226 6,377 6,550 57,138

Income (1,026) (1,047) (1,070) (1,093) (1,116) (1,138) (1,160) (1,182) (1,205) (1,226) (11,263)
Recreation Centres Total 3,951 4,005 4,133 4,349 4,472 4,612 4,813 5,044 5,173 5,324 45,875

1111 ASB Sports Centre Expense 8,328 8,523 8,786 8,981 9,239 9,688 9,819 10,163 10,710 10,885 95,121
Income (1,737) (1,798) (1,838) (1,878) (1,917) (1,956) (1,993) (2,031) (2,069) (2,107) (19,323)

ASB Sports Centre Total 6,591 6,725 6,948 7,103 7,321 7,732 7,826 8,133 8,640 8,779 75,798
1112 Basin Reserve Trust Expense 2,644 2,778 2,918 3,040 3,173 3,351 3,686 3,987 4,201 4,380 34,158

Basin Reserve Trust Total 2,644 2,778 2,918 3,040 3,173 3,351 3,686 3,987 4,201 4,380 34,158
1113 Recreational NZ Academy Sport Expense 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 470

Recreational NZ Academy Sport Total 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 470
1114 Playground and Skate Facility Maintenance Expense 1,768 1,954 2,375 2,603 2,756 2,891 3,022 3,176 3,310 3,467 27,322

Playground and Skate Facility Maintenance Total 1,768 1,954 2,375 2,603 2,756 2,891 3,022 3,176 3,310 3,467 27,322
1115 Marina Operations Expense 976 1,000 1,022 1,106 1,158 1,249 1,297 1,395 1,406 1,458 12,067

Income (795) (1,043) (1,066) (1,090) (1,112) (1,135) (1,156) (1,178) (1,201) (1,222) (10,998)
Marina Operations Total 181 (43) (44) 17 46 114 141 216 205 235 1,069

1116 Municipal Golf Course Expense 291 290 298 309 319 327 337 349 357 366 3,243
Income (81) (82) (84) (86) (88) (90) (91) (93) (95) (97) (888)

Municipal Golf Course Total 210 208 214 223 231 237 246 256 262 270 2,356
1117 Recreation Programmes Expense 637 630 632 652 651 662 681 703 716 734 6,698

Income (105) (61) (63) (64) (65) (67) (68) (69) (70) (72) (704)
Recreation Programmes Total 532 569 569 588 586 596 613 634 646 663 5,995

1120 Passport to Leisure Programme Expense 101 184 184 193 199 203 211 221 226 234 1,957
Passport to Leisure Programme Total 101 184 184 193 199 203 211 221 226 234 1,957

5.1 Total 49,396 50,502 52,446 55,495 57,302 59,517 61,341 64,544 66,415 68,550 585,509
5.2 1118 Library Network - Wide Operation Expense 15,692 18,842 15,120 16,401 17,156 17,294 17,392 16,555 16,770 17,436 168,657

Income (84) (86) (88) (90) (92) (93) (95) (97) (98) (100) (923)
Library Network - Wide Operation Total 15,608 18,756 15,032 16,312 17,064 17,200 17,297 16,458 16,672 17,336 167,734

1119 Branch Libraries Expense 13,017 13,201 13,486 14,101 14,507 14,768 15,335 15,966 16,309 16,777 147,468
Income (267) (176) (180) (184) (188) (191) (195) (198) (202) (206) (1,987)

Branch Libraries Total 12,750 13,025 13,307 13,917 14,320 14,576 15,140 15,768 16,107 16,571 145,481
1121 Community Advice & Information Expense 4,445 4,665 4,707 4,890 5,046 4,582 4,744 4,932 5,053 5,211 48,275

Income (137) 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 (124)
Community Advice & Information Total 4,309 4,666 4,708 4,891 5,048 4,583 4,745 4,933 5,055 5,213 48,151

1122 Community Group Relationship Management Expense 23 31 32 33 33 34 35 36 37 38 333
Community Group Relationship Management Total 23 31 32 33 33 34 35 36 37 38 333

1124 Social & Recreational Grant Pool Expense 5,835 5,392 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 55,004
Social & Recreational Grant Pool Total 5,835 5,392 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 5,472 55,004

1125 Housing Operations and Maintenance Expense 39,311 44,710 49,362 50,514 52,403 56,234 58,733 60,760 63,835 66,986 542,848
Income (19,822) (20,218) (20,663) (21,117) (21,561) (21,992) (22,410) (22,836) (23,270) (23,688) (217,576)

Housing Operations and Maintenance Total 19,489 24,492 28,699 29,397 30,842 34,242 36,323 37,924 40,566 43,297 325,271
1126 Housing Upgrade Project Expense 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7

Housing Upgrade Project Total 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
1127 Community Property Programmed Maintenance Expense 1,399 1,440 1,480 1,534 1,583 1,649 1,715 1,783 1,843 1,911 16,337

Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community Property Programmed Maintenance Total 1,399 1,440 1,480 1,534 1,583 1,649 1,715 1,783 1,843 1,911 16,337

1128 Community Halls Operations and Maintenance Expense 1,366 1,495 1,539 1,591 1,645 1,700 1,775 1,871 1,927 1,991 16,901
Income (10) (10) (10) (10) (11) (11) (11) (11) (12) (12) (108)

Community Halls Operations and Maintenance Total 1,356 1,485 1,529 1,580 1,634 1,690 1,764 1,860 1,916 1,979 16,793
1129 Community Prop & Facility Ops Expense 4,211 4,674 4,852 6,243 6,490 6,747 6,450 6,907 7,272 8,303 62,149

Income (308) (314) (321) (328) (335) (342) (348) (355) (361) (368) (3,379)
Community Prop & Facility Ops Total 3,903 4,360 4,531 5,915 6,155 6,405 6,102 6,552 6,911 7,935 58,770

1130 Rent Grants For Community Welfare Groups Expense 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 2,320
Rent Grants For Community Welfare Groups Total 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 232 2,320

1131 Burial & Cremation Operations Expense 2,437 2,578 2,681 2,829 2,997 3,108 3,226 3,349 3,392 3,493 30,091
Income (1,151) (1,186) (1,212) (1,239) (1,265) (1,290) (1,314) (1,339) (1,365) (1,389) (12,750)

Burial & Cremation Operations Total 1,286 1,392 1,469 1,591 1,733 1,819 1,912 2,010 2,027 2,104 17,342
1132 Public Toilet Cleaning And Maintenance Expense 5,594 6,066 6,282 6,469 6,731 7,035 7,340 7,665 7,896 8,145 69,223

Public Toilet Cleaning And Maintenance Total 5,594 6,066 6,282 6,469 6,731 7,035 7,340 7,665 7,896 8,145 69,223
1135 Anti-Graffiti Flying Squad Expense 836 862 875 903 928 949 977 1,009 1,031 1,057 9,429

Anti-Graffiti Flying Squad Total 836 862 875 903 928 949 977 1,009 1,031 1,057 9,429
1136 Safe City Project Operations Expense 2,829 3,071 3,107 3,225 3,332 3,370 3,386 3,636 3,727 3,850 33,532

Income (234) (239) (244) (249) (254) (259) (264) (269) (274) (279) (2,566)
Safe City Project Operations Total 2,595 2,832 2,862 2,975 3,078 3,111 3,122 3,367 3,453 3,571 30,966

1137 Civil Defence Expense 3,543 3,657 3,752 3,895 4,009 4,081 4,211 4,355 4,454 4,575 40,534
Income (200) (204) (209) (213) (217) (221) (226) (230) (234) (238) (2,193)

Civil Defence Total 3,343 3,453 3,544 3,682 3,792 3,859 3,986 4,125 4,220 4,337 38,341
1138 Rural Fire Expense 71 75 81 86 91 96 102 108 114 120 945

Rural Fire Total 71 75 81 86 91 96 102 108 114 120 945
1208 CBD Library Services Network Expense 7,629 11,028 15,152 16,113 16,257 16,549 16,989 17,045 17,253 17,627 151,644

Income (36) (37) (38) (39) (40) (40) (41) (42) (43) (44) (400)
CBD Library Services Network Total 7,593 10,991 15,114 16,075 16,218 16,509 16,948 17,003 17,210 17,583 151,244

5.2 Total 86,222 99,552 105,250 111,064 114,954 119,463 123,212 126,307 130,763 136,904 1,153,691
5.3 1133 Public Health (Food & Alcohol Premises, Dog Registrations) Expense 7,500 7,159 7,140 7,448 7,680 7,823 8,112 8,447 8,668 8,947 78,924

Income (5,045) (5,146) (5,259) (5,375) (5,487) (5,597) (5,703) (5,812) (5,922) (6,029) (55,375)
Public Health (Food & Alcohol Premises, Dog Registrations) Total 2,455 2,013 1,881 2,073 2,193 2,226 2,408 2,635 2,746 2,919 23,549

1134 Noise Monitoring Expense 1,028 1,061 1,073 1,110 1,139 1,165 1,201 1,242 1,270 1,305 11,595
Income (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (21)

Noise Monitoring Total 1,026 1,059 1,071 1,108 1,137 1,163 1,199 1,240 1,268 1,302 11,575
5.3 Total 3,482 3,072 2,952 3,181 3,330 3,389 3,607 3,875 4,014 4,221 35,123

Total 5 Recreation Facilities and Services 139,099 153,125 160,648 169,740 175,587 182,369 188,161 194,727 201,191 209,675 1,774,324
Urban Development 6.1 1139 District Plan Expense 5,355 5,301 5,270 5,247 5,403 5,444 5,645 5,879 6,031 6,229 55,804

District Plan Total 5,355 5,301 5,270 5,247 5,403 5,444 5,645 5,879 6,031 6,229 55,804
1142 Public Art and Sculpture Maintenance Expense 497 500 487 499 537 527 545 567 580 607 5,346

Public Art and Sculpture Maintenance Total 497 500 487 499 537 527 545 567 580 607 5,346
1143 Public Space-Centre Development Plan Expense 5,574 5,462 5,481 5,962 6,420 6,499 6,399 6,638 6,851 7,126 62,412

Public Space-Centre Development Plan Total 5,574 5,462 5,481 5,962 6,420 6,499 6,399 6,638 6,851 7,126 62,412
1145 City Heritage Development Expense 1,255 1,188 1,204 1,241 1,266 1,284 1,319 1,361 1,385 1,419 12,921

