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706 Aiken Gail   4 1 

669 Bainbridge Julianne   4 2 

732 Baker Ross Heritage New 
Zealand 
Pouhere 
Taonga 

Planner 4 4 

686 Blaikie Justin   4 7 

703 Blaikie Justin Kaikohe and 
Districts 
Sportsville 

Chairman 4 8 

582 Bradbury Alan   4 10 

583 Bridge Shirley   4 21 

562 Brown Leanne Farmer Owner 4 22 

590 Buselich Ivan   4 23 

596 Buxton Vincent   4 30 

739 Carr Joe (I.R) & 
Kate (C.F) 

  4 34 

646 Clunie Mark   4 35 

633 Cooper Vaughan Northland Inc General Manager 
Investment and 
Infrastructure 

4 36 

603 Dampney Richard   4 39 

696 Dangen Neville Farming Farm mannager 4 40 

676 Davenport Chloe   4 41 

734 Davies Cedric   4 43 

625 De Ruiter Steven Real property 
Kerikeri Ltd 

Director 4 44 

719 Duncan Suzanne   4 48 

571 Ehlers-Hoeps Birgit   4 50 

726 Exel Leonie The BOI 
Watchdogs 

Co-ordinator 4 51 

716 Fewtrell Debbie   4 54 

628 Fife Helen Ratepayer  4 55 

738 Foster Karl & 
Naomi 

  4 56 

638 Francis Darryl StaffCare StaffCare 4 58 

690 Francis Malcolm Kawakawa 
Business and 
Community 
Association 

Chairman 4 60 

737 Gardner Richard Federated 
Farmers of 
New Zealand 

 4 67 

592 Giesbers Anthony GF Farm Ltd Director/Shareholder 4 79 

648 Hanrahan Steve Tourism 
Industry 
Aotearoa 

Advocacy and 
Engagement 
Manager 

4 80 

639 Harman Andrea farming owner 4 85 
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659 Hart Simon Kerikeri 
Cricket Club 

Chairperson 4 86 

740 Hayes J Michael   4 89 

688 Heald Marie   4 90 

727 Hick June Broadwood 
Community 
Progressive 
Committee 

 4 91 

722 Horsford Morgan   4 93 

627 Imlach James New Zealand 
Motor 
Caravan 
Association 
Inc. 

New Zealand Motor 
Caravan Association 
Inc. 

4 94 

717 Inverarity Noeline & 
Peter 

  4 95 

569 Janif Abdul   4 96 

618 Joiner Kirsty Rawene Area 
Residents 
Association 

Treasurer/Secretary 4 97 

699 Joiner Craig Rawene Area 
Residents 
Association ,  
Rawene 
Sailing Trust 

Member , Member 4 99 

598 Jones Peter The Landing Director 4 100 

712 Jones Karl   4 111 

712 / 731 Jones Karl   4 112 

731 Jones Kathy   4 114 

730 Jones Kathy   4 116 

677 Kerr Shem   4 117 

573 king fiona   4 118 

577 Lawson Shane Lawson Acres 
Ltd 

Director 4 119 

700 Lewis Linda & 
Neville 

  4 120 

619 Liddell Roger   4 121 

626 Ludbrook Kerry   4 122 

565 Marsh Roger Hihi Residents 
& Ratepayers 
Association. 

Chairperson 4 125 

629 Mason John   4 126 

698 Mccartain Gayle   4 128 

650 McDougall Jenny Manaki Tinana 
Trust 

Board Member 4 130 

561 McVeagh Janine   4 131 

657 McVeagh Jessie Please select Please select 4 132 

653 Moore Fran   4 135 
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724 Painting-Davis Edith Bay of Islands 
College 

Bay of Islands 
College 

4 139 

640 Palmer Ian   4 140 

647 Pangari Aleysha   4 143 

564 Panther Andrea Kaitaia 
Business 
Association 

Chair 4 144 

623 Parker Charles Business 
Paihia 

Chair 4 145 

679 Pearse Susan   4 149 

567 Popata Jaroz   4 150 

720 Pratt Laurell   4 151 

714 Randell Lawrence   4 152 

715 Randell Steph   4 153 

733 Rawson Lily   4 154 

568 Rolleston Kerry   4 155 

615 Shackleton Roy   4 156 

589 Simm Mike Northland 
Experiences 
Ltd 

Director 4 158 

654 Simm Mike Kerikeri 
Retirement 
Village Ltd 

Chairman 4 161 

614 /725 Simpson Arran   4 165 

585 Stanley Blair   4 170 

665 Sumpter Hilary Kerikeri 
Retirement 
Village 

Kerikeri Retirement 
Village 

4 181 

721 Taikato Luanne Motatau 
Marae 

 4 189 

725 Taikato Luanne Motatau 
Marae 

 4 191 

637 Tari Adrienne Pou Herenga 
Tai Twin Coast 
Cycle Trail 
Trust 

General Manager 4 192 

584 te Hau Hinurewa Creative 
Northland 

General Manager 4 193 

92 Terlesk Robyn The Centre at 
Kerikeri 
Limited 

Chairman/Director 4 194 

586 Ward Mieke Baysport Inc. Secretary 4 195 

735 Werner Janice   4 206 

736 Whittaker Roslyn K W & R P 
Whittaker 
Family Trust 

 4 207 
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610 Wilson Rob Kapiro 
Residents 
Association 

chair 4 208 

644 Wilson Murray   4 210 

707 Wood Andy A C Wood 
family Trust 

Trustee 4 211 

708 Yakas Kelly   4 212 

622 Zivkovich Angella Estate of Kaie 
Zivkovich 

 4 213 

466   Parapara Road 
Residents 
Group 

 4 214 

620   FNHL  4 215 

630   Water Safety 
New Zealand 

 4 228 

656   Friends of the 
Rangitane 
river 

 4 240 

705   Our Kerikeri 
Community 
Charitable 
Trust 

 4 242 

 



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Aiken 

First name Gail 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Changing to a CV based system would increase the rates for a high 
proportion of ratepayers in the Far North and it would be a 
disincentive to using and developing land well.  Maintaining a land 
based (LV) system is better for rate payers. It incentivises efficient 
use of land and doesn’t reward those who do not develop their 
land. In addition it is easy to administer. It is fair - those with more 
valuable land pay more. Your table of examples is unhelpful as it 
does illustrate what rates would be in 10 years under the current 
system so we can't make a direct comparison. What does appear 
clear though is that the percentage increase in rates is higher in 
poor areas such as Rawene than rich areas such as Paihia. 
Yes, remove both flat rates. 
No, don't reduce the extra charge to businesses and transfer this to 
the general rate. 
No, the public good charge for water and wastewater to every 
rateable property should not be introduced. Having septic tanks 
emptied is expensive anyway as is buying tank water. 
 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

With regards drinking water FNDC could do so much more. 
Facilitate installation of rainwater collection tanks. Ensure there is 
no financial penalty for these. Make use of 'economy of scale' to 
buy tanks at reduced cost and pass on reductions to homeowners. 
Offer rent to buy schemes for householders. 
Reduce pressure on drinking water systems by encouraging, 
facilitating and supporting waterless composting toilets. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 706 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:21 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Bainbridge 

