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Submission is on behalf of Inner City Wellington (ICW) 
19 May 2017 

 

 

Changes to Long-Term Plan (Annual Plan 2017/18) 

ICW’s submission focuses on areas of particular importance to our members.   

Homelessness and antisocial street activity 

Investigate supported living 
for people who experience 
ongoing homelessness 

ICW supports an initiative that provides a home for those with 
ongoing homelessness.  A 2016 media report outlines the proposal 
more clearly than in the Annual Plan draft - 
http://www.radionz.co.nz/news/national/312534/%27wet-
house%27-plan-to-tackle-wellington-homelessness  .  
 
This report states that it will be better in the central city so it can be 
closer to support services and will house 30-40 people, rather than 
the 8 bed facility originally proposed for Island Bay in 2009. This 
earlier proposal failed due to community resistance and funding 
problems.   
 
We have been told that a central city location has been identified, 
but has not been disclosed.  ICW wants to be involved in the 
discussions on how the facility will be implemented and operated 
to ensure that the neighbouring residents, organisations and 
businesses interests are also taken into account.   
 
Housing 30-40 people with high-social needs in one 
accommodation site will create its own set of challenges. The 
business case must address whether this approach is better than 
smaller units in multiple locations in the central city and in suburbs. 
Economy of scale for the support services should not be the only 
factor considered. Our members will want assurance that the 
appropriate supports will be put in place and maintained over time.   
 
ICW is keen to assist and support this initiative, but we need to 
have information, including the location, in a timely manner to 
provide that input.  The bulk of the details of the business case 
should not be commercially-sensitive. Information must be made 
available to our membership and the public on what is necessary to 
make this facility work.   
 
WCC refers to ‘Housing First’; but is this the same as the   
‘Housing First’ initiative in Auckland which is receiving $3.75m from 
Government over two years, along with $1m from Auckland 
Council?  This link describes the principles behind the initiative.  
ICW wants clarity on what the WCC approach entails.  
 

mailto:innercitywellington@gmail.com
http://www.radionz.co.nz/news/national/312534/%27wet-house%27-plan-to-tackle-wellington-homelessness
http://www.radionz.co.nz/news/national/312534/%27wet-house%27-plan-to-tackle-wellington-homelessness
https://www.housingfirst.co.nz/housing-first
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Projects to reduce antisocial 
behaviour on city streets 

ICW supports a review of the approach to managing begging and 
associated anti-social behaviour, but we do not agree with the lack 
of funding for 2017/18.  
 
ICW does not support WCC’s adopted policy of ‘to explicitly tolerate 
begging as part of the cityscape’.1  This has not been effective and 
has resulted in an increase in antisocial behaviour on city streets; 
an increase that WCC has acknowledged in the draft Annual Plan. 
 
ICW calls for further funding in 2017/18 given that no funding was 
tagged to the Street Management Policy agreed in April 2016, and 
the acknowledged increase of antisocial behaviour.  This funding 
should come from reducing by 50% the substantial allocation to the 
new public event celebrating Matariki and new winter outdoor 
events.  (See our separate response on this proposal).  Without 
funding in the 2017/18 Annual Plan, any initiatives developed will 
have to come from existing, committed budgets or wait until the 
2018/19 annual plan process. This is not acceptable. 
 
It is disappointing there are no details of the options being 
investigated for the public to provide feedback on, despite being 
advised in February this year that work was underway on these. 
There is no summary of the effectiveness of the current street 
management approaches after a year of operating the policy.  Only 
one has had any visibility (Local Hosts and Outreach team engaging 
with people begging), though there is a view that this has reduced. 
Others, such as ‘Encourage and engage residents, retailers and 
other businesses to take care of the public space outside their 
premises ‘ are unworkable in the current environment.  The 
‘acceptable use of footways’ (ie, no furniture and that WCC will 
remove it) has not been well communicated to retailers, businesses 
or residents. 
 
ICW does not support the funding options indicated for the 
forthcoming projects. Special rates – who will be targeted? Owner 
and industry contributions – who/why?  Grants – for how long?  
This is a society problem; mostly impacting on the residents and 
businesses in the inner city. The costs of resolving this problem 
must be shared across all ratepayers. 
 
ICW agrees that the ‘begging’ issue is complex and that multiple 
solutions are required.  It would help to separately identify the 
different groups (homeless, rough sleeping by choice, poverty, drug 
addiction, mental health issues, opportunists, criminal) so policy 
and operational responses can be clearly developed and targeted to 
each group.   
 