City Heritage Development Total 1,255 1,188 1,204 1,241 1,266 1,284 1,319 1,361 1,385 1,419 12,921
1206 Housing Investment Programme Expense 16,044 16,726 17,073 17,511 17,999 18,514 19,083 19,908 20,258 20,858 183,974

Income (13,277) (14,319) (14,785) (15,250) (15,709) (16,183) (16,642) (17,185) (17,684) (18,166) (159,199)
Housing Investment Programme Total 2,767 2,407 2,288 2,261 2,290 2,331 2,441 2,723 2,575 2,692 24,775

1215 Te Ngakau Programme Expense 7,140 674 716 660 680 698 723 753 769 792 13,605
Te Ngakau Programme Total 7,140 674 716 660 680 698 723 753 769 792 13,605
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1226 Sub-Surface Asset Data Project Expense 1,603 1,481 620 623 626 630 634 640 642 645 8,143
Income (1,980) (917) (595) (608) (620) (633) (645) (657) (670) (682) (8,006)

Sub-Surface Asset Data Project Total (377) 564 25 16 6 (3) (11) (17) (28) (37) 137
6.1 Total 22,210 16,096 15,472 15,886 16,602 16,780 17,061 17,903 18,162 18,827 174,999

6.2 1146 Building Control and Facilitation Expense 22,896 24,050 24,071 25,110 25,862 26,442 27,423 28,579 29,295 30,255 263,984
Income (16,181) (16,520) (16,884) (17,239) (17,584) (17,919) (18,259) (18,606) (18,942) (19,283) (177,417)

Building Control and Facilitation Total 6,715 7,530 7,188 7,872 8,277 8,523 9,164 9,973 10,353 10,973 86,567
1148 Development Control and Facilitation Expense 9,223 9,491 9,501 9,903 10,197 10,444 10,836 11,301 11,585 11,971 104,451

Income (5,749) (5,864) (5,993) (6,124) (6,253) (6,378) (6,499) (6,623) (6,749) (6,870) (63,101)
Development Control and Facilitation Total 3,474 3,628 3,509 3,778 3,944 4,065 4,337 4,678 4,836 5,101 41,350

1151 Earthquake Risk Building Project Expense 4,810 1,617 1,622 1,685 1,734 1,777 1,842 1,918 1,968 2,031 21,005
Income (3) (3) (3) (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (4) (4) (35)

Earthquake Risk Building Project Total 4,807 1,613 1,619 1,682 1,731 1,774 1,838 1,915 1,964 2,027 20,970
6.2 Total 14,996 12,771 12,315 13,332 13,952 14,362 15,339 16,566 17,153 18,101 148,887

Total 6 Urban Development 37,206 28,867 27,787 29,218 30,554 31,142 32,400 34,468 35,315 36,928 323,886
Transport 7.1 1024 Road Corridor Growth Control Expense 2,674 2,880 2,953 3,042 3,125 3,209 3,297 3,392 3,464 3,546 31,583

Income (1,030) (1,107) (1,136) (1,166) (1,195) (1,223) (1,251) (1,278) (1,305) (1,333) (12,023)
Road Corridor Growth Control Total 1,645 1,774 1,817 1,876 1,930 1,987 2,046 2,114 2,159 2,213 19,560

1025 Street Cleaning Expense 8,350 8,932 9,128 9,375 9,606 9,847 10,088 10,358 10,570 10,800 97,054
Income (368) (393) (402) (411) (420) (429) (438) (447) (456) (464) (4,228)

Street Cleaning Total 7,983 8,539 8,726 8,963 9,185 9,418 9,651 9,911 10,114 10,336 92,825
1152 Ngauranga to Airport Corridor Expense 255 52 53 55 57 58 60 63 64 66 784

Ngauranga to Airport Corridor Total 255 52 53 55 57 58 60 63 64 66 784
1153 Transport Planning and Policy Expense 1,313 1,365 1,400 1,469 1,515 1,542 1,606 1,678 1,727 1,792 15,406

Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transport Planning and Policy Total 1,313 1,365 1,400 1,469 1,515 1,542 1,606 1,678 1,727 1,792 15,406

1154 Road Maintenance Expense 4,114 4,374 4,469 4,591 4,704 4,823 4,942 5,076 5,180 5,293 47,567
Income (1,299) (1,380) (1,411) (1,444) (1,475) (1,506) (1,517) (1,547) (1,577) (1,607) (14,761)

Road Maintenance Total 2,815 2,994 3,058 3,147 3,229 3,318 3,426 3,530 3,603 3,686 32,806
1155 Tawa Shared Driveways Maintenance Expense 35 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 386

Tawa Shared Driveways Maintenance Total 35 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 386
1156 Wall, Bridge & Tunnel Maintenance Expense 3,153 3,190 3,260 3,348 3,431 3,518 3,605 3,702 3,778 3,860 34,845

Income (1,102) (1,124) (1,149) (1,176) (1,202) (1,227) (1,252) (1,277) (1,302) (1,327) (12,137)
Wall, Bridge & Tunnel Maintenance Total 2,051 2,067 2,110 2,173 2,229 2,291 2,353 2,425 2,475 2,533 22,708

1157 Drains & Walls Asset Management Expense 14,476 15,509 16,764 17,536 18,613 19,875 21,309 23,125 24,291 25,353 196,850
Income (171) (190) (194) (199) (203) (207) (211) (216) (220) (224) (2,035)

Drains & Walls Asset Management Total 14,305 15,319 16,570 17,338 18,410 19,667 21,097 22,909 24,071 25,129 194,815
1158 Kerb & Channel Maintenance Expense 2,052 2,196 2,244 2,305 2,361 2,420 2,479 2,545 2,597 2,653 23,853

Income (773) (827) (846) (865) (884) (903) (921) (939) (958) (976) (8,893)
Kerb & Channel Maintenance Total 1,278 1,369 1,399 1,440 1,477 1,518 1,558 1,606 1,639 1,677 14,960

1159 Vehicle Network Asset Management Expense 38,418 47,986 57,913 68,143 80,208 92,076 103,798 103,516 106,046 114,800 812,903
Income (404) (412) (421) (431) (440) (449) (458) (466) (475) (484) (4,440)

Vehicle Network Asset Management Total 38,014 47,574 57,491 67,712 79,768 91,627 103,340 103,050 105,571 114,315 808,463
1160 Port and Ferry Access Planning Expense 83 93 97 102 105 108 110 113 115 118 1,044

Port and Ferry Access Planning Total 83 93 97 102 105 108 110 113 115 118 1,044
1161 Cycleways Maintenance Expense 595 630 666 765 808 852 998 1,152 1,306 1,468 9,241

Income (224) (237) (251) (287) (303) (318) (371) (426) (482) (541) (3,440)
Cycleways Maintenance Total 371 393 415 478 505 534 627 727 824 928 5,801

1162 Cycleway Asset Management Expense 954 2,409 3,145 3,907 4,386 4,790 5,258 5,836 6,530 7,306 44,520
Income (8) (8) (8) (8) (9) (9) (9) (9) (9) (9) (87)

Cycleway Asset Management Total 947 2,401 3,136 3,899 4,377 4,782 5,249 5,827 6,521 7,296 44,434
1163 Cycleways Planning Expense 5,579 5,553 5,536 5,787 5,954 6,070 6,294 6,552 6,729 7,323 61,378

Income (1,545) (1,576) (1,612) (1,649) (1,686) (1,721) (1,755) (1,791) (1,826) (1,861) (17,022)
Cycleways Planning Total 4,034 3,977 3,923 4,138 4,269 4,349 4,539 4,761 4,903 5,462 44,355

1164 Lambton Quay Interchange Maintenance Expense 1,090 1,122 1,155 1,188 1,222 1,260 1,302 1,356 1,385 1,416 12,495
Income (465) (475) (485) (496) (506) (516) (527) (537) (547) (557) (5,111)

Lambton Quay Interchange Maintenance Total 625 647 670 692 716 743 775 819 838 858 7,384
1165 Street Furniture Advertising Income (1,205) (1,231) (1,258) (1,285) (1,312) (1,339) (1,365) (1,391) (1,418) (1,445) (13,249)

Street Furniture Advertising Total (1,205) (1,231) (1,258) (1,285) (1,312) (1,339) (1,365) (1,391) (1,418) (1,445) (13,249)
1166 Passenger Transport Asset Management Expense 1,243 1,268 1,306 1,356 1,421 1,497 1,562 1,660 1,733 1,804 14,851

Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Passenger Transport Asset Management Total 1,243 1,268 1,306 1,356 1,421 1,497 1,562 1,660 1,733 1,804 14,851

1168 Cable Car Expense 1,079 854 317 3,026 2,484 17 18 18 17 12 7,842
Cable Car Total 1,079 854 317 3,026 2,484 17 18 18 17 12 7,842

1170 Street Furniture Maintenance Expense 425 445 469 495 522 551 581 611 643 678 5,419
Income (17) (17) (18) (18) (19) (19) (19) (20) (20) (20) (187)

Street Furniture Maintenance Total 408 428 451 477 503 532 561 591 623 658 5,232
1171 Footpaths Asset Management Expense 13,056 13,662 14,704 15,261 16,017 17,232 18,538 20,037 20,783 21,440 170,730

Income (75) (80) (82) (84) (86) (88) (90) (91) (93) (95) (865)
Footpaths Asset Management Total 12,981 13,581 14,622 15,177 15,931 17,144 18,449 19,946 20,690 21,345 169,865

1172 Footpaths & Accessway Maintenance Expense 1,704 1,690 1,727 1,773 1,817 1,862 1,908 1,958 1,998 2,041 18,478
Income (643) (637) (651) (666) (681) (695) (709) (723) (738) (752) (6,894)

Footpaths & Accessway Maintenance Total 1,061 1,053 1,076 1,107 1,136 1,167 1,199 1,235 1,261 1,290 11,584
1173 Footpaths Structures Maintenance Expense 327 351 382 416 451 489 530 573 618 667 4,805

Income (122) (125) (128) (131) (134) (136) (139) (142) (145) (147) (1,349)
Footpaths Structures Maintenance Total 205 226 254 285 318 353 390 431 473 519 3,456

1174 Traffic Signals Maintenance Expense 2,017 2,084 2,161 2,252 2,344 2,442 2,544 2,657 2,730 2,798 24,028
Income (764) (780) (797) (816) (834) (851) (868) (886) (903) (920) (8,420)