First name Julianne 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

That's a loaded question. Obviously everyone supports economic 
development but investing in N/Inc who have not traditionally 
involved the far north to any extent is not the way to do it. If you 
want to enable sustainable economic development then support 
our primary producers. Incidentally capital value rating will not do 
that and economic development is driven by market forces not 
career academics in offices. 
If the council wants to encourage development they can do it in 
other ways. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I do not consent to changing the rating system. It is counter 
productive promoting economic growth.  Why tax those who have 
done well by sheer hard work to effectively give free money to 
others? Resource consent and building fees have already been paid 
in development of properties. Penalising hard working ratepayers 
is not ethical. No farmer in his right mind would agree to his own 
rates being increased because his brother's rates are going down as 
per the naïve graphics on page 22.  The council slogan is to provide 
fairer and simpler rates.  I would like to know who it is currently 
unfair to?  We are currently paying $18500  in rates to the two 
councils and get very little in return.  You are now saying we should 
pay 26% more (the first year, I have been unable to find out what it 
will be in 2031) and still receive very little.  Rural New Zealand is 
working hard and paying for itself to better its waterways and land 
management.  I do not consent to rural New Zealand also paying 
for urban New Zealand to do the same.  All water, waste water and 
sewerage should be user pays. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I submit that the rates dollar for roading increases from 17c to 19c 
in the dollar ($1,940,000.00 on a rate take of $97 million), the 
footpath allocation of 1c ($970,000.00) is reinstated and the 
recreation allocation is raised to 7c from 5c ($1,940,000.00). This is 
in line with the allocations for 2018/2019 when future planning 
was allocated 8c; a still high but more palatable figure than the 12c 
allocated in 2020/21 and set to continue in 2021-2031.   
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
Page 15 regenerative agriculture. Cows, the most vilified animal on 
the planet are part of the carbon cycle. If the rate take is $97 mil 
and you can't afford to do stuff, realocate funds within your 
budget. 12c in the $ for future planning over 10years is far too 
much. Return transport 17c and parks & reserves 5c to their 
2018/19 figures of 20c and 7c respectively and reduce forward 
planning to 8c so that people benefit in the here and now. Also an 
organisation of this size does not need 4 tiers of management 
when covid showed us that essential workers were the people on 
the ground. 
I do not consent to FNDC having more debt levels.   
I do not consent to rural paying for urban to get their water, 
sewerage and stormwater up to standard.  This must be user pays, 
that is the fair option. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 669 

Date and time  06/04/2021 07:18 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Baker 

First name Ross 

Organisation Heritage New 
Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga 

Position Planner 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Receipt No 732 

Date and time 07/04/2021 08:27 AM 

Volume 4 4



6 April 2021 

Far North District Council 

Kia ora 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Submission – Long Term Plan 

Please accept this letter as Heritage New Zealand Pouhere taonga’s submission on the Far North 
District Council’s proposed Long Term Plan. 

The Council’s Operative District Plan schedules many places and structures that it considers 
important and reflective of the district’s history. From our viewing of Long Term Plan there appears 
to be no funding or rates relief provision that would encourage the protection and preservation of 
these places. The Draft District Plan places some emphasis on the region’s heritage and its 
protection, yet it appears that the proposed LTP does not afford any budget to assist with that 
protection. 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga recommends that the Council establishes a heritage fund 
that will encourage owners, or potential purchasers of scheduled properties to maintain these assets 
for the benefit of the Far North.   

It is also recommended that Council establishes a rates relief or rebate structure for owners of 
properties that are scheduled in the District Plan. 

Heritage buildings and structures paint a picture of the Far North as it once was prior and adds to 
the cultural, social and economic wellbeing of the community. They are an important focal point in 
any placemaking process and provide educational and tourism value.   

The above funding proposals will assist in the preservation of such structures and stem the tide of 
heritage destruction across the district. 

It is also of note that the consultation material makes no reference to heritage insofar as the 
protection and enhancement of heritage in the Far North and therefore does not align with the Draft 
District Plan. 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga wishes to be heard should the LTP advance to a hearing. 
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The contacts for Heritage New Zealand are Ross Baker and Bill Edwards (Northern Area Manager) 

Nga mihi 

Ross Baker 

Planner 

Planner | Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga | PO Box 836, Kerikeri 0245 | 

PH: (64 9) 407 0470 | MOBILE: 027 351 9843 |  EMAIL: rbaker@heritage.org.nz 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Blaikie 

First name Justin 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

This is a groundbreaking initiative and I urge FNDC to support this 
proposal to switch to a fairer rating system which acknowledges 
those with a greater capacity to pay for the infrastructure and 
services the Far North Community needs are rated accordingly. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

FNDC must prioritse more sustainbable and culturally appropriate 
municipal treatment of wastewater. Land based options must be 
fully explored so that Maori values are upheld in terms of tikanga 
around the disposal of human waste. I will be submitting to the 
district plan strongly suggesting radical changes to how FNDC 
manages wastewater/stormwater and drinking water supplies. 
Making water tanks compulsory for all new builds in areas that 
have existing municipal supplies will lead to less future investment 
in this space by the council. This will allow for greater invetment in 
land based wastewater treament. Separation of grey water is 
another key initiative that will bring the cost of land based 
treatment of blackwater down considerably. Grey water is able to 
be seperated easily on many existing houses, particularily those 
with timber pilings. Stormwater intrusion into existing wastewater 
networks is a significant problem in Rawene this again is making 
landbased solutions more unaffordable. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 686 

Date and time 06/04/2021 08:26 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Blaikie 

First name Justin 

Organisation Kaikohe and 
Districts 
Sportsville 

Position Chairman 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 703 

Date and time 06/04/2021 09:18 PM 
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Attention; FNDC 

 

To whom it may concern, 

                                             Kaikohe and Districts Sportsville wishes to make the following written 

submission to FNDC’s LTP 2021 -2031. 

 

Firstly, KDS supports the council’s initiative to switch to a more fairer rates collection system based 

on capital value, this will provide for a more equitable approach to funding the infrastructure and 

services the Far North Community needs.  

Secondly, KDS strongly urges that FNDC establishes a targeted rate for the operational funding of 

sporting facilities. Sports and recreation facilities are an essential part of community well – being, 

especially as we move further into the digital age and our youth are being increasingly afflicted by 

mental health problems.  

Thirdly, KDS strongly urges FNDC to set aside funding provision for a detailed business case and 

feasibility analysis for an aquatic facility in the mid north. Aquatic exercise is perfect for the elderly 

and infirm and those needing rehabilitation from injury.  The Far North is a district that is 

surrounded by water, and to be in a situation where water safety education is impeded due to 

schools being unable to afford pools speaks strongly to FNDC  needing to show leadership in this 

space, and commit to a financial plan for aquatic facilities in the future.  

Lastly KDS supports the establishment of a reserve fund to account for depreciation of the new 

sporting complex being planned for Lindvart Park, it is crucial that funds are available for long term 

maintenance and renewals of this asset.  

 

I wish to speak to this submission to FNDC. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Justin Blaikie 

Chairman – Kaikohe and Districts Sportsville.  
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Bradbury 

First name Alan 

Organisatio
n 

 Position  

Which 
option do 
you think 
will work 
best for our 
147 
Housing for 
the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

 

Do you 
support the 
option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
developme
nt? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

 

Do you 
agree with 
the 
changes to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler 
rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

 

Is there any 
other 
feedback 
you would 

This submission may have been sent twice as I was unable to go back to access my 
saved work to ensure it was in order 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
informatio
n 

See attachments next page

Which 
ward do 
you live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 582 

Date and time 06/04/2021 12:42 PM 
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Submission on the Proposed FNDC Rating Method 

1) This is my brief personal submission focused principally on the proposal to change from LV to CV based 

rating. I am a residential ratepayer living in Kerikeri. 

2) In addition to this document I fully endorse the very comprehensive and well-articulated submission made 

by Kerikeri and Surrounds Ratepayers and Residents Association. For the sake of clarity I have attached a copy 

of this submission however I would like both submissions to stand separately in my name. 

My main concern is around the issue of affordability for the substantial increases that will fall upon residential 

ratepayers. You contend in your background information that the change is about “fairness” however this 

perception of fairness is very much dependent on what side of this equation you lie. The basis for your 

assumption seems to lie in your argument that “the value of your property is considered the best measure of a 

person’s ability to pay” and therefore residents with properties of “high” CV should be taxed as highly as 

possible to allow businesses to pay less. This argument does not consider the income of the individual 

ratepayer, is completely erroneous and absolutely unfair. 

Firstly this is tantamount to a thinly disguised wealth tax; something that Central Government has repeatedly 

rejected in this country. To introduce it in the guise of a rates review can only be described as devious at best. 

Secondly it is simply not correct to assume that those owning improved residential properties are best able to 

pay. Many such people have seen their CVs increase through no input of their own due to rising prices and are 

often retirees with no meaningful income at all. In my case e.g. my proposed rates increase just for 2022 is 

11%. Many of my friends and neighbours will be subject to even higher increases in the order of 20% to 30%. 