We call for further investigation of the Peoples Project in Hamilton 

                                                             
1 Community, Sport and Recreation Committee, 13 April 2016. 
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referred to in the April 2016 report, which combined a social 
approach through its Housing First initiative and a bylaw that set 
out nuisance behaviour, including begging. Note that the bylaw 
does not prohibit passive begging.  

 

Arts and culture 

Expand Wellington’s arts and 
culture programmes to 
include a new public event 
celebrating Matariki and a 
diverse, city-focused outdoor 
event series. 

ICW does not support funding the full $500,000 for a new public 
event celebrating Matariki and a diverse, city-focused outdoor 
event series. 
 
As previously noted, ICW believes that 50% of this funding should 
be transferred to fund the projects to address antisocial behaviour. 
$250,000 would provide sufficient funds to either support the 
existing Matariki programme providers2 or develop a diverse, city-
focused outdoor event series. This expansion programme is part of 
the Mayor’s election campaign, but all election promises do not 
have to be delivered in year one. ICW supports having them but in 
an equitable manner. 
 
ICW members value the arts and culture programme in the inner 
city; that is one of the primary drawcards for many residents and 
supports many businesses. However, the additional programmes 
are for the housed, the fed, and the ‘well’. This annual plan only 
gives a business plan for a potential solution to those who are 
begging on our streets. This is inequitable. 

 

Resilience/earthquake strengthening initiatives 

Seismic Building Intelligence 
System – installation of 
sensors to track changes in 
building structures in an 
earthquake 

ICW supports this initiative. 
 
Data is critical to making informed decisions in the event of an 
earthquake and post-earthquake assessments of buildings.  At least 
two of our members have expressed interest in having a sensor in 
their building as part of the WCC network.  We know that some 
building owners have already installed their own sensors and that 
WCC is keen to access that data as well. 
 
A clear protocol on how the information will be used by WCC is 
critical before WCC-funded sensors are installed in buildings, or 
before access is provided to privately-funded sensors.     
 
ICW does not support the outlined funding options for this project.    
The data is from selected buildings that will provide the range that 
is required to benefit the resilience of the city – not just the 
building owners.  The project costs must be funded by all 
ratepayers.   

Town Hall earthquake ICW has several questions on this project: 

                                                             
2 There was an extensive programme for Matariki 2016 (http://www.matarikiwellington.org/exhibitions/ ) 

http://www.matarikiwellington.org/exhibitions/
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strengthening  How is WCC funding the projected $89.9 million given that a 
portion of the funding was from the sale of the ground lease of 
the Jack Ilott Green, which is no longer occurring? 

 What is the current status of the MFC Carpark development, 
given that funding from that will contribute to the Town Hall 
costs? 

 How will the proposed development of the MFC Carpark site 
take into account the 850,000 litre sewer tank underneath the 
carpark? 

Develop a seamless one-stop 
shop, customer-focussed case 
management approach. 
 
 

ICW supports the proposed ‘seamless one-stop shop’, customer-
focussed case management approach. Many of our members are in 
body corporates who are experiencing first-hand the challenges of 
negotiating complex regulatory processes. This includes heritage 
constraints, which is excluded from the list of processes. 
 
But where is a similar service for body corporates progressing 
complex, expensive strengthening projects in multi-owner 
environments? 
 
ICA submitted on the 2016 Draft Annual Plan asking for an advisory 
service to be established to assist body corporates to progress 
complex, expensive seismic strengthening of earthquake prone 
buildings.   
 
The request was not included at that time due to the appointment 
of a new Chief Planning Officer. Since then the request has 
languished in the bureaucracy of WCC, despite Clr Pannett 
requesting that it be considered and responded to in a timely 
manner. 
 
All Lambton Ward Councillors and the Mayor supported such a 
service being implemented in their pre-election statements to ICA.  
It is disappointing that nothing has progressed.  

 

Removal of fees 

Discounted fees for smoke-
free outdoor dining on 
pavement areas 
-  100% discount for full 

smokefree dining 
 

ICW supports this initiative. It reinforces an important public health 
message. 
 
There should be consistency to other outdoor areas, such as 
balconies/verandas that have an air space encroachment. Are these 
owners being encouraged to go smokefree and receive a discount 
on the air lease fee? 
 
What incentives are being applied to owners who have built 
outdoor areas within their own envelope to go full smokefree? 
 
Is this only available to outdoor dining areas and not bars? 

Discounted fees for smoke-
free outdoor dining on 
pavement areas 

ICW does not support this initiative. It does not send a strong public 
health message, which is the goal for the discount of fees.  
 