Traffic Signals Maintenance Total 1,253 1,304 1,363 1,437 1,511 1,591 1,676 1,771 1,826 1,877 15,609
1175 Traffic Control Asset Management Expense 6,147 6,450 4,756 4,053 4,210 4,528 4,877 4,804 4,266 4,585 48,676

Income (235) (272) (278) (285) (291) (297) (303) (309) (315) (321) (2,908)
Traffic Control Asset Management Total 5,913 6,178 4,477 3,768 3,919 4,231 4,574 4,494 3,951 4,263 45,768

1176 Road Marking Maintenance Expense 1,743 1,869 1,910 1,962 2,010 2,061 2,111 2,168 2,212 2,260 20,307
Income (654) (701) (717) (733) (750) (765) (781) (796) (812) (828) (7,537)

Road Marking Maintenance Total 1,089 1,168 1,193 1,228 1,261 1,295 1,331 1,372 1,400 1,433 12,770
1177 Traffic & Street Sign Maintenance Expense 470 504 515 529 543 556 570 586 598 611 5,483

Income (175) (188) (192) (197) (201) (205) (209) (214) (218) (222) (2,021)
Traffic & Street Sign Maintenance Total 295 316 323 333 342 351 361 372 380 389 3,462

1178 Network Planning & Coordination Expense 4,568 4,682 4,767 4,936 5,083 5,253 5,434 5,659 5,774 5,932 52,086
Income (2,056) (2,098) (2,144) (2,191) (2,237) (2,282) (2,326) (2,370) (2,415) (2,459) (22,581)

Network Planning & Coordination Total 2,511 2,584 2,622 2,745 2,845 2,971 3,107 3,289 3,358 3,472 29,506
1179 Street Lighting Maintenance Expense 4,050 4,384 4,542 4,717 4,891 5,075 5,261 5,461 5,656 5,864 49,903

Income (1,968) (2,086) (2,133) (2,183) (2,231) (2,277) (2,323) (2,369) (2,417) (2,463) (22,449)
Street Lighting Maintenance Total 2,083 2,298 2,408 2,535 2,661 2,798 2,938 3,092 3,239 3,402 27,454

1180 Transport Education & Promotion Expense 590 635 637 673 692 707 733 762 781 806 7,016
Income (235) (240) (245) (250) (255) (261) (266) (271) (276) (281) (2,579)

Transport Education & Promotion Total 356 395 393 422 437 447 467 491 505 524 4,437
1181 Fences & Guardrails Maintenance Expense 207 282 379 482 593 713 842 980 1,131 1,293 6,901

Income (31) (33) (34) (34) (35) (36) (37) (37) (38) (39) (354)
Fences & Guardrails Maintenance Total 176 249 345 447 558 677 805 943 1,093 1,254 6,547

1182 Safety Asset Management Expense 4,283 4,526 4,750 4,947 5,152 5,387 5,654 5,981 6,190 6,256 53,126
Income (212) (232) (237) (243) (248) (253) (258) (263) (268) (273) (2,486)

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



Safety Asset Management Total 4,071 4,294 4,513 4,705 4,904 5,134 5,396 5,718 5,923 5,983 50,640
1213 LGWM - Early Delivery Expense 6,971 414 621 535 258 0 0 0 0 0 8,800

LGWM - Early Delivery Total 6,971 414 621 535 258 0 0 0 0 0 8,800
1212 LGWM - City Streets Expense 1,381 1,714 2,037 1,069 592 606 620 636 647 661 9,963

LGWM - City Streets Total 1,381 1,714 2,037 1,069 592 606 620 636 647 661 9,963
7.1 Total 117,622 125,696 137,965 152,885 167,578 181,452 198,567 204,242 210,368 223,894 1,720,268

7.2 1184 Parking Services & Enforcement Expense 22,359 22,826 23,464 24,554 25,727 25,210 25,806 26,581 27,250 28,200 251,977
Income (36,943) (36,959) (37,725) (38,565) (39,384) (40,182) (40,955) (41,743) (42,547) (43,323) (398,325)

Parking Services & Enforcement Total (14,584) (14,132) (14,262) (14,011) (13,657) (14,971) (15,149) (15,162) (15,297) (15,123) (146,348)
1185 Waterfront Parking Services Expense 152 182 199 217 230 247 267 285 306 328 2,413

Income (1,135) (1,158) (1,184) (1,211) (1,238) (1,264) (1,289) (1,315) (1,341) (1,367) (12,503)
Waterfront Parking Services Total (983) (975) (986) (995) (1,008) (1,017) (1,022) (1,030) (1,035) (1,039) (10,090)

7.2 Total (15,567) (15,108) (15,248) (15,005) (14,665) (15,988) (16,171) (16,192) (16,331) (16,162) (156,438)
Total 7 Transport 102,055 110,588 122,718 137,880 152,912 165,464 182,396 188,050 194,036 207,731 1,563,830
Council 10.1 1012 Maori Partnerships Expense 2,143 2,260 2,289 2,367 2,430 2,489 2,565 2,653 2,716 2,790 24,703

Maori Partnerships Total 2,143 2,260 2,289 2,367 2,430 2,489 2,565 2,653 2,716 2,790 24,703
1013 Maori Strategic Advice Expense 2,166 2,259 2,293 2,375 2,440 2,505 2,589 2,689 2,754 2,836 24,907

Maori Strategic Advice Total 2,166 2,259 2,293 2,375 2,440 2,505 2,589 2,689 2,754 2,836 24,907
1186 Waterfront Commercial Property Services Expense 4,452 4,788 4,970 5,138 5,172 5,358 5,583 5,772 5,931 6,145 53,309

Income (2,034) (2,242) (2,292) (2,303) (2,349) (2,432) (2,479) (2,526) (2,530) (2,576) (23,762)
Waterfront Commercial Property Services Total 2,417 2,545 2,679 2,836 2,823 2,926 3,104 3,246 3,401 3,570 29,546

1187 Commercial Property Management & Services Expense 9,677 11,649 14,251 15,034 15,689 16,582 17,261 18,575 19,119 19,721 157,559
Income (2,950) (3,883) (4,985) (5,187) (5,393) (5,603) (5,817) (6,042) (6,280) (6,521) (52,659)

Commercial Property Management & Services Total 6,728 7,766 9,266 9,847 10,296 10,980 11,444 12,533 12,840 13,200 104,900
1191 NZTA Income on Capex Work Income (66,927) (63,141) (78,012) (62,108) (49,339) (46,872) (41,013) (42,985) (42,361) (42,219) (534,977)

NZTA Income on Capex Work Total (66,927) (63,141) (78,012) (62,108) (49,339) (46,872) (41,013) (42,985) (42,361) (42,219) (534,977)
1193 Self Insurance Reserve Expense 1,784 1,652 1,687 1,730 1,768 1,809 1,851 1,899 1,934 1,974 18,088

Self Insurance Reserve Total 1,784 1,652 1,687 1,730 1,768 1,809 1,851 1,899 1,934 1,974 18,088
1196 External Capital Funding Income (117,676) (143,143) (28,375) (4,052) (6,520) (2,768) 0 0 0 0 (302,534)

External Capital Funding Total (117,676) (143,143) (28,375) (4,052) (6,520) (2,768) 0 0 0 0 (302,534)
1198 Waterfront Utilities Management Expense 768 818 890 955 1,029 1,088 1,164 1,232 1,316 1,386 10,646

Income (180) (184) (188) (192) (196) (200) (204) (207) (211) (215) (1,976)
Waterfront Utilities Management Total 588 634 702 763 833 888 960 1,025 1,105 1,171 8,670

1200 Org Expense 8,967 9,251 9,196 9,568 9,826 9,380 9,613 9,709 9,835 9,983 95,330
Income (600,735) (675,243) (747,284) (816,210) (865,899) (911,119) (965,567) (1,007,852) (1,050,974) (1,106,226) (8,747,110)

Org Total (591,769) (665,992) (738,087) (806,642) (856,073) (901,738) (955,953) (998,143) (1,041,139) (1,096,243) (8,651,780)
1204 Sustainable Parking Infrastructure Income 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sustainable Parking Infrastructure Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1218 Maori Capability and Success Expense 1,331 1,436 1,442 1,502 1,546 1,587 1,645 1,715 1,758 1,815 15,778

Maori Capability and Success Total 1,331 1,436 1,442 1,502 1,546 1,587 1,645 1,715 1,758 1,815 15,778
1220 Climate change response Expense 5,552 6,424 5,602 6,194 5,326 5,271 5,435 5,624 5,751 5,913 57,091

Climate change response Total 5,552 6,424 5,602 6,194 5,326 5,271 5,435 5,624 5,751 5,913 57,091
1225 Climate and Sustainability Fund Expense 250 250 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 750

Climate and Sustainability Fund Total 250 250 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 750
1228 Te Matapihi Operations Expense 0 (110) (236) (189) (142) (68) 29 148 249 386 67

Te Matapihi Operations Total 0 (110) (236) (189) (142) (68) 29 148 249 386 67
10.1 Total Organisational Projects (753,411) (847,158) (818,501) (845,379) (884,611) (922,994) (967,343) (1,009,596) (1,050,992) (1,104,806) (9,204,791)

Total 10 Council (753,411) (847,158) (818,501) (845,379) (884,611) (922,994) (967,343) (1,009,596) (1,050,992) (1,104,806) (9,204,791)

Grand Total (73,009) (135,130) (56,865) (11,422) (6,106) 4,247 15,096 20,517 21,783 27,870 (193,019)
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CAPITAL

Strategy Activity Group Activity Activity Description
2024/25 
Budget

2025/26 
Budget

2026/27 
Budget

2027/28 
Budget

2028/29 
Budget

2029/30 
Budget

2030/31 
Budget

2031/32 
Budget

2032/33 
Budget

2033/34 
Budget Total $000s

Governance 1.1 2000 Committee & Council Processes 0 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 146
1.1 Total 0 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 146

Total 1 Governance 0 146 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 146
Environment and Infrastructure 2.1 2001 Property Purchases - Reserves 0 6,539 1,459 4,674 0 4,771 4,862 15,740 7,696 7,026 52,766