My superannuation will not increase by 11% next year – unless you know something that I do not. You must 

understand that regardless of your perceptions of a more equitable system, there are a large, and I mean 

large, number of residents who own homes in the mid-price range who simply cannot afford to pay such large 

increases and have no means to adjust their incomes to do so. Consider e.g. plummeting investment interest 

rates which have substantially reduced the income of many retirees. How will that be reconciled with massive 

rate increases? Or will you introduce a substantial, and no doubt bureaucratic rebate system? Where will that 

leave council in future years with large numbers of elderly rates defaulters? Because that is exactly where you 

are heading. Perhaps if you targeted rating exceptionally high CVs with a different taxation category it may 

work to a degree, but I can’t see that happening.  

Thirdly I find your focus on lowering the rates for business premises (to be subsidised by residential properties) 

to be quite offensive. Although most people would agree that businesses need to be viable and have had it 

hard during the last year, so have many others and it cannot be argued that substantially reducing rates paid 

by just one sector of the community fits into your concept of “fairness”. At least most businesses have some 

option to increase their incomes or offset their costs; not so with residents. And businesses are not even being 

asked to pay more but rather less. 

I hope that my submissions above can be taken into account in the final considerations of this currently 

inequitable proposal so that we can indeed have a fair rating policy in the Far North. 

Alan Bradbury, 

Kerikeri 

6 April 2021 
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Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 
On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity” 

It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what Council identified and accepted as ‘unfair’ 
about the current rating method, other than by inference given the proposed changes.   

The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be considered alongside the proposed “Fees & 
Charges Policy”, as well as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 

It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to attract private benefit, verses those are 
deemed to have a ‘public good’ component.  Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost recovery approach to 
activities such as inspecting properties to ensure compliance with various national or local regulations. For 
example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”.  The interactions of households and businesses with FNDC as a 
regulatory agency tasked with administration of legislation are able to be charged on a cost recovery basis. For 
example, Resource Consenting, Building Consenting, and Dog Control.  

I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 

Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services to property and community facilities 
(District Facilities). Council proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General Rates.  

The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however.  Rather it is more convenient for Council and for its 
contractors to bundle all water and wastewater systems together (and potentially stormwater networks) for 
the purpose of setting a price at the District level, rather than having to reveal the actual cost associated with 
each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living in each settlement.   

This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC and LGNZ have been espousing as the 
way forward for the local government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the opposite of 
democratic and of a free market.   If where one lives, or locates their business or home is a private choice, the 
questions of exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is relevant. Council is prepared to 
charge fees for services deemed to deliver a private benefit in other aspects of life choices, why a different 
assumption when it comes to providing water and wastewater services. Council has not made a good 
economic or even social or environmental case for socializing the capital costs of water and wastewater 
infrastructure, other than asserting we all benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across 
the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not a strong rationale for socializing all of the costs of core 
infrastructure across all SUIPs on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of “improvements”. 

The proposed move to socializing the costs of inefficiencies associated with the Far North’s historic settlement 
pattern, and of poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and maintain communities that 
otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay for their own scheme. But there has been no evidence provided that 
there are any communities that can not afford to service debt to pay for their own scheme.  Also, if it was 
simply a matter of socializing the costs of all schemes, then Council would have proposed an equal share in the 
form of a targeted rate to apply to all properties, regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not.  
But that isn’t what FNDC has proposed, rather you have suggested a sliding scale of Rates be charged based on 
a limited view of ‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one participant in the public 
meeting (held to discuss rates) observed, this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested 
heavily in property are assumed to have higher incomes than those who haven’t invested in property. That 
assumption has not been tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold true. There are exceptions.  The Far 
North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds (32 – 37% of all residents). These are pensioners, often living in 
the family home purchased decades ago, whose income is superannuation, which provides them a net income 
of just $15,000 per annum – less than the average income for the Far North.  The fact that they managed to 
remain in their home and it has appreciated in value relative to other areas, does not mean they have a 
greater ability to pay Rates.  

Volume 4 13



I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to 
evaluate real net income of households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to 
other grants or subsidies via the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing 
adequate infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on 
development opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small 
settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a 
poorly conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 
make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 
systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for renewals 
and upgrades. 

Economists working for Auckland City, where CV is used as the basis for general rates, and where the greatest 
experiment in ‘socialising’ costs of infrastructure (by combining what had been 5 separate local authorities) 
have recently calculated that 59% of all households served by that City would be charged less Rates if Council 
moved to a Land Value basis of rating. That experiment has also produced no evidence that amalgamating or 
outsourcing to a CCO for water services (Metrowater) has improved efficiencies in delivery of services or saved 
Ratepayers any money. 

The Ratepayers of the Far North have not been privy to any equivalent analysis by FNDC in promoting we 
move from LV to CV. You have not told us what proportion of households will pay more and what proportion 
will pay less. The tables provided (p23) only show figures for ‘residential ratepayers’, which suggest we will all 
be paying much more. This implies other land-uses must be the beneficiaries of this proposed change… but 
that is not the reason given for proposing it.  

Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that location, and removing the incentive to retrofit 
or to relocate into more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating unsustainable forms of development. 
It is also discounting the need to lobby Government to assist in funding necessary renewals and upgrades to 
systems necessitated by regulation and national standards established by Government.  

The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for innovation to provide more affordable systems for 
smaller communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our partners”) need to be put on notice 
that the old engineering solutions that have proven so expensive to replace and to upgrade are no longer fit-
for-purpose, and our smaller townships and/or poorer communities will be adapting to more affordable, 
biological solutions for treating waste water, and will be shifting towards a greater self-reliance on rain-water 
harvesting for water supplies. 

I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the weight of trucks allowed on NZ rural roads, it 
did so apparently without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by Ratepayers to ensure roading 
infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the trucking industry and those it serves presumably enjoy savings 
as a result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair to expect they will pay an additional share towards 
improving culverts and bridges to be able to carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards 
maintaining the extensive rural road network on which they rely, along with a minority of residents with low 
weight private vehicles make use of. Indeed those residents frequently submit to Council about the negative 
effects of heavy vehicles on rural roads and the difficulties and adverse effects suffered by their families who 
share these roads with heavy vehicles. If Council really is concerned about social and economic fairness or 
equity, it would have calculated the true cost of maintaining rural roads vs the cost of urban streets and 
charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles using the rural road network. 

 

i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates 

I OPPOSE this change. 
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The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive in rates it just shares it out differently.” 

However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate what has 
been identified as unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for the General Rate. Either 
way, this is a variable amount paid by every SUIP based on their relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V.   

There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the redistribution curves associated with L.V.s and with 
C.V. for the public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs will see a redistribution in 
terms of which SUIPs will contribute more and which will contribute less during a gradual shift to full (100%) 
C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of access to or receipt of services. 

This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital value’ with ‘income’ associated with 
capital improvements to properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements” with income 
earning potential.  

On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of “Progressive tax” in which reference is made to 
low-income and high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those definitions and any of the 
proposed changes to Rating method.  If there had been a relationship, then land-uses associated with 
businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least 1.6x the base rate for ‘residential’ which is 
NOT income earning, but must be paid as an after-tax expense for households).  However, you have not 
proposed an equivalent differential to rural-producers, which are also commercial enterprises (businesses) 
able to claim rates as an expense, and so ought to be charged the same differential as ‘commercial’ land-use 
category of ratepayer, to provide a fair approach towards all businesses (as distinct to residential land uses). 

There would also have been effort made to identify home-based businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and charging an 
additional rate to account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’. 

https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-zealand/2020/02/auckland-s-controversial-bed-tax-is-here-to-
stay.html 

A similar proposal for Queenstown followed a non-binding referendum in that District that saw 80% of 
respondents supporting a bed tax to fund infrastructure. 

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/398561/government-supports-5-percent-bed-tax-in-queenstown 

Similarly, Stewart Island has charged a “visitor tax” of $5/person who disembarks on the Island, as a 
contribution towards infrastructure.  

FNDC has not explored any equivalent charge for visitors arriving for day trips off cruise ships, or arriving by 
sea during yachting regatta, or by air (at airports), or by road who may not stay in any visitor accommodation 
(and so wouldn’t contribute via a bed-tax, or the additional pans charges). 

FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability to pay Rates (affordability) is directly 
correlated to Capital Value of the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate Assumptions include that 
the Far North is expected to continue to have an ‘aging’ population, meaning a greater proportion of residents 
will fall into the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to have limited earning potential as they age. It is also noted 
in the Corporate Assumptions that average household incomes are not expected to rise significantly.  

There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but capital poor”. FNDC has not shown that 
those residing in a higher value property do have additional disposable income to pay Rates, when compared 
to people residing in lesser valued property. It may be that households residing in high value homes are fully 
committed to maintaining that asset and have little additional disposable income, while households residing in 
a lower value property pay less on the mortgage and on maintenance and have a greater disposable income.  

The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with this past decade, as incomes have not kept 
pace with housing costs, and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher proportion of household income.  
I make these points to underscore that the supporting material provided to understand FNDC’s rationale for 

Volume 4 15



proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT provide sufficient information to allow anyone to deem it 
is indeed ‘fairer’.  

The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses (property codes for rating purposes or which 
townships) will benefit the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming will benefit from this 
shift, as these land uses have relatively low value “improvements” as primary production enterprises 
(according to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to higher value improvements 
associated with dairy farm operations). Most of the rate burden, however, will fall on commercial and 
industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher value residential properties.   

Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is contributed to ‘transportation’.  The high 
cost of roading in the Far North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more intensely developed 
Central Business Districts and industrial precincts, but is due to the extensive rural roading network and high 
costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles use of these rural roads. 

This is further evidenced by the small amount each year towards “footpaths” within the ‘transportation 
budget’, at just $150,000 in year 1 of the plan, in each of the Wards. That is a ridiculously small amount when 
the vastly greater share of general Rates are paid by urban communities, some of whom have repeatedly 
submit to Council requesting serious consideration be given to improving unsafe, deficient pedestrian 
environments. For example, in central Paihia.  

Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the beneficiaries of the rural transportation network 
are, and endeavor to charge them a greater share.  Primary-producers are businesses, which have proven 
resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has been noted with FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement.  

As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn experienced by Commercial Ratepayers and 
the many households reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The primary sector’s ability to 
access national aid or other relief following/during a drought or flood sees that sector in a good position to 
contribute fairly towards the transportation network upon which it relies.  

Meanwhile, FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement observes that FNDC will plan using the BERL forecast “mid-
range” – that will see it take at least 3 years for the tourism sector to recover.  The COVID19 Impact Statement 
notes on the last page, quoting TV1 news advising, just before Christmas, that there was “no accommodation 
in the Far North for the coming holiday period”.  That is an absurd statement for FNDC to have accepted, when 
6/8 of the back-packer hostels in Kings Rd, Paihia are now under contract to MSD (for 2 years) to provide 
“emergency accommodation” rather than being available for tourists; when the Copthorne Waitangi was only 
operating at 30% of normal capacity; and, the Millenium hotel chains “Kingsgate” in Paihia remains closed 
other than for ‘emergency accommodation’ (also under contract to MSD).  An accommodation sector that 
‘pivoted’ towards ‘emergency housing’ does not support an equivalent economy to the one that had catered 
to international visitors. It is also becoming apparent that the domestic tourism is quite different, in terms of 
spending patterns, to international visitors.  The point is, don’t assume ‘commercial’ ratepayers are able to 
carry the extra cost associated with FNDC’s proposed shift from LV to CV basis for rates, and continuing to 
subsidize rural businesses need for an extensive rural road network. 

 

ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP) and the Roading Rate ($100/SUIP) 

I OPPOSE this change.  

I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate into it). It is important that every SUIP be 
seen to contribute equally towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community that must fund our local 
authority.  

This reflects that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, while another 10c is for “Regulatory 
Services” (presumably that portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the ‘public good’ share), while 
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12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core functions of the territorial authority that every SUIP 
must support equally, because we all benefit equally as citizens/ratepayers having to provide for local 
government.  

Incidentally, the increase to 12c from just 8c in 2018, represents a serious increase for “future planning”.  It is 
presumed this is to progress the draft Proposed District Plan, and to undertake place-based spatial planning to 
better integrate infrastructure planning with development enabled under the new District Plan.   

It is refreshing to read in Council’s “Capital Achievability Statement” and in the “Infrastructure Strategy” that 
FNDC is acknowledging its historical failure to adequately lead-in to including Capital projects in the Long-Term 
Plan, by first undertaking the evaluations necessary to support a project’s inclusion in the work programme to 
be funded. Effort to undertake the preparatory work, essential to progress a Capital project efficiently from 
financing to delivery, is also reinforced by the ‘asset condition assessments’ and ‘project Darwin’.  It is still 
surprising though, that these activities are still needing to be funded at the high rates forecast, when they are 
initiatives that started some time ago. We have seen GIS and other IT improvements funded frequently over 
the years, with no evidence of any gains in productivity or improvements in strategic or forward planning. And 
our communities have not been engaged in consultation on the future form and functionality of our townships 
in over 20yrs.  

I note that the release of ‘draft’ Proposed District Plan concurrent to the consultation on this Rating Review 
and the Long Term Plan is useful as a reference, to be able to be better informed of the Council’s Planners’ 
thinking, and to be able to compare the ’30 year infrastructure strategy’ to the proposed new plan provisions, 
but it is inconsiderate of Council to also call for ‘submissions’ on that draft at the same time as we are 
preparing submissions to this important Rating review and the Long Term Plan.  

 

iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs) 

I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial SUIPs.  

Commercial activities that have located in commercial zoned property have for too long paid a much greater 
share than other businesses that locate outside of ‘commercial zone’.  The Far North has, consequently, seen a 
lot of businesses establish in the rural-residential area (in workshops, sheds, as stand-alone secondary 
structures). This is inefficient for customers and undermines FNDC’s ability to Rate all businesses fairly and to 
provide for the levels of service required to improve central business districts (such as provision of transit hubs 
and parking structures).  

The Table on p12 reveals that a rural (and lifestyle) property valued at $1m will pay $7,861 Rates per annum 
(in 2030), while an equivalent $1m commercial property will pay $21,375 per annum. The notes to that table 
don’t clarify if these example rates are assuming the move to CV or is based on retaining the status quo. It’s 
also not clear if those example rates have been based on a fixed total rate, or has incrementally increased the 
size of the pie to account for new capital works as per the work program.  Either way, the inequity should be 
glaringly apparent. Both land-uses are ‘enterprise’ engaged in producing and selling wares to customers. Both 
is able to pass on the costs to their customers, and claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense.  The local commercial 
enterprise is most likely to be serving local residents (or visitors). The rural enterprise is more likely an 
exporter, whose produce will be sold offshore. Is there an assumption that the off-shore buyers of that 
produce are less able to pay a fair share towards the costs of production (associated with providing for our 
local council and infrastructure) than are local residents?   

I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to “rural production” SUIPs – as these 
activities are enterprises able to claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out of before tax, gross 
income).  This differential, applied to all forms of enterprise (associated with land-use) has the effect of 
leveling the field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from the net (after-tax) income. The 
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difference in effect on incomes is significant – to the tune of 1.6 x as a minimum to level the playing field – or 
making the tax system fairer. 

 

iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & wastewater to a District-wide approach 

I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all 
Wastewater and Water schemes.  

It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within the Area of Benefit for each scheme. It is also 
important for local democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities retain a very direct 
relationship with their Council, in determining what services are required to property, that Ratepayers will 
have to and are prepared to pay for.  There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’ of Ratepayers by Council. That is 
why we have local democracy and elected representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected 
representatives are to engage with local residents and with the assistance of experts, work to find solutions to 
common problems or to provide for communal needs.  

I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) communities from their ability to influence 
directly what infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.  

It is particularly important for those communities based on historical pre-European settlements and 
relationships to the whenua, that they maintain a direct ability to influence local Council about what they 
require in the way of ‘communal services’ to be funded by Rates. It may be that, if Council is unable to find 
appropriate solutions, that these communities could look to other options for meeting their communal needs. 

If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then it may be necessary to look for additional 
revenue streams or subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development of these areas).  
However, it is important to retain the current ability for Council work together with communities to design or 
to choose innovative schemes that reflect the community’s ability to pay and/or development potential should 
a new scheme be established. It is preferrable to retain the ability to differentiate between the different 
townships’ schemes and communities of interest, over simply spreading costs over all properties throughout 
the District who happen to be connected to any scheme, as though there are no differences between them. 
That is a dis-service to all “communities” served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse 
communities.   