 

Page 5 of 6 
 

- 50% discount for areas 
with no smokefree 
restrictions 

This proposal is more aligned with the Mayor’s election campaign 
to remove fees for outdoor dining on public land to increase seating 
capacity and help create vibrant, social outdoor areas.  While ICW 
support the creation of vibrant, social outdoor areas, this approach 
provides a subsidy for some businesses over other businesses. 

 

3 year work programme 

ICW broadly supports the goals and actions outlined in the 3-year work programme and the focus 

areas.   The city has to continue to grow and develop, and maintain and enhance the characteristics 

that bring residents, businesses and organisations to the inner city. But it must also be affordable.  

The reservation in the support is that WCC continue to maintain the rates increase below the 

projected rates increases in the Long Term Plan.  We have seen in this Annual Plan election promises 

taking precedence over real need. ICW acknowledges that savings have been made in the Council 

and that the projected rates increase for the 2017/18 is below what was envisaged in the Long Term 

Plan.  This has to continue.  

Re-phasing of Kumutoto public space and Frank Kitts Part: ICW would like to be involved in the 

consultation on the proposed developments of this site as open green space is important to our 

members. 

Ideas for engagement 

ICW submits that WCC should actively sign up to the Government Open Data Declaration3 and Open 

Government Partnership4 to demonstrate a real commitment to proactively making the data and 

information that the public need to engage effectively, readily available. These can be implemented 

in local government as well as central government.  WCC already makes geospatial data available, 

but more could be achieved under such a programme.   

Some examples of what could improve engagement are: 

 Providing links to key reports and relevant committee papers under the relevant policies on 

the website. This would make it easier for the public to identify and access the analysis that 

has been undertaken.  Finding reports in committee papers can be very time consuming. 

 Publishing the papers presented to committees as separate reports on the website, as well 

as the full report. The full report with all papers is useful for Councillors, but they take a long 

time to download for people on dialup or with minimal data plans, when all they want is one 

report.  The individual reports exist already and it is only a small step to make it a PDF and 

publish it under the relevant committee meeting. It will also make it easier to link the papers 

under the relevant policy. 

 Make a conscious decision on every report that is written or commissioned by WCC as to 

why it shouldn’t be proactively released on the website. This action, along with the above 

bullet points, would reduce the number of LGOIMA requests. 

                                                             
3 https://www.ict.govt.nz/guidance-and-resources/open-government/declaration-open-and-transparent-
government/  
4 http://www.ssc.govt.nz/nz-ogp-action-plan  

https://www.ict.govt.nz/guidance-and-resources/open-government/declaration-open-and-transparent-government/
https://www.ict.govt.nz/guidance-and-resources/open-government/declaration-open-and-transparent-government/
http://www.ssc.govt.nz/nz-ogp-action-plan
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 Make tabular data available in .csv or Excel format. For example, the list of Earthquake 

Prone Buildings is in PDF so it cannot be readily analysed without first ‘scraping’ it to put into 

a spreadsheet. If WCC cannot create a .csv file from the source (which would be surprising) it 

should undertake the scraping so the public can readily access it. 

 Make the annual budget for each output/project, the targets and the progress readily 

available by linking to the policy rather have them hidden in large, complex reporting 

documents. While this would be an extra step for WCC it would enhance engagement by 

those who want this level of detail. 

 Having the closing time for submissions at 8am on the Monday morning, rather than 5pm on 

the previous Friday. Voluntary groups are often researching, gathering data and preparing 

submission in the evening or on weekends. It would provide enhanced engagement to have 

the weekend to finalise submissions rather than close consultation on a Friday. 

On a particular topic, ICW submits that the allocation of the Downtown Levy should be reviewed in 

each triennial Long Term Plan process to provide an opportunity for all commercial, industrial and 

business property owners, who are subject to the rate, to give input into their priorities for the fund.  

The Downtown Levy (to ‘support tourism promotion and weekend free parking’) is effectively a 

Business Improvement District targeted rate for inner city property owners, without them having the 

benefit of having voted on it or having a say on how it is used.  While it may not change, providing 

that opportunity for input is part of Goal 5, Focus Area 2: improved engagement. 

This submission has been developed in line with the priority focus areas of the ICW Strategic Plan 

under Sustainable Development and Local Democracy, which was approved at our recent AGM. We 

did not consult directly with our membership on this submission.  We intend to canvas views on 

specific topics (such as the homeless housing proposal and projects to address antisocial behaviour, 

and the Downtown Levy) to inform further engagement with WCC. 