2003 Parks Infrastructure 1,349 1,598 1,442 1,717 1,743 1,845 1,433 1,000 1,163 2,049 15,340
2004 Parks Buildings 395 1,169 976 976 1,068 1,227 1,053 1,000 1,100 1,116 10,079
2005 Plimmer Bequest Project 500 2,191 1,042 0 0 0 1,696 1,152 0 0 6,582
2006 Botanic Garden 1,311 3,801 5,828 520 3,501 2,429 642 2,696 4,350 2,685 27,763
2008 Coastal 1,355 2,232 851 510 856 653 827 594 826 840 9,543
2009 Town Belt & Reserves 4,729 933 1,180 1,456 1,355 4,201 4,106 4,366 6,386 5,347 34,059
2010 Walkways renewals 1,343 1,217 1,934 3,264 2,709 3,129 3,650 1,479 1,680 3,386 23,790
2067 Wgtn Waterfront Development 1,000 1,020 1,042 7,671 32,632 11,095 0 0 0 0 54,461
2068 Waterfront Renewals 3,985 4,279 4,187 2,484 3,576 3,089 2,124 1,740 1,763 2,002 29,228

2.1 Total 15,967 24,977 19,942 23,272 47,440 32,440 20,392 29,766 24,964 24,452 263,611
2.2 2011 Southern Landfill Improvement 15,334 24,327 35,840 28,987 11,160 5,059 5,439 6,951 7,181 7,521 147,801

2.2 Total 15,334 24,327 35,840 28,987 11,160 5,059 5,439 6,951 7,181 7,521 147,801
2.3 2013 Water - Network renewals 4,927 12,199 19,944 16,394 13,769 17,746 12,021 23,886 22,801 24,577 168,264

2015 Water - Water Meter upgrades 0 0 0 2,527 13,093 33,485 43,189 42,011 9,322 0 143,627
2016 Water - Network upgrades 2,775 1,734 1,728 4,438 4,023 2,340 1,158 1,301 1,181 1,267 21,945
2019 Water - Reservoir renewals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 967 4,443 5,411
2020 Water - Reservoir upgrades 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,934 5,925 7,859

2.3 Total 7,703 13,933 21,672 23,359 30,885 53,571 56,368 67,198 36,205 36,211 347,105
2.4 2023 Wastewater - Network renewals 30,570 23,953 27,123 73,757 60,265 45,613 39,254 39,632 28,249 25,951 394,367

2024 Wastewater - Network upgrades 19,809 19,997 10,133 6,386 2,245 15,027 14,817 14,672 27,535 85,814 216,435
2146 Sludge Minimisation 116,429 140,937 16,625 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 273,991

2.4 Total 166,808 184,886 53,882 80,143 62,510 60,640 54,071 54,304 55,785 111,765 884,793
2.5 2028 Stormwater - Network upgrades 2,195 2,199 2,237 3,013 7,985 23,032 55,124 45,601 5,174 9,072 155,632

2029 Stormwater - Network renewals 1,526 1,591 11,087 4,801 3,562 3,609 2,731 7,806 12,289 4,014 53,014
2.5 Total 3,721 3,789 13,323 7,814 11,547 26,641 57,855 53,407 17,464 13,086 208,646

2.6 2033 Zoo renewals 1,311 1,342 1,406 1,823 1,901 1,913 1,957 2,159 2,204 2,251 18,267
2034 Zoo upgrades 0 0 0 0 300 700 4,500 7,118 350 800 13,768
2135 Zealandia 0 0 0 0 400 1,300 1,000 1,000 0 0 3,700

2.6 Total 1,311 1,342 1,406 1,823 2,601 3,913 7,457 10,277 2,554 3,051 35,735
Total 2 Environment and Infrastructure 210,843 253,255 146,065 165,399 166,144 182,264 201,581 221,903 144,152 196,086 1,887,692
Economic Development 3.1 2035 Wellington Venues renewals 4,704 2,851 2,143 5,713 6,037 4,554 1,128 2,928 7,099 4,039 41,195

2036 Venues Upgrades 0 0 0 3,196 3,260 3,322 3,385 0 0 0 13,163
3.1 Total 4,704 2,851 2,143 8,910 9,297 7,876 4,513 2,928 7,099 4,039 54,359

Total 3 Economic Development 4,704 2,851 2,143 8,910 9,297 7,876 4,513 2,928 7,099 4,039 54,359
Arts and Cultural Activities 4.1 2038 Gallery & Museum Upgrades 1,686 12,316 5,754 957 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,714

2041 Te ara o nga tupuna - Maori heritage trails 1,068 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,068
2042 Arts Installation 120 77 78 80 82 83 85 86 88 89 867
2148 Toi Poneke Art centre relocation to new building` 275 3,350 2,085 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,805
2129 Wellington Convention & Exhibition Centre (WCEC) 354 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 354

4.1 Total 3,503 15,742 7,918 1,132 82 83 85 86 88 89 28,807
Total 4 Arts and Cultural Activities 3,503 15,742 7,918 1,132 82 83 85 86 88 89 28,807
Recreation Facilities and Services 5.1 2043 Aquatic Facility upgrades 1,270 6,015 3,013 4,964 3,753 3,878 0 0 0 0 22,893

2044 Aquatic Facility renewals 3,180 3,438 1,459 2,347 2,237 2,208 1,398 2,340 2,784 2,622 24,013
2045 Sportsfields upgrades 890 6,544 6,276 451 456 470 495 480 526 511 17,099
2046 Synthetic Turf Sportsfields renewals 1,600 0 0 0 583 1,379 1,490 0 1,761 3,760 10,573
2047 Synthetic Turf Sportsfields upgrades 0 0 2,491 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,491
2048 Recreation Centre Renewal 139 695 2,849 67 467 268 51 258 284 8,455 13,535
2049 ASB Sports Centre 101 60 114 65 83 163 87 923 1,305 23 2,925
2050 Basin Reserve 437 136 184 314 690 2,883 969 1,668 406 304 7,991
2051 Playgrounds renewals & upgrades 2,699 7,525 1,878 3,196 2,080 1,852 1,759 2,082 2,700 2,002 27,775
2052 Evans Bay Marina - Renewals 1,217 154 1,452 138 1,719 169 52 35 61 140 5,138
2053 Clyde Quay Marina - Upgrade 14 87 389 22 530 25 5 320 37 31 1,462

5.1 Total 11,547 24,655 20,104 11,565 12,599 13,294 6,308 8,106 9,866 17,849 135,894
5.2 2054 Library Materials Upgrade 4,491 2,727 2,414 2,467 2,519 2,514 2,562 2,751 2,803 2,854 28,102

2055 Library Computer and Systems Replacement 1,785 808 649 373 381 444 452 610 481 489 6,471
2056 Central Library - Upgrades and Renewals 81 2,683 36 37 146 38 100 156 42 42 3,362
2057 Branch Library - Upgrades 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13,643 11,121 0 24,765
2058 Branch Library - Renewals 411 200 172 344 985 711 468 323 595 357 4,566
2059 Housing upgrades 1,762 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,762
2060 Housing renewals 47,111 50,930 61,388 89,486 81,560 79,523 75,943 53,625 27,486 24,060 591,112
2061 Community Centres and Halls - Upgrades and Renewals 4,340 249 337 540 499 432 511 618 622 453 8,600
2062 Burial & Cremations 339 1,019 2,413 2,441 1,236 685 522 449 632 363 10,099
2063 Public Convenience and pavilions 1,418 643 2,067 1,882 2,330 1,243 802 807 1,266 868 13,327
2064 Safety Initiatives 2,245 122 124 127 130 132 135 145 147 150 3,457
2065 Emergency Management renewals 86 88 90 92 94 96 97 104 106 108 960
2151 Te Awe Mapara: CFNP 100 300 0 3,750 3,750 3,750 25,373 25,373 25,373 25,373 113,140

5.2 Total 64,169 59,768 69,691 101,540 93,630 89,568 106,964 98,603 70,674 55,117 809,723
Total 5 Recreation Facilities and Services 75,716 84,423 89,795 113,105 106,229 102,862 113,272 106,709 80,540 72,966 945,616
Urban Development 6.1 2070 Central City Framework 1,876 6,710 3,751 1,663 2,889 1,454 3,003 934 2,531 371 25,183

2074 Minor CBD Enhancements 62 0 0 0 0 221 226 2,070 234 2,145 4,958
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2147 Subsurface Data Project Capex 1,544 220 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,764
2073 Suburban Centres upgrades 997 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 997

6.1 Total 4,480 6,930 3,751 1,663 2,889 1,675 3,229 3,003 2,765 2,516 32,902
6.2 2076 Earthquake Risk Mitigation 57,852 69,900 24,888 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 157,640

6.2 Total 57,852 69,900 24,888 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 157,640
Total 6 Urban Development 62,331 76,831 28,639 6,663 2,889 1,675 3,229 3,003 2,765 2,516 190,542
Transport 7.1 2077 Wall, Bridge & Tunnel Renewals 7,975 12,776 13,068 8,511 8,697 9,992 10,190 18,505 9,417 9,595 108,725