The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX would also have the effect of subsidizing 
inefficient or unsustainable (financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger urban centers, which 
are growing will find themselves having to pay not only for development associated with growth, but also to 
maintain other areas that are not developing, but which may be in decline or static. Rather than a fate 
accompli, innovative solutions are needed to turn around the fate of these smaller settlements, and the 
provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that.  

This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as relevant if Council had reinstated a 
Development Contribution Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next decade, and yet rather 
than identifying the additional capacity to be provided for and enabling development in all serviced 
communities, Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all connected properties. 

Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water more affordable, it is simply making living 
in the Far North less affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable schemes. This would 
mean, for example, that the people of Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to help pay for the new Kerikeri 
Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their own town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in 
terms of OPEX.  The idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help pay CAPEX for a new scheme for 
Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own 
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new scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer rating system”, particularly in light of 
an absence of Development Contributions. 

 

v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge 

I OPPOSE this change 

The “Availability Rate” charge recognizes sunk communal investment, intended to provide a public good and 
to enable a type of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in an absence of such 
schemes.  It is not fair to subsidise those who do not ‘opt in’ to a communal scheme, while still expecting their 
share to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of such subsidies is land-banking, that can force a 
community to have to further extend expensive infrastructure. The main lever a Council has to ‘encourage’ 
development and dissuade from land-banking is to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided 
expressly for the purpose of ‘development’. I submit that you continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 
100%).  

vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater to every rateable property 

I SUPPORT this change 

All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town supply water and sewage schemes. When 
drought hits and tanks are dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water. When one 
towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other systems to assist.  When Waipapa private water 
scheme needed to close, that entire community was able to be connected into the Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, Fire 
Stations, Courts and the like located in townships served by FNDC provided water and wastewater 
infrastructure. That all residents across the District, whether rural or urban, avail themselves of Government 
provided services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these services. 

  

vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the area of benefit cover most of the 
cost 

I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to Water and Wastewater, and the addition of 
a Targeted Rate for properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, where such networks are 
provided.  

However, when properties have historically been required to provide their own stormwater management 
systems as an adjunct to development consents, then they ought to be exempt from contributing to any new 
communal scheme, until such time as they are able to retire their private on-site stormwater systems.  

Furthermore, on-site stormwater systems are an improvement to property that would attract a higher share of 
Rates, should FNDC shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater harvesting tanks to compliment 
the town supply, requiring less draw on the communal system, is an improvement to property that would 
attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for Rates. Retaining walls, to prevent private 
property falling onto public roads similarly, are improvements that would attract higher rates.  These examples 
serve to illustrate that it is NOT fairer to share costs according to ‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer to share 
costs according to land value, as land value is a better proxy for the levels of service and state of development 
of an area. 

 

viii)  Additional Comments 
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The first table on page 23 of the consultation document purports to compare the original methodology to the 
potential change of moving to CV.  Yet the top table contains targeted rates… without explanation as to why 
they are all increasing considerably. I assume that table is showing the effect of combining all the CAPEX costs 
identified in the 10 year work program into a District Wide targeted rate, rather than illustrating the cost per 
connection for each of the communities served by a particular scheme. 

The second table on page 23 of the consultation document is insufficient to be able to compare and consider 
the impact of the shift from LV to CV basis for general rates, as it fails to provide information on all types of 
rates, in only showing “example residential rates by ward and community”.  It is not clear if the total amount 
being taken is held constant, so that it is just the effect of moving from LV to CV that is shown.  I suspect that 
the Total Rates is not held constant, however, as all rates increase significantly for every community – 
suggesting that either the Total Rate take is much higher, or some other category of Ratepayer is paying much 
less. 

 

 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

 

I am affiliated to the Kerikeri & Surrounds Ratepayers & Residents Association. 

Volume 4 20



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Bridge 

First name Shirley 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

My husband is ill and we make $350 a week. Personally there is no 
way we could pay more. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The services that people get in town, we do not get. 
In saying this we need to be fair. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

My husband and I would like to submit that we do not want a rates 
rise. We do not even get the internet where we live. I know you 
won't even listen to me and if you do it will be a miracle.  You need, 
as we have all had to do, pull your head and belt in. Do you need 
me to help manage? 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 583 

Date and time  06/04/2021 12:42 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Brown 

First name Leanne 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 562 

Date and time 06/04/2021 10:16 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Buselich 

First name Ivan 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will 
work best for 
our 147 Housing 
for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Each option has continuing cost to ratepayers. 
This is the fairest to ratepayers, and to ex-ratepayers who are in these units. 
Residents of these units would have paid rates over the years fund this...and 
current ratepayers will be funding their potential 

Do you support 
the option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

The only thing improved by this is the Balance Sheet of Northland Inc. 

Do you agree 
with the 
changes to 
providing fairer 
and simpler 
rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

I hopefully attach my full submission...but the summary is: 
I think the FNDC should not go ahead with the ‘Fairer and simpler rates’ 
scheme at this stage…but should continue to try to make it FAIRER, not 
necessarily simpler, and come back to the rate payers in a year or two with 
another proposal. 
And at that time FNDC should inform each ratepayer of the consequences of 
the changes to their individual rates by printing it on the back of the FNDC 
rate demands. 
And then consult and make a decision. 

Is there any 
other feedback 
you would like 
to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachments next page
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Which ward do 
you live in? 

Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 590 

Date and time 06/04/2021 01:30 PM 
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Ivan Buselich 

Because of illness I am not keen to give a verbal submission in person.

I hope you are able to give this document the weight of a verbal submission.


My biggest concern of the 2021-2031 Long Term Plan is the so called ‘Fairer and simpler rates’, 
pages 21 to 23 of the consultation document., particularly the proposed rural increases.


‘The issue’   
I believe the idea to ‘improve fairness’ is a great idea when it comes to rates.

There is no way a $35 million avocado orchard should pay similar rates to a $2 million beef farm, 
so capital value could be a way to make that fairer.

Unfortunately the proposed numbers make double digit percentage increases fairly common for 
medium and large sized rural properties and these increases are unaffordable in most cases.


I am guessing that the hit to the medium sized properties is to lessen the immediate hit to the 
biggest properties by spreading the change to Capital Value rating over 10 years.

The property i spoke about at the Roadshow is at 188 Wireless Road, just north of Kaitaia; a beef 
farm with a house on it.  It’s rates increase 20% for next year with the change based on 10% 
Capital Rating.

The helpful lady at the Roadshow, from a spreadsheet, (that was not among the documents 
online or on display for the public), calculated that in 2031 with 100% of rating based on Capital, 
(and all other figures staying the same), the increase would be approximately 6% of the 2021 
rates.

In my opinion this is still too high, but because this is the full effect of Capital Rating, the 
2021-2031 figure must be the increase the FNDC staff believe is fair for this property.

So next year’s increase 2021 to 2022 of 20%, (three times the 2021-2031 increase), must be 
extremely unfair.


An honest thing to do would have been to include a chart in the consultation document to show 
the changes in rates after introducing the proposed rates changes, similar to the chart on page 
12, which shows ‘Rural and Lifestyle’ and ‘Commercial’ rates examples for the next 10 years if 
the rates system does not change.

Being fairly honest i would have included a column in both charts to show the 2020-2021 rates, 
so we could easily see what the change would be from what we are paying now.


An even more honest thing to do would have been to print the individual changes on the back of 
the rate demands. 

This will be a major, and for some a crippling change.  It would have been fair to inform each 
ratepayer individually of how the change will effect them…i think the cheapest and best way to do 
that would have been on the back of the rates demand…no extra paper would be needed, no 
extra postage and there is a lot of unnecessary stuff there now which could be printed smaller.


‘1.  Change to capital value rating.’ 
I almost agree with a change to capital value, but the figures proposed are not fair.


The higher the capital value generally the higher the increase.

Our 188 Wireless Road beef farm increases 20% next rates year with the change.

My friend has a beef farm that is worth more…his rates increase by 28%.  His farm has a similar 
ratio of improvements to capital value than ours.

Our less valuable piece of land increases by 18%.

Similarly used land should rated the same.
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The lower the ratio of improvements to capital value, the higher the initial increase.

Our beef farm capital value is approx 12% from improvements…initial rates increase is 20%.

Another friend has a dairy farm that is approx 24% improvement…his initial rates increase is 18%.  
His capital value is approx three times our beef farm

A cousin with a similar dairy farm and an older cow shed has an initial increase of 40%.


I know this will all be evened out by year 10 but…meanwhile the higher valued and higher 
capitalised rural properties will be subsidised by the mid valued lower capitalised farmers who 
can afford it the least.

(Supposedly low value, low capital land have rate decreases but i was sick of hunting out 
examples at that stage of research).


Someone should go back to the figures and try to invent a fairer system.

Fairer is way more important than simpler…It looks like if you use capital values it would be fairer 
to have a differential between farming types.

In point 2 of the document FNDC considers value of property to be the best measure of ability to 
pay…IT IS NOT…land use comes into ability to pay.

Not everyone is going to become kiwifruit orchardists and be able to treat rates increases like a 
flea bite…some of these increases are like losing a leg to a proper farmer (beef, sheep, dairy…
traditional farmer).


‘2.  Remove both flat rates.’ 

I thought the flat rates were to cover council services that are by every ratepayer the same 
amount regardless of their size, eg in theory everyone should pay the same share of the mayor’s 
wages regardless of their size.

There no doubt there are anomalies, (i pay 5 Uniform Charges because i have 5 properties), but 
the only fair way to charge for things like that is a Poll Tax which, i believe, are dirty words.


Leave in the Flat Rates but maybe lower them if FNDC think they don’t select the true amount of 
services that are provided evenly to everyone.


I do have a problem with the sentence, ‘…the amount you pay is based on the value of your 
property which is considered the best measure of a person’s ability to pay.’

To be fair the rating system should also be based on the services a ratepayer receives from the 
FNDC…which has nothing to do with land value.

If FNDC wants to base rates on ability to pay, it should base rates on income, or bank balance…I 
cannot see how ability to pay can be based solely on property value.

Considering land use might get closer to ability to pay but it is still way out from it.


‘3.  ‘Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties’ 

I am guess in this is to disguise the hit commercial will get in future years.

The few examples of commercial and industrial properties i looked at had small decreases but i 
guess as more of the Capital part is used the bigger ones will end up with massive increases.

Short term it looks like mid to large rural and residential will subsidise commercial…but long term 
big commercial will be hit big time.

I can only guess because there was not enough information in the documents to even work out 
the rates beyond 2023…and no examples for rural or commercial.


To find the rates changes for 2022 we had to go to an annoying website, (button to switch 
between rate years was too small, had to re-enter address to find same propertiy’s other rate year, 
had to prove i wasn’t a robot repeatedly), and then it only gave figures of the current and next rate 
year.

There should have been a table like on page 12 with value bands for Rural and Lifestyle and 
Commercial, as well as a column showing the current rates for the example.
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Leave the whole system as it is until more, clearer and more open consultation about rate 
changes occurs.

Hopefully with each individual ratepayer informed of their possible rates for each year over the 
next 10 years, to be completely hones with ratepayers.


‘4.  Move away from scheme -based rates for water and wastewater’ 

Again fairness.

This would only be completely fair if the council paid for each existing septic tank and water 
pump, bore, tank etc and agreed to pay for the maintenance for each farm’s, orchard’s etc system 
(including the unnecessary 10 year cleaning of septic tanks…i don’t think this is a Govt policy…it 
was just a Govt suggestion).

There is no way that it is fair that someone in Waiharara with their own water tank, collecting 
water from the roof, and their own septic tank, should pay anything towards Kerikeri’s new 
system, ( or for a $35million upgrade only after the system was installed.  Why wasn’t the new 
system based on future use no on the current use.

If i had spoken at the hearing i would have dropped in the word s—t.


It would be fairer if the costs were shared between those who are already receiving water and 
sewerage from the FNDC…a flat rate across the district for FNDC water and wastewater users 
only.

No doubt it will be more expensive for those who use the services, but that is fairer than charging 
someone for getting nothing.


I think the FNDC should not go ahead with the ‘Fairer and simpler rates’ 
scheme at this stage…but should continue to try to make it FAIRER, not 
necessarily simpler, and come back to the rate payers in a year or two 
with another proposal. 
And at that time FNDC should inform each ratepayer of the 
consequences of the changes to their individual rates by printing it on 
the back of the FNDC rate demands. 
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Rate Information Database last updated : 10/03/2021 

Property Details for Valuation: 

Property Address : Wireless Road, Kaitaia 0482 

Current Legal Description:  

Title References 

Values for Property ID : 

Code Type 

CV Capital Value ($) 

DAA Kaitaia Drainage 

IV Improvement Value ($) 

LA Land Area (sq metres) 

LV Land Value ($) 

NRC-DR-A1 NRG Drainage Area A1 (sq metres) 

Rateability : Rateable 
Land Use : 12 - Primary Industry-Stock Fattening 

Value 

1140000 

473482 

150000 

473482 

990000 

473482 

Section 20 Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 - Rating units in common ownership 
Main assessment : None 
Linked assessment(s) : None 

Nature of Improvements: Dwelling fencing other buildings other improvement 

Rates for 2022 for rate assessment : 2404225 

Rate Type Type 

Stormwater General Differential Capital Value 

Sewerage Public Good Rate Separate Part 

Water Public Good Rate Separate Part 

General Rates General Differential Capital Value 

Ward Services Rate Te Hiku Differential Separate Part 

General Rate General Differential Land Value 

Kaitaia Drainage Area Rate DAA 

NRG Council Services Rate Separate Part 

N RC Pest Management Rate Separate Part 

NRG Flood Infrastructure Rate Separate Part 

NRG Civil Defence and Hazard Management Rate Separate Part 

NRG Emergency Services Rate Separate Part 

NRG Sporting Facilities Rate Separate Part 

NRG Far North Transport Rate Separate Part 

NRG Infrastructure Rate - Far North District Land Value 

NRG Awanui River Management Rate A - General NRC-DR-A1 

NRG Awanui River Management Rate Rural Indirect Separate Part 

NRG Land and Freshwater Management Rate Land Value 

Total Years Rates 

Value Rate or Charge Amount 

1140000 0.00001450 16.53 

15.00 15.00 

15.00 15.00 

1140000 0.00037140 423.40 

268.00 268.00 

990000 0.00628830 6,225.42 

473482 0.00094300 446.49 

110. 72 110.72 

61.55 61.55 

31.98 31.98 

30.89 30.89 

11.61 11.61 

16.61 16.61 

8.54 8.54 

990000 0.00002370 23.46 

473482 0.00230000 1,089.01 

11.62 11.62 

990000 0.00036280 359.17 

9,165.00 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Buxton 

First name Vincent 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

I don't see how the proposed rating formula is fairer and simpler than 
current system. LV rating is a better more equitable system that promotes 
better town planning. The question is misleading and Council should 
rephrase, provide better information to the general public and consult 
more genuinely on this subject. Local government is not equipped to 
administer a wealth tax with little supporting data on income as it relates 
to CVs. Leave welfare to Central government. 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

I do wish to be heard 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 596 

Date and time 06/04/2021 03:02 PM 
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Submission on the proposed Long Term Plan 

Date: 5th April 2021 

I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 

The focus of my submission is on Kerikeri and the surrounding area where people in our community live and 
regularly come to Kerikeri for services, work, leisure, school and to shop. This area, we call “Greater Kerikeri”, 
encompassing the area inside the triangle formed by Kapiro Road, State Highway 10 and Kerikeri Road plus the 
Doves Bay peninsula including Rangitane, Doves Bay and Opito Bay, the Purerua Peninsula with its communities 
in Te Tii and Tapuaetahi, north from Waipapa to Sandy’s Road, West to the ends of Pungaere, Puketotara and 
Wiroa Road where they join with Waiare Road, and South to Puketona Junction and Waimate North Road to 
Okokako Road, the Inlet Road area including Reinga Heights to the end of Wharau Road, Shepherds and Riddell 
Roads and its branches. 
 