2078 Asphalt & Other Seal Renewals 1,654 1,567 1,635 1,839 1,917 1,996 2,077 2,226 2,271 2,314 19,496
2079 Chipseal Renewals 4,573 4,758 4,964 5,585 5,822 6,062 6,307 6,761 6,896 7,026 58,755
2080 Preseal Preparations 5,012 5,647 5,776 5,909 6,035 6,160 6,168 6,288 6,410 6,531 59,937
2081 Shape & Camber Correction 2,221 1,831 1,909 2,146 2,237 2,329 2,422 2,596 2,648 2,698 23,037
2082 Drainage Renewals 978 1,048 1,072 1,096 1,120 1,144 1,167 1,190 1,214 1,237 11,266
2083 Wall Upgrades 6,500 6,630 6,782 5,229 5,343 5,454 5,562 5,673 5,785 5,894 58,854
2084 Service Lane & Road Boundary Upgrades 60 61 62 64 65 67 68 69 71 72 659
2085 Tunnel & Bridge Upgrades 3,240 1,688 1,727 1,766 1,805 1,843 1,879 1,917 1,955 1,992 19,812
2086 Kerb & Channels Renewals 2,522 2,701 2,763 2,826 2,888 2,949 3,007 3,068 3,129 3,188 29,040
2087 New Roads 1,650 1,275 5,217 10,675 16,599 27,485 7,947 8,689 4,342 8,410 92,290
2088 Emergency Route Walls Upgrades 2,830 3,797 2,224 2,509 1,984 2,026 2,066 2,108 2,386 3,154 25,084
2089 Roading Capacity Upgrades 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2090 Roading Rebuild 2,563 2,745 2,808 2,872 2,935 2,997 3,057 3,118 3,180 3,240 29,513
2094 Cycling Network Renewals 25,215 12,123 19,029 4,788 6,078 7,044 9,569 11,516 12,215 7,637 115,212
2095 Bus Priority Planning 150 153 157 160 163 166 170 173 176 180 1,648
2096 Footpaths Structures Renewals & Upgrades 656 625 639 654 668 682 696 727 742 756 6,845
2097 Footpaths Renewals 4,213 3,758 3,846 3,937 4,023 4,107 4,189 4,491 4,581 4,667 41,812
2098 Footpaths Upgrades 1,339 960 1,241 1,004 1,296 1,046 1,348 1,087 1,402 1,129 11,851
2099 Street Furniture Renewals 223 202 207 212 217 221 226 244 249 254 2,256
2100 Pedestrian Network Accessways 306 268 274 281 287 293 299 322 329 335 2,994
2101 Traffic & Street Signs Renewals 946 1,062 1,086 1,111 1,135 1,159 1,182 1,205 1,229 1,253 11,367
2102 Traffic Signals Renewals 2,150 2,412 2,468 2,524 2,580 2,634 2,687 2,740 2,795 2,848 25,838
2103 Street Lights Renewals & Upgrades 1,317 1,387 1,462 1,513 1,562 1,608 1,653 997 1,019 1,040 13,558
2104 Rural Road Upgrades 100 102 104 107 109 111 114 116 118 120 1,102
2105 Minor Works Upgrades 5,006 4,287 4,383 6,081 5,121 5,226 5,328 5,433 5,539 5,642 52,046
2106 Fences & Guardrails Renewals 1,015 964 987 1,009 1,032 1,053 1,074 1,124 1,146 1,168 10,572
2107 Speed Management Upgrades 70 204 209 213 217 221 226 230 234 238 2,063
2141 LGWM - City Streets 11,538 27,575 37,647 19,700 10,888 11,106 11,328 11,543 11,763 11,986 165,073
2142 LGWM - Early Delivery 45,014 20,927 28,140 32,393 15,567 0 0 0 0 0 142,041
2152 Charged Up Capital 864 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 864

7.1 Total 141,899 123,534 151,886 126,715 108,391 107,180 92,006 104,158 93,239 94,604 1,143,612
7.2 2108 Parking Asset renewals 1,216 786 720 1,043 788 1,035 876 1,865 2,304 1,939 12,572

2109 Parking Upgrades 4,714 915 940 962 197 202 206 210 214 218 8,777
7.2 Total 5,930 1,702 1,660 2,005 986 1,236 1,081 2,075 2,518 2,156 21,350

Total 7 Transport 147,829 125,236 153,546 128,720 109,377 108,416 93,087 106,233 95,757 96,761 1,164,962
Council 10.1 2111 Capital Replacement Fund 3,551 4,723 4,827 4,928 5,027 5,123 5,220 5,571 5,671 5,773 50,415

2112 Information Management 4,030 5,293 701 1,781 2,116 1,049 758 772 1,109 1,129 18,738
2114 ICT Infrastructure 3,750 3,829 1,565 1,598 1,630 1,661 1,693 1,725 1,756 1,787 20,993
2117 Unscheduled infrastruture renewals 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,693 2,742 2,791 8,226
2118 Health & Safety - Legislation Compliance 372 380 388 396 404 412 420 443 451 459 4,126
2119 Civic Property renewals 5,268 11,007 1,510 2,469 3,632 1,487 805 3,436 2,436 3,946 35,996
2120 Commercial Properties renewals 5,533 2,519 1,022 2,698 6,751 3,655 1,100 2,231 3,161 2,592 31,262
2121 Community & Childcare Facility renewals 160 282 416 861 1,630 921 246 897 1,187 660 7,261
2126 Business Unit Support 9,285 8,274 4,278 4,368 4,455 4,540 4,626 4,714 4,799 4,885 54,226
2127 Workplace 40,892 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40,892
2128 Civic Campus Resilience and Improvements 107,605 40,437 31,656 5,410 21,734 22,147 22,567 22,996 23,410 23,831 321,794
2133 Quarry Renewals & Upgrades 8,761 6,439 5,961 67 68 69 71 21 21 21 21,498
2140 Security 719 752 786 821 838 854 870 1,240 1,663 918 9,462

10.1 Total 189,927 83,934 53,111 25,398 48,284 41,917 38,376 46,739 48,406 48,795 624,888
Total 10 Council 189,927 83,934 53,111 25,398 48,284 41,917 38,376 46,739 48,406 48,795 624,888

Grand Total 694,853 642,419 481,217 449,327 442,301 445,094 454,142 487,602 378,807 421,251 4,897,014RELE
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: Audit Opinion
Date: Tuesday, 23 July 2024 1:17:31 pm
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.jpg

Thanks Diane 

On Tue, Jul 23, 2024 at 1:14 PM Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

You can see an email trail showing funding for renewals of social housing is undercooked by
25%

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

 

 

From:  < @auditnz.parliament.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 2:51 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; Stephen McArthur
<Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

Yes it does Cr Calvert.

 

Kind regards

 

 

s7(2)(f)(ii)

s7(2)(a) s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a)
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 2:50 PM
To:  < @auditnz.parliament.nz>; Stephen McArthur
<Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

CAUTION External email: Unless you are certain the email is from a trusted source, DO NOT click links or open
attachments.

Thanks but you made the statement about “housing”. I’m simply seeking clarification that
this includes the city’s social housing assets.

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

 

 

From:  < @auditnz.parliament.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 2:38 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; Stephen McArthur
<Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

Hi Councillor Calvert

 

The relationship between renewals funding requirements and project $ are not linear (there
are other factors to take into account eg condition of the assets), which is why Stephen

s7(2)(f)(ii)

s7(2)(a) s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a) s7(2)(a)

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



suggested Andrea respond because it is an asset management planning as well as financial
strategy matter.

 

Kind regards

 

 

Director

Audit New Zealand | Mana Arotake Aotearoa
Improving trust, promoting value
P 
Level 1, 100 Molesworth Street, Thorndon, Wellington 6011 | PO Box 99 Wellington 6140
www.auditnz.parliament.nz

 

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 2:33 PM
To: Stephen McArthur <Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>; 
< @auditnz.parliament.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

CAUTION External email: Unless you are certain the email is from a trusted source, DO NOT click links or open
attachments.

Thanks but my email was to the Auditor as it was her letter not the Council’s.

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

s7(2)(f)(ii)

s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a)
s7(2)(a)
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The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

 

 

From: Stephen McArthur <Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 2:32 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; 
< @auditnz.parliament.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

Kia ora Diane

 

Andrea and her team will answer your question.

 

 

Ngā mihi,

 

Stephen McArthur (He/Him)
Tātai Heke Rautaki | Te Kaunihera o Pōneke

Chief Strategy and Governance Officer | Strategy and Governance Group| Wellington City Council

M   E xxxxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz | | 

EA: Lisa Richter| E  xxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | 

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

 

 

 

s7(2)(a)
s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(f)(ii)

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 2:30 PM
To:  < @auditnz.parliament.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>; Stephen McArthur
<Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

In other words is the city’s social housing assets included in your statement

“Risks associated with plans to defer renewals of transport and operational assets

Page [27] outlines the Council’s plan to defer 25% of its transport, property, housing and
other community asset renewals for the next 10 years. The Council notes that the community
may, as a result, experience lower levels of service than planned.”

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

 

 

From:  < @auditnz.parliament.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 1:19 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>; Stephen McArthur
<Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Audit Opinion

 

Hi Councillor Calvert

s7(2)(f)(ii)

s7(2)(a) s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a) s7(2)(a)
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Yes.

 

Funding of renewals differs to inflation increases for projects – the figures in the forecast
financial statements are required to be inflated.

 

Kind regards

 

 

Director

Audit New Zealand | Mana Arotake Aotearoa
Improving trust, promoting value
P 
Level 1, 100 Molesworth Street, Thorndon, Wellington 6011 | PO Box 99 Wellington 6140
www.auditnz.parliament.nz

 

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, April 11, 2024 12:14 PM
To:  < @auditnz.parliament.nz>
Cc: Andrea Reeves <Andrea.Reeves@wcc.govt.nz>; Stephen McArthur
<Stephen.McArthur@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Audit Opinion

 

CAUTION External email: Unless you are certain the email is from a trusted source, DO NOT click links or open
attachments.

One other question I have in respect of the audit opinion ie You stae

“Risks associated with plans to defer renewals of transport and operational assets

Page [27] outlines the Council’s plan to defer 25% of its transport, property, housing and
other community asset renewals for the next 10 years. The Council notes that the community
may, as a result, experience lower levels of service than planned.”

 

Does the 25% renewal incudes the city’s social housing which already has an inflation

s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a)

s7(2)(a) s7(2)(a)
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adjusted  $592 million capex budget over the 10 years?

 

Diane

 

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.

 

 

_______________________________________________________________
The information contained in this email is intended only for the addressee and is not
necessarily the official view or communication of Audit New Zealand.  If you are not the
intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy or distribute this message or the
information on it.

 

_______________________________________________________________
The information contained in this email is intended only for the addressee and is not
necessarily the official view or communication of Audit New Zealand.  If you are not the
intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy or distribute this message or the
information on it.

 

_______________________________________________________________
The information contained in this email is intended only for the addressee and is not
necessarily the official view or communication of Audit New Zealand.  If you are not the
intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy or distribute this message or the
information on it.

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, any use,
dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to copyright. No part
of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have received this e-mail in error
please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee the accuracy or completeness of
any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility
for the contents of this message or attached files.

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert
To: Julie Jacobson
Subject: RE: FW: Works on Thorndon Quay
Date: Wednesday, 24 July 2024 12:25:00 pm

Hi
The Stuff article had the incorrect amount for the crossings
 
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 
 

From: Julie Jacobson <xxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:24 PM
To: Councillor Tony Randle <xxxx.xxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Councillor Ray Chung
<xxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>; Councillor Nicola Young <xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.nz>; Councillor
Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: Fwd: FW: Works on Thorndon Quay
 
Afternoon.
I suppose you all saw the Stuff piece this morning, that was actually a rewrite of mine :)
Diane has very kindly just shared the cost of the raised crossings. I had also asked for this.
Could you fire through any comments and I'll pull together another story
Thanks
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Date: Wed, 24 Jul 2024 at 11:59
Subject: FW: Works on Thorndon Quay
To: Julie Jacobson <xxxxx.xxxxxxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx>, Tom Hunt <xxx.xxxx@xxxxx.xx.xx >
 

FYI. Sorry meant to have forwarded on sooner.
 
Diane
 
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz
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The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
 
 

From: Rebecca
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 4:22 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Siobhan Procter <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Nicola Young
<xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Richard MacLean <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Brad Singh
<xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; BUS: Elected members queries
<xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; BUS: Official Information
<xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: RE: Works on Thorndon Quay
 
Kia Ora Cr Calvert,
 
We built delay contingencies in at the inception of the contract – so while discovering the
tramlines did impact our buffer, we have not exceeded it.
 
Hei konā mai
Rebecca
 
 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx > 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 3:38 PM
To: Rebecca Cc: Siobhan Procter <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Nicola Young
<xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Richard MacLean <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Brad Singh
<xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; BUS: Elected members queries
<xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; BUS: Official Information
<xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: RE: Works on Thorndon Quay
 
Thanks Rebecca for providing the info.
In terms of the budget and time  still remaining on target, how can this be, given there was a
significant delay when old tram lines were discovered?
 
Regards
Diane
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
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From: Rebecca 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 3:35 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >
Cc: Siobhan Procter <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Councillor Nicola Young
<xxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Richard MacLean <xxxxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; Brad Singh
<xxxxxxx.xxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; BUS: Elected members queries
<xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx >; BUS: Official Information
<xxxxxxxx.xxxxxxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx>
Subject: Works on Thorndon Quay
 
Kia Ora Councillor Calvert,
 
Thanks for your patience. Renier and team are working with our Official Information kaimahi to
ensure that none of the questions we’re receiving about the work on Thorndon Quay slip
through the net.
 
Is the Thorndon cycleway project on time? 

Yes, the project is on schedule. 

What overruns budget wise has occurred or are they on budget after 8 months? |
The project is currently on budget. After 10 months of construction, our latest forecast shows the cost

to complete is also tracking within existing approved budgets.  We have reconfirmed timing and

budget with our contractor today.

Would you please clarify the approx. cost of a raised signalled crossing and that of an
unraised signal crossing as a guide. I appreciate you may not be able to cost it out as part of
the TQ work but please give us an indicative cost e.g. signalled crossing in Box Hill,
Khandallah? 
The five signalised raised crossings on Thorndon Quay average $275K. This includes the cost of

signals ($120k), electrical ducting ($70K) and the raised asphalt platform ($85.5K). The total

estimated cost of this construction is approximately $1.4M. 

Comparatively, the three signalised unraised crossings at the Box Hill/Station Road intersection

average $246.5K. The total estimated cost of this construction is approximately $740K. 

 
Rebecca
 

Rebecca Chief Advisor to the Chief Infrastructure Officer
Wellington City Council

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 
 
 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
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any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



From: Julie Jacobson
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: Works on Thorndon Quay
Date: Wednesday, 24 July 2024 12:53:29 pm

Magic thanks. I’ll make sure you’re in the story 

On Wed, 24 Jul 2024 at 12:49, Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

Excessive road cones, unmitigated disaster on local businesses, covering over 110 year
old fragile water pipes and now over-specified crossings. This shows you what happens
when you have a ratepayer/ taxpayer money pit, multiple consultancy firms vying to
outdo each other, overly zealous designers bound by a lack of accountability and active
monitoring by both WCC and NZTA.

 

I and my colleagues have been calling out these concerns for the past several months and
finally it seems that public pressure is having an effect. The Council is starting to make
some conciliatory noises but is it too little and too late? NZTA remains surprisingly quiet
given they are funding 51% of the work.

 

Auckland’s Mayor Brown has part of the solution in his recent report on Road Cones.
Wellington City Council would do well to take a look at that report, consider last week’s
Court of Appeal ruling against the council’s consultation practices and remember who it
serves; that is the people and businesses of Wellington.

 

 

 

 

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.
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From: Julie Jacobson <julie.jacobson@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2024 12:24 PM
To: Councillor Tony Randle <Tony.Randle@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Ray Chung
<Ray.Chung@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Nicola Young <Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>;
Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Fwd: FW: Works on Thorndon Quay

 

Afternoon.

I suppose you all saw the Stuff piece this morning, that was actually a rewrite of mine :)

Diane has very kindly just shared the cost of the raised crossings. I had also asked for
this.

Could you fire through any comments and I'll pull together another story

Thanks

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Date: Wed, 24 Jul 2024 at 11:59
Subject: FW: Works on Thorndon Quay
To: Julie Jacobson <julie.jacobson@stuff.co.nz>, Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz>

 

FYI. Sorry meant to have forwarded on sooner.

 

Diane

 

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz
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The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Rebecca

Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 4:22 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Siobhan Procter <Siobhan.Procter@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Nicola Young
<Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>; Richard MacLean <Richard.MacLean@wcc.govt.nz>;
Brad Singh <Bradley.Singh@wcc.govt.nz>; BUS: Elected members queries
<Electedmembersqueries@wcc.govt.nz>; BUS: Official Information
<Official.Information@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Works on Thorndon Quay

 

Kia Ora Cr Calvert,

 

We built delay contingencies in at the inception of the contract – so while discovering
the tramlines did impact our buffer, we have not exceeded it.

 

Hei konā mai
Rebecca

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 3:38 PM
To: Rebecca Cc: Siobhan Procter <Siobhan.Procter@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Nicola
Young <Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>; Richard MacLean
<Richard.MacLean@wcc.govt.nz>; Brad Singh <Bradley.Singh@wcc.govt.nz>; BUS:
Elected members queries <Electedmembersqueries@wcc.govt.nz>; BUS: Official
Information <Official.Information@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Works on Thorndon Quay

 

Thanks Rebecca for providing the info.

In terms of the budget and time  still remaining on target, how can this be, given there
was a significant delay when old tram lines were discovered?
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Regards

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Rebecca 
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2024 3:35 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Cc: Siobhan Procter <Siobhan.Procter@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Nicola Young
<Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>; Richard MacLean <Richard.MacLean@wcc.govt.nz>;
Brad Singh <Bradley.Singh@wcc.govt.nz>; BUS: Elected members queries
<Electedmembersqueries@wcc.govt.nz>; BUS: Official Information
<Official.Information@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Works on Thorndon Quay

 

Kia Ora Councillor Calvert,

 

Thanks for your patience. Renier and team are working with our Official Information
kaimahi to ensure that none of the questions we’re receiving about the work on
Thorndon Quay slip through the net.

 

Is the Thorndon cycleway project on time? 

Yes, the project is on schedule. 

What overruns budget wise has occurred or are they on budget after 8 months? |

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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The project is currently on budget. After 10 months of construction, our latest forecast shows the

cost to complete is also tracking within existing approved budgets.  We have reconfirmed timing

and budget with our contractor today.

Would you please clarify the approx. cost of a raised signalled crossing and that of an
unraised signal crossing as a guide. I appreciate you may not be able to cost it out as part
of the TQ work but please give us an indicative cost e.g. signalled crossing in Box Hill,
Khandallah? 
The five signalised raised crossings on Thorndon Quay average $275K. This includes the cost of

signals ($120k), electrical ducting ($70K) and the raised asphalt platform ($85.5K). The total

estimated cost of this construction is approximately $1.4M. 

Comparatively, the three signalised unraised crossings at the Box Hill/Station Road intersection

average $246.5K. The total estimated cost of this construction is approximately $740K. 

 

Rebecca

 

Rebecca Chief Advisor to the Chief Infrastructure Officer

Wellington City Council

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of
its contents.
If received in error you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Councillor Diane Calvert
To: Tom Hunt
Subject: Social Housing
Date: Thursday, 25 July 2024 11:58:00 am
Attachments: Social Housing July 2025.docx

Following on from the emails I sent, I have pulled together a summary of info- just as much for
my own info as for you.
 
Cheers

Diane
 
Councillor Diane Calvert
Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
 
 
P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not the
intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is appreciated.
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WCC Social Housing (as at 25 July 2024) 

Is Council really fulfilling its promises on social housing or does it keep kicking the can down the 
road like water? In the end is this costing ratepayers even more money than necessary? 

SUMMARY 
• The deal with government was done in 2007 yet only half the upgrades have been completed. 
• No work on further upgrades has happened over the past several years. 
• Three years ago, in the Council’s last long-term plan it said the current financial trajectory for 

social housing was not sustainable. Fast forward three years, the situation has grown even worse 
despite a new entity being set up -Te Toi Mahana (TTM) – a council owned Community Housing 
Provider (CHP) 

• Social Housing is one of the Council’s biggest spends over the next 10 years and is amongst the 
top three of services provided- budget wise 

• Social Housing Upgrade is not due to be completed until two years after the current 10-year plan. 
• Over the next 10 years the Council has budgeted for: 

o Capital expenditure (inflated) - $592 million (up from $445m in 2021-31 LTP) 
o Operating expenditure - $325 million (up from $264m in 2021-31 LTP) 

• The Council is having to borrow (to fund both housing upgrades and the shortfall in operating 
costs)  

• There is no appetite for this Council to look at working smarter and faster to help reduce the 
debt and deliver better housing sooner. 

• TTM is a Council controlled CHP and of the nine board members- three are council 
representatives (1/3).  

• TTM is a new organisation and whilst it has recruited for tenancy management skills, it has no 
asset management capability and needs to develop that. 

• WCC has recently transferred $11 million of properties and gifted $23 million to TTM to increase 
housing supply yet this Council is having to borrowing money to fund this and is delayed in its 
own upgrade programme 

Background 

Social Housing Investment 
2021-2031 LTP 
In the 2021-2031 LTP, Council noted, in respect of a planned capital expenditure social housing 
upgrade of $446m, “  that this is unsustainable over the medium to long term”.  

2022 LTP amendment 
It was not until June 2021 Social, Cultural, and Economic Committee - 2 June 2021, 9.30AM - 
Meetings - Wellington City Council that officers presented papers on potential options to reduce the 
financial burden on the city in respect of housing. No one back then expected the 2021-2031 LTP 
figures from year three onwards to remain affordable nor costs to be met by ratepayers. 

Council agreed to “Fund City Housing’s operating deficit and capital shortfall through debt and City 
Housing cash reserves until the CHP is operational (up to three years)”.  