Kerikeri is the district’s largest and fastest growing town. Estimates from .id, the Council’s demographers, show 
the population of Greater Kerikeri to be higher than 18,000 people. This represents more than 25% of the 
entire Far North district population. The population increase in Greater Kerikeri accounted for over half of the 
population growth of the entire district over the last 10 years.  

 

Kerikeri is often overlooked for funding at a national level because our perceived size and growth does not 
meet minimum thresholds. This is partly because the population figures used do not accurately reflect the 
spread nature of the Kerikeri community and the fact that people 20 minutes out have no facilities. They all 
travel in and use the town creating pressure on our infrastructure.  Council needs to use the true size and 
growth figures of Greater Kerikeri in its own planning and in its advocation for resources from Central 
Government.  

 

Kerikeri’s ratepayers are a major contributor to the overall rates revenue for the district due to our “higher than 
average” land values. The proposed changes to the rating formula including the changes to Capital Values will 
shift more of the total rate contribution to Kerikeri residential rate payers.  
 
There is significant research that shows the wide scope of benefit to an entire region, as individual 
communities grow and prosper. For example, Kerikeri’s extreme population growth and associated land 
development adds more ratepayers to the district paying higher than average rates and thus providing the 
lion’s share of the general rates for the district. Kerikeri is also seeing the positive outcomes from private and 
government investment in Paihia, Kawakawa, Kaikohe and Kaitaia. I believe the key to continued regional 
prosperity is identifying, supporting and investing in the unique opportunities that reside in each community 
and leveraging those for the benefit of the whole region.  
 
Kerikeri’s extreme growth has put strains on our infrastructure, particularly our water supply and roading 
system in the central town area. I submit that there is insufficient planning for near term solutions for these 
infrastructure shortfalls in the LTP. I submit that prioritizing investment in Kerikeri’s infrastructure will enable 
sustainable growth which, in turn, will continue to provide financial support for the rest of the district.  
 
Comments on the consultation process 
The time frame for genuine consultation on the LTP has been too short and poorly timed with other 
consultations and public holidays. For such a significant and complex body of work, more time is required to 
unbundle the information, simplify it without loss of integrity and assist the community to engage with it. This 
challenge is amplified by the geographic distances between communities.   
 
Additionally, key information important to the consultation process has been excluded from marketing 
literature. Very brief and inadequate bullet point references to supporting strategy documents are on the last 
page of the consultation document making them easily missed by the general public. Only people more 
familiar with the planning process who have the time and energy to locate it and absorb it will have accessed 
supporting documentation that is critical to a full understanding of the LTP.  
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I recommend that Consultation documents be more upfront and honest about potential changes explaining the 
rationale and including the pros and cons. 
  
For example, the rates calculator on the website only provides an estimate of the proposed rate formula 
changes for the years 2021-2022. This does not demonstrate the full 10 year effect of the proposed changes to 
ratepayers. Some people we have spoken with thought it was demonstrating the full impact of the proposed 
changes. This should have been made clearer.  
 
Also the question in the consultation document “Do you agree with the changes to providing fairer and simpler 
rates” is a leading question and in fact misleads the general public to answer “yes” to support the proposed 
changes. If a person answers “no” then, by inference, they might be viewed as supporting something unfair or 
complicated. Who would want to feel that insensitive? The Council has not provided clear evidence that the 
current system is unfair or complicated. Nor have they made clear how or to whom the proposed system in 
simpler or fairer? This, in my opinion, is the most serious breach of genuine consultation in the process and 
needs to be reviewed. It potentially destroys the legitimacy of consultation on this particular issue and could 
leave some in the community feeling that the Council is merely paying “lip service” to the consultation process.  
 

 
Comments on the Long Term Plan documents 
 
1. I support the increase of contestable funds that enable community-led initiatives and provide outcomes 

that align with Council’s strategic priorities and the wellbeing of our community.  An increase to the 
community funding, particularly the placemaking fund would allow community-led projects that contribute 
to beautifying towns and communicating their unique point of difference. 

 

2. I oppose the proposed changes to the rating formula and see no evidence of them being fairer or simpler.  
 

Rates will significantly increase for Kerikeri ratepaters due to the 3 main rating formula changes proposed 
in the LTP: changing from Land Value (LV) rating to Capital Value (CV) rating, the abandonment of the 
uniform rate(s) and the shifting effect to the residential rate payer of lowering the commercial rate loads.  
 
The premise behind the change appears to be an assumption that ratepayers in higher value properties 
have the means to pay higher percentage of the districts rates. This premise does not consider that many 
ratepayers who own higher value properties are retired and have fixed incomes to live on. Many are 
struggling to cover living costs due to lower interest in their retirement savings. This extra burden is unfair 
and will likely force some to have to sell.  
 
The Council’s goal appears to be to provide financial support to “deprived” aka "lower socioeconomic" 
areas in the district. Effectively cost shifting a large portion of the district rate take to wealthier areas. It is 
essentially a wealth tax disguised as a "fairer and simpler" rating system.  
 

I agree with the comments made by the Kerikeri ratepayers association that “wealth redistribution on this 
scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to evaluate real net income of 
households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to other grants or subsidies via 
the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing adequate infrastructure for 
struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on development 
opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small settlements 
and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly 
conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 
make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 
systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for 
renewals and upgrades.” 

 

Volume 4 32



3. I submit that Council re-evaluate its prioritization of capital expenditure on key elements of Kerikeri’s 
infrastructure. In particular, to address the traffic issues in the central township, increasing the pedestrian 
dominance in the town centre to create a vibrant village feel,  and ensure adequate connections for town-
water and wastewater to meet the demand.  
Projected growth studies used by Council for planning purposes were produced some time ago and do not 
reflect the shift in migration caused by recent Covid 19 events. More people are working from home and 
can now choose to work where they want to live versus stay in the city near the office. This has created a 
phenomenum some have coined as “Zoomtowns”, where small attractive provincial towns are attracting 
younger working people who can work from anywhere and commute via the Internet. Kerikeri is 
particularly attractive because of its location just 3 hours from our largest city, its airport, climate and 
desirable lifestyle opportunities with the Bay of Islands an inviting playground for many. No longer are job 
opportunities a limiting factor on Kerikeri’s growth. In addition, ex pats are migrating back to New Zealand 
and choosing the Far North and particularly Kerikeri as there home, which provides the services and 
elements of the cosmopolitan culture they are used to.  

I feel that the proposed LTP does not adequately plan for the impacts of this migration and that constraints 
on growth will result with potential negative consequences for the whole district. 

4. I support the reintroduction of reasonable development contributions as long as the proceeds are focused 
on providing infrastructure for further growth in the towns that they are contributed. 
 

5. I support the views of Simon Upperton: “The Far North, like much of the country has a major infrastructure 
deficit and the Plans are looking to address this partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund 
increases in financing costs, infrastructure spending and increased operational costs. I understand this 
creates a conundrum, how do we pay for infrastructure and increased costs without dramatically 
increasing debt and income. i.e. rates?  
The answer is twofold: 
a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget has ballooned in recent years and this 
needs to be curbed. Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am sure the Council 
thinks it already does this as a matter of course, but the evidence strongly suggests otherwise. 
b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has one of the lowest central government 
redistributions to regions in the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only if the Local 
Governments around the country stand together can this be altered. The current model of bidding / 
competing for funds and not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from Central 
Government needs to be challenged and needs to be done as a combined voice from all Councils. There has 
been for decades a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so Councils scrap to obtain their 
fair share and this funding has in the past been a political hot potato, with areas that are marginal seats 
receiving more funding than others. Northland’s recent change in the political landscape is a perfect 
example of this. Regional infrastructure or Local Body government funding should be apolitical. I realise 
this is not just a Far North but a nationwide issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There 
is $3.8Bln up for grabs right now; per capita the Far North should be entitled to at least $60M of this. 
Ensure we at least get that.” 
 
Further I add an additional answer: 
c) Increase the number of ratepayers. Encourage and support growth and development in the areas that 
are attracting people from around the country and world. Growth is not the enemy. Unplanned growth is 
the problem. Invest in our towns with smart urban planning so that more people can enjoy the vibrancy 
and wellbeing afforded by a well-designed, attractive and easily accessible spaces. Tell the story of our 
unique bicultural history through placemaking and cultural experiences to encourage visitors to come and 
enjoy our town and perhaps join our community.  
 