At the time, Officers noted that they did not recommend “Removal of the ring-fencing of City 
Housing operations by fully rates funding the operating deficit and debt funding the full capital 
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programme – on the basis that the rates and debt impact would be unsustainable given other Council 
funding pressures. Social, Cultural, and Economic Committee - 2 June 2021, 9.30AM - Meetings - 
Wellington City Council 

The LTP amendment that a Community Housing provider (CHP) be formed to manage the Council’s 
social housing was determined on 30 June 2022 Annual Plan / Long-Term Plan Committee 
(disestablished October 2022) - 30 June 2022, 9.30AM - Meetings - Wellington City Council.  

2024-2034 LTP 
Since 2021 the capital expenditure budget for social housing has increased by approximately one 
third and now there are also yearly operating deficits (approximately $325 million over the next 10 
years).   

The costs associated with Council providing social housing is close to $1 billion for this draft LTP CD: 

• Capital expenditure (inflated) - $592 million 
• Operating expenditure - $325 million 

The Council now leases 1676 properties (the bulk of its portfolio) to Te Toi Mahana trust (the recently 
formed CHP). Approximately 850 properties are due for an upgrade which is the significant portion 
included in the council’s capital expenditure budget.   

Whilst the Council is now running at an annual operational deficit for its social housing, the trust 
shows an operational surplus.  This operational deficit is being funded through debt.  

Social housing is the largest capital expenditure activity line item in the budget (even above water) 
and our 3rd highest operating expenditure item (behind water, and vehicle network asset mgmt.- 
roading.) Yet it barely gets a mention in the LTP despite its significance.   
 

Te Toi Mahana - CHP 

The last quarterly report (Jan to Mar) can be found here 

Agenda of Kōrau Mātinitini | Social, Cultural, and Economic Committee - Wednesday, 29 May 2024 
(wellington.govt.nz) 

Transfer of housing and cash injection 

Council have gifted $11 million of council properties to the Council’s CHP plus a gift of $23 million to 
increase housing supply, despite operating losses and upgrades required. 

Released-Public-Excluded-Information-Report-of-the-Krau-Mtinitini-Social-Cultural-and-Economic-
Commi (wellington.govt.nz) 

Social Housing Costs 

These are the Operating (opex) and Capital (Capex) expenditure spreadsheets for the 10 years. There 
are two separate tabs. 

So essentially we are spending over 10 years $918 million. If you add in the 25% of renewals on the 
housing we are not accounting for this is approx. $125 -150K (depending on how calculated -ie on 
the book value or the current value of the renewals). This takes the total to well over $1 Billion. 
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From: Kevin Norquay
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Reporter - The Post
Date: Wednesday, 31 July 2024 1:59:18 pm

Kia Ora Diane
This email is by way of an introduction, as The Post editor Tracy Watkins is keen

for me to take closer interest in Wellington issues.

For three years I have been covering a range of business, social and political

issues for the Sunday Star-Times.

I intend to be at the Thursday council meeting tomorrow, to get a sighter.
I'm likely to write more big picture Wellington than the tiny details Wellington (that's
likely to be the area of Tom Hunt, and a new reporter who starts next month).
This is just an FYI. Hopefully we will catch up shortly.
Cheers, Kevin

My Stuff bio: Kevin Norquay joined The Dominion sports department in 1985,

covering athletics, hockey and rugby league.

He moved to work in general news, then politics, and as a foreign correspondent

for NZPA, of which he was later appointed editor.

He has covered three Olympic Games, three elections and was a finalist in the

Voyager awards for his reports on the 2015 Chris Cairns perjury trial in London.

He once filed a story from Nelson Mandela's front lawn in Johannesburg.

Kevin Norquay
Senior Writer

(he/him)

M 

10 Brandon St, Wellington 6011

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

s7(2)(a)

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



 

can you confirm, sorry

 

On Mon, 5 Aug 2024 at 15:03, Julie Jacobson <julie.jacobson@stuff.co.nz> wrote:

Hi 

I'm writing a follow up to the Thorndon Quay crossing stories we've been running, but 
you confirm how much NZTA was funding the  raised crossings to the tune of? 

WCC told me the total estimated cost of construction would be about $1.4m, with each
of the signalised raised crossings costing an average $275,000, made up of $120,000 for
the lights, $70,000 for electrical ducting and $85,500 for the asphalt platform.

The report that came up last week, and will again this week, says WCC will need to find
$312,500 to fund NZTA's 51%. 

But I can't get clarity from WCC whether that $275,000 was the total (ie both WCC and
NZTA funding) or just WCC.

Do you have anything that makes sense..

 

Julie Jacobson
Senior Reporter

Please note I work Monday to Wednesday
10 Brandon Street,
Wellington 6011
PO Box 2595,
Wellington

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

This message, together with any attachments, may contain information that is classified
and/or subject to legal privilege. Any classification markings must be adhered to. If you
are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, disclose, disseminate, copy or use the
message in any way. If you have received this message in error, please notify us
immediately by return email and then destroy the original message. This communication
may be accessed or retained by Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency for information
assurance purposes.

s7(2)(f)(ii)

s7(2)(a)

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE LO
CAL G

OVERNMENT O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N AND M
EETIN

GS ACT 19
87



The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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Media Response: Kevin Norquay, The Post
2 August 2024
The following statement can be attributed to a Kesh Keshaboina, Regional Manager
Systems Design

 

Query:

Councillors appeared blindsided by the NZTA move, with Transport and Infrastructure Manager
Brad Singh saying it on Tuesday advised it wouldn't be funding the road safety platforms.

 

Singh told councillors on Thursday NZTA had been directed to not fund any raised safety platforms
on any of its projects “or any local work projects from here on in”.

 

The raised platform portion of a pedestrian crossing was not deemed a traffic control device by
NZTA..

 

Councillor Sarah Free questioned the NZTA move.

 

“If we've got to agree to contract in relation to this project, is it possible for NZTA to actually not
fund raised crossings, if they had been part of the design?” she said. “They would renege on that
commitment to fund it?”

 

Singh said that was his understanding, though council was still discussing it with NZTA.

 

“It’s an ongoing conversation, but NZTA guidance … says that this is the right safety solution for
the situation. But at the same time, at the funding level, they've also indicated that they won't fund
it.”

 

Response:

Projects previously part of Let’s Get Wellington Moving, such as the Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road
works, retain funding previously approved by the NZTA/Waka Kotahi Board.

 

However, if the Wellington City Council (WCC) changes the scope or cost of such projects, it has to
return to the Board for re-approval to ensure the project is still a value-for-money investment and 
aligns with the  Government Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS) 2024.

 

The scope of the Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road project has changed. We are working with WCC
to understand the impacts of the changes proposed. This means the project's future plans and
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funding need to be reassessed.

 

This reassessment must align with the direction and priorities set out in the new GPS where the
Government has signalled a shift in direction in road safety investment.

Local Road Improvements – GPS 2024 (pg 31)

“This activity class is for the purpose of investment in new local roads and improving
existing local roads, and end of life bridge and structures renewals.

 

Investment in this activity class prioritises the strategic priorities of supporting economic
growth and productivity, and a safe and resilient transport system. Funding in this activity
class will be focused on improving efficiency and reducing congestion and travel times.

 

The Government expects that funding in this activity class will not be used to invest in other
new multi-modal improvements, i.e., cycleways and busways, or fund traffic calming
measures, such as speed bumps, raised crossings and in-lane bus stops, which
inconvenience motorists.”

 

Safety - GPS 2024 (pg 32)

“Funding toward road safety will be focused on safer roads, safer drivers, and safer
vehicles. This includes on initiatives necessary for reducing barriers for private sector
investment into road safety, and on activities necessary to support the Government’s
approach to the setting of speed limits.

 

The Government expects that investment from this activity class will not be made in traffic
calming measures such as raised pedestrian crossings, raised platforms, speed bumps,
and in-lane bus stops on state highways and local roads.”

 

NZTA/Waka Kotahi funding decisions via the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP), must
give effect to the GPS and align with its policy direction.

 

The next NLTP, which will outline future national and regional funding allocations, including 
Regional Land Transport plans and road safety investment, is due to be published in September.
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You don't often get email from kevin.norquay@stuff.co.nz. Learn why this is important

From: Kevin Norquay <kevin.norquay@stuff.co.nz> 
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2024 1:17 PM
To:  < @nzta.govt.nz>
Subject: Is this actually what WCC was told  ASAP ...

 

Councillors appeared blindsided by the NZTA move, with Transport and
Infrastructure Manager Brad Singh saying it on Tuesday advised it wouldn't be funding the

road safety platforms.

 

Singh told councillors on Thursday NZTA had been directed to not fund any raised safety

platforms on any of its projects “or any local work projects from here on in”.

 

The raised platform portion of a pedestrian crossing was not deemed a traffic control device

by NZTA..

 

Councillor Sarah Free questioned the NZTA move.

 

“If we've got to agree to contract in relation to this project, is it possible for NZTA to actually

not fund raised crossings, if they had been part of the design?” she said. “They would

renege on that commitment to fund it?”

 

Singh said that was his understanding, though council was still discussing it with NZTA.

 

“It’s an ongoing conversation, but NZTA guidance … says that this is the right safety

solution for the situation. But at the same time, at the funding level, they've also indicated

that they won't fund it.”

 

Kevin Norquay
Senior Writer

(he/him)

 
M 

10 Brandon St, Wellington 6011
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The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

This message, together with any attachments, may contain information that is classified
and/or subject to legal privilege. Any classification markings must be adhered to. If you
are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, disclose, disseminate, copy or use
the message in any way. If you have received this message in error, please notify us
immediately by return email and then destroy the original message. This communication
may be accessed or retained by Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency for information
assurance purposes.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert; Julie Jacobson
Subject: Re: FW: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2
Date: Wednesday, 7 August 2024 11:28:39 am
Attachments: image001.png

Thanks - what is an AO?
And just checking, what you are trying to find out is why NZTA pulled funding right?
Cheers

On Wed, Aug 7, 2024 at 11:13 AM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

FYI

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Official Correspondence <Official.Correspondence@nzta.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2024 4:52 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2

 

Kia ora Diane

 

Please find attached a response from Howard Cattermole - Chief Financial Officer, to
your correspondence of 9 July 2024

 

Ngā mihi

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Ministerial Services 
Te Waka Kōtuia | Engagement & Partnerships 
NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi

Connect with us on Social Media

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:01 PM
To: Simon.bridges@nzta.govt.nz; Nicole Rosie <Nicole.Rosie@nzta.govt.nz>
Cc: Councillor Nicola Young <Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Tony Randle
<Tony.Randle@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Ray Chung <Ray.Chung@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Thorndon Quay, Wellington - transport project

 

Kia ora Simon and Nicole

 

Please attached a letter from four Wellington City Councillors articulating their concerns
and that of many constituents (residents and businesses) that they represent in respect of
the work being currently undertaken on Thorndon Quay (funded 51% by NZTA).

 

Regards

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz | F dianecalvertnz | T dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.
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This message, together with any attachments, may contain information that is classified
and/or subject to legal privilege. Any classification markings must be adhered to. If you
are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, disclose, disseminate, copy or use
the message in any way. If you have received this message in error, please notify us
immediately by return email and then destroy the original message. This communication
may be accessed or retained by Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency for information
assurance purposes.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Subject: Re: FW: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2
Date: Wednesday, 7 August 2024 11:52:54 am
Attachments: image001.png

On Wed, Aug 7, 2024 at 11:35 AM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

AO is NZTA jargon. Maybe it means Approving Organisation (eg WCC?).

 

The purpose of the letter was to formally advise NZTA of  both elected members and the
public concerns around the Thorndon Quay project, given that it is being funded by
NZTA to the tune of 51% (ie taxpayers).

 

Given the taxpayer funding, we requested what mechanisms NZTA had to monitor the
spend and outcomes.

 

Cheers

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2024 11:28 AM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; Julie Jacobson
<julie.jacobson@stuff.co.nz>
Subject: Re: FW: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2

 

Thanks - what is an AO?

And just checking, what you are trying to find out is why NZTA pulled funding right?

Cheers

 

On Wed, Aug 7, 2024 at 11:13 AM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

FYI

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Official Correspondence <Official.Correspondence@nzta.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2024 4:52 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2

 

Kia ora Diane

 

Please find attached a response from Howard Cattermole - Chief Financial Officer, to

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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your correspondence of 9 July 2024

 

Ngā mihi

 

Ministerial Services 
Te Waka Kōtuia | Engagement & Partnerships 
NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi

Connect with us on Social Media

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:01 PM
To: Simon.bridges@nzta.govt.nz; Nicole Rosie <Nicole.Rosie@nzta.govt.nz>
Cc: Councillor Nicola Young <Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Tony
Randle <Tony.Randle@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Ray Chung
<Ray.Chung@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Thorndon Quay, Wellington - transport project

 

Kia ora Simon and Nicole

 

Please attached a letter from four Wellington City Councillors articulating their
concerns and that of many constituents (residents and businesses) that they represent
in respect of the work being currently undertaken on Thorndon Quay (funded 51% by
NZTA).

 

Regards

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
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P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz | F dianecalvertnz | T dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

This message, together with any attachments, may contain information that is
classified and/or subject to legal privilege. Any classification markings must be
adhered to. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, disclose,
disseminate, copy or use the message in any way. If you have received this message in
error, please notify us immediately by return email and then destroy the original
message. This communication may be accessed or retained by Waka Kotahi NZ
Transport Agency for information assurance purposes.

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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From: Julie Jacobson
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Cc: Tom Hunt
Subject: Re: FW: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2
Date: Wednesday, 7 August 2024 11:58:33 am
Attachments: image001.png

AO -  Activity Owner (Approved Organisations (AO) or Waka Kotahi)

On Wed, 7 Aug 2024 at 11:35, Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
wrote:

AO is NZTA jargon. Maybe it means Approving Organisation (eg WCC?).

 

The purpose of the letter was to formally advise NZTA of  both elected members and the
public concerns around the Thorndon Quay project, given that it is being funded by
NZTA to the tune of 51% (ie taxpayers).

 

Given the taxpayer funding, we requested what mechanisms NZTA had to monitor the
spend and outcomes.

 

Cheers

 

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Tom Hunt <tom.hunt@stuff.co.nz> 

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2024 11:28 AM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>; Julie Jacobson
<julie.jacobson@stuff.co.nz>
Subject: Re: FW: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2

 

Thanks - what is an AO?

And just checking, what you are trying to find out is why NZTA pulled funding right?

Cheers

 

On Wed, Aug 7, 2024 at 11:13 AM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

FYI

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Official Correspondence <Official.Correspondence@nzta.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 6, 2024 4:52 PM
To: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: NZT-9579 RESPONSE #2

 

Kia ora Diane

 

Please find attached a response from Howard Cattermole - Chief Financial Officer, to

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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your correspondence of 9 July 2024

 

Ngā mihi

 

Ministerial Services 
Te Waka Kōtuia | Engagement & Partnerships 
NZ Transport Agency Waka Kotahi

Connect with us on Social Media

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert <Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2024 1:01 PM
To: Simon.bridges@nzta.govt.nz; Nicole Rosie <Nicole.Rosie@nzta.govt.nz>
Cc: Councillor Nicola Young <Nicola.Young@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Tony
Randle <Tony.Randle@wcc.govt.nz>; Councillor Ray Chung
<Ray.Chung@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Thorndon Quay, Wellington - transport project

 

Kia ora Simon and Nicole

 

Please attached a letter from four Wellington City Councillors articulating their
concerns and that of many constituents (residents and businesses) that they represent
in respect of the work being currently undertaken on Thorndon Quay (funded 51% by
NZTA).

 

Regards

Diane

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
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P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx  | W Wellington.govt.nz | F dianecalvertnz | T dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only. If you are
not the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its
contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

This message, together with any attachments, may contain information that is
classified and/or subject to legal privilege. Any classification markings must be
adhered to. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, disclose,
disseminate, copy or use the message in any way. If you have received this message in
error, please notify us immediately by return email and then destroy the original
message. This communication may be accessed or retained by Waka Kotahi NZ
Transport Agency for information assurance purposes.

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not
guarantee the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not
secure, therefore Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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From: Tom Hunt
To: Councillor Diane Calvert
Cc: Julie Jacobson
Subject: Re: FW: Thorndon Quay- a media release from NZTA
Date: Wednesday, 7 August 2024 12:22:53 pm

Thanks Diane - I have gone to NZTA to see what specifically changed.
Hoping to hear back today but suspect it will be tomorrow.
Cheers

On Wed, Aug 7, 2024 at 12:15 PM Councillor Diane Calvert
<Diane.Calvert@wcc.govt.nz> wrote:

 

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward

 

 

P  | E xxxxx.xxxxxxx@xxx.xxxx.xx   | W  Wellington.govt.nz  | F dianecalvertnz | T  dianecalvertnz | W
dianecalvert.nz

The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

From: Councillor Diane Calvert 
Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2024 12:14 PM
To: Mayor Tory Whanau <Tory.Whanau@wcc.govt.nz>; DL: Councillors
<councillors@wcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Thorndon Quay- a media release from NZTA

 

I have just received advice that NZTA issued a media release last week. It would seem
that because WCC has made scope changes to the Thorndon Quay/Hutt Rd projects then
that “means the project's future plans and funding need to be reassessed.” So it appears any
reassessment goes beyond speed bumps or raised platforms. This also has wider ramifications for
the GoLden Mile.

Clearly there is conflicting advice. We need to get one version of the facts and have time to digest
the information. Proceeding to a decision tomorrow at the Regulatory Processes meeting on
outdated and inconsistent info is not upholding good governance. It also raises significant concerns
around the whole project which we need to ensure are addressed comprehensively.

Regards

s7(2)(f)(ii)
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Diane

NZTA Media Release

Projects previously part of Let’s Get Wellington Moving, such as the Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road
works, retain funding previously approved by the NZTA/Waka Kotahi Board.

However, if the Wellington City Council (WCC) changes the scope or cost of such projects, it has to
return to the Board for re-approval to ensure the project is still a value-for-money investment and 
aligns with the  Government Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS) 2024.

 The scope of the Thorndon Quay and Hutt Road project has changed. We are working with WCC
to understand the impacts of the changes proposed. This means the project's future plans and
funding need to be reassessed.

 This reassessment must align with the direction and priorities set out in the new GPS where the
Government has signalled a shift in direction in road safety investment.

Local Road Improvements – GPS 2024 (pg 31)

“This activity class is for the purpose of investment in new local roads and improving
existing local roads, and end of life bridge and structures renewals.

 Investment in this activity class prioritises the strategic priorities of supporting economic
growth and productivity, and a safe and resilient transport system. Funding in this activity
class will be focused on improving efficiency and reducing congestion and travel times.

 The Government expects that funding in this activity class will not be used to invest in
other new multi-modal improvements, i.e., cycleways and busways, or fund traffic calming
measures, such as speed bumps, raised crossings and in-lane bus stops, which
inconvenience motorists.”

 Safety - GPS 2024 (pg 32)

“Funding toward road safety will be focused on safer roads, safer drivers, and safer
vehicles. This includes on initiatives necessary for reducing barriers for private sector
investment into road safety, and on activities necessary to support the Government’s
approach to the setting of speed limits.

 The Government expects that investment from this activity class will not be made in traffic
calming measures such as raised pedestrian crossings, raised platforms, speed bumps,
and in-lane bus stops on state highways and local roads.”

 NZTA/Waka Kotahi funding decisions via the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP), must
give effect to the GPS and align with its policy direction.

The next NLTP, which will outline future national and regional funding allocations, including 
Regional Land Transport plans and road safety investment, is due to be published in September.

 

 

Councillor Diane Calvert

Wellington City Council | Wharangi/Onslow-Western Ward
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The information contained in this email is privileged and confidential and intended for the addressee only.  If you are not
the intended recipient, you are asked to respect that confidentiality and not disclose, copy or make use of its contents.
If received in error, you are asked to destroy this email and contact the sender immediately. Your assistance is
appreciated.

 

 

The information contained in this e-mail message and any accompanying files is or may be confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
any use, dissemination, reliance, forwarding, printing or copying of this e-mail or any attached files is unauthorised. This e-mail is subject to
copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or communicated without the written consent of the copyright owner. If you have
received this e-mail in error please advise the sender immediately by return e-mail or telephone and delete all copies. Stuff does not guarantee
the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this e-mail or attached files. Internet communications are not secure, therefore
Stuff does not accept legal responsibility for the contents of this message or attached files.
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