Vince Buxton 
Local Kerikeri businessman and concerned community member 
 
I am affiliated with Our Kerikeri Community Trust 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Carr 

First name Joe (I.R) & Kate (C.F) 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

I will not comment as I do not have sufficient information, but at a cost of 1 
cent/dollar of rates, why sell? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Roading,  I am concerned about service deliver, Council monitoring, value 
for money. 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

I support using the UAGC to the maximum.  ie. 30% of total rates 
collection.  Further refinement similar to the roading differential should be 
used for town maintenance. 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 739 

Date and time 08/04/2021 12:52 PM 
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Submissions 
 

Surname Clunie 

First name Mark 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I am concerned about how you reach a capital value figure. 
Are the long term rates increases of 30ish percent over 10 years 
taking into account the potential increased values through 
changing from Land value to Capital value? I feel there needs to be 
clarification around this change and the impact it will have 
financially on the public. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 646 

Date and time  06/04/2021 05:12 PM 
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Submissions 
 

Surname Cooper 

First name Vaughan 

Organisation Northland Inc Position General Manager Investment and 
Infrastructure 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

We are writing in support of Far North District Council playing a 
greater role in economic development by becoming a shareholder 
in Northland Inc and we commend them on making such a big 
change. As highlighted by the title, “enabling sustainable economic 
development” is one of their strategic priorities that underpins this 
Long-Term Plan and will overall contribute to them achieving their 
vison of “A district of sustainable prosperity & well-being,”. We 
believe that by FNDC becoming a Shareholder it will help the region 
to achieve greater efficiencies in terms of delivering economic 
development activities, as well as giving the Far North District 
Council input into Northland Inc’s Statement of Intent. For 
Northland Inc it will provide us with a greater level of support in the 
Far North, improve our resourcing and hopefully encourage Council 
to work more collaboratively with us.  
However, we believe that for Northland Inc to have a proper impact 
in terms of both delivering better economic outcomes across the 
district and promoting the district as a destination for tourism, it 
needs to be more adequately funded. The S17a Review of 
Economic Development Arrangements in Northland report (2017) 
identified that there was currently an over-reliance on the formal 
Statement of Intent process for setting and agreeing on Northland 
Inc priorities and that Northland Inc has too many objectives with 
resources appearing to be spread over too many activities in order 
to achieve all its objectives. This remains a real risk for Northland 
Inc as we shift to a joint CCO model and other councils have greater 
influence over the Statement of Intent.  
In a recent analysis that looked at the proportion of funding per 
capita that regional and district councils contribute to economic 
development agencies across the country, it was interesting to note 
that Northland Inc received the lowest proportion from Councils of 
any other economic development agency. Northland received only 
$7.40 per capita from councils, with the next nearest being Nelson 
Regional Development Agency, receiving $11.33 per capita. Every 
other economic development agency receives in excess of $20 per 
capita of funding from their associated councils. This is also 
consistent for the Regional Tourism Organisation component of 
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Submissions 
Northland Inc, whereby Northland Inc sits in the bottom three of 
twenty six regional tourism organisations across the country for 
spend on marketing and promotional activities, which as the S17a 
Review recognises is completely disproportionate to Northlands 
reliance on the visitor economy. The funding for this activity is also 
short term and without further investment and focus will likely 
cease over the short-medium term. 
For Northland Inc, having more long-term security in regards to 
operational funding, much like any business, aids in forecasting, 
budgeting, continuity of service delivery and job security for staff 
over longer periods. This security would enable Northland Inc to 
build and maintain better relationships with its stakeholders, 
operate with greater efficiency and effectiveness when executing 
programs and continue to deliver transformational outcomes for 
Northland, while maintaining and attracting highly skilled staff. 
Based upon this, we urge Council as a future shareholder, to 
consider contributing more to the Investment and Growth Reserve 
overtime so that the overall contribution to Northland Inc is more 
on par with other Economic Development Agencies and Regional 
Tourism Organsiations across New Zealand.  
 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

• Infrastructure Investment 
We are supportive of FNDC’s ongoing investment into enabling 
infrastructure for the district and commend them on their recent 
and proposed investments into infrastructure- especially those 
projects funded through the Provincial Growth Fund and those that 
are also a part of the Tai Tokerau Northland Economic Action Plan. 
We also think it is positive that Council are using regional strategies 
and priorities to help inform and structure their investment in their 
Capital Works programme, e.g The Northland Walking and Cycling 
strategy, the Northland Integrated Cycling Implementation plan, 
NZTA Twin Coast Discovery Highway Business Cases, etc. 
• Tourism & Destination Management Strategy 
As Northland Inc is the Regional Tourism Organisation for 
Northland (as well as the economic development agency) it is 
tasked with promoting the region, especially for tourism purposes. 
As part of this work Northland Inc through both their Regional 
Promotions and Tai Tokerau Northland Economic Action Plan teams 
works with industry and other key stakeholders to ensure that 
Northland is able to capture and manage the opportunities 
associated with tourism and try to become a “top regional visitor 
destination”- a priority outcome within the Tai Tokerau Northland 
Economic Action Plan. For the Far North, it has been recognised in 
Council’s infrastructure Strategy that Tourism is one of the largest 
contributors to the local economy and that as a result of Covid-19 it 
has taken a hit and is unlikely to return to post Covid-19 levels for 
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some time. Despite this, it is positive to see that within the Capital 
Works Programme and Infrastructure Strategy that Council will 
continue to invest in projects that are of strategic importance and 
enablers for attracting a larger proportion of domestic tourists, 
such as developing the Twin Coast Cycle Trail and the completion of 
the Taumarere To Opua cycleway section, which will enable both 
the Pou Herenga Tai Cycle Trail and the Bay of Island Vintage 
Railway projects to both be operational. 
Some of the projects that have been outlined for completion in the 
both the Infrastructure and Capital Works programme are also 
projects in the Tai Tokerau Northland Economic Action Plan.This 
alignment between Council projects/investment and programmes 
of work led by Northland Inc is extremely positive in our view and 
we ask that Council continues to work collaboratively with us to 
execute programmes of work and projects for the betterment of 
the visitor industry in Northland. One area of particular importance 
to Northland Inc currently, is the enhancement of destination 
management and marketing, especially as this relates to the 
development of a destination management and marketing plan and 
the continued development of the Northland Journeys network of 
byway routes- both projects are within the Tai Tokerau Northland 
Economic Action Plan.  
For the former, Northland Inc in partnership with Te Au Mārie 
Sester-centennial Trust, Te Hiringa Trust & Business Promotions 
and Te Puni Kōkiri Tai Tokerau, are in the process of developing a 
Destination Management Plan for the region and we encourage 
Council to to work collaboratively with us and the other partners to 
drive and deliver any actions within the Regional Destination 
Management Plan. It is also important to note that the successful 
implementation of the Regional Destination Management Plan will 
require adequate resourcing, of which there is currently very little 
funding secured to drive the implementation of the plan. For us 
some areas we feel Council could potentially assist or provide 
funding for that is specific to the Destination Management plan are: 
-Destination Management Plan Portfolio Support staff  
-The development of a Regional Brand Strategy in partnership with 
industry, as recommended in both the Section 17A Review and 
recent Destination Management Plan consultations with sector 
stakeholders 
-The development of a Regional Marketing Strategy, as 
recommended in consultations  and included as an action in the 
Destination Management Plan. 
 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Outside Far North 

 

Receipt No 633 

Date and time  06/04/2021 04:22 PM 
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Surname Dampney 

First name Richard 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

We are concerned that our government is passing the buck to us, it 
is a national problem/issue and it shouldn't come down to us to 
fund it directly. An opportunity to discuss this would be 
appreciated. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Changing to a capital rating system could cause massive increases 
in rates to pay for most rate payers, again this should be discussed 
further. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

In the councils long term plan, it is clear you are losing sight of your 
core business which is maintaining roads and facilities - 
water/sewage and seem hell bent on spending money on sports 
grounds and town hubs again an opportunity to speak on this 
would be appreciated 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 603 

Date and time  06/04/2021 02:17 PM 

Volume 4 39



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Dangen 

First name Neville 

Organisation Farming Position Farm mannager 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 696 

Date and time  06/04/2021 08:48 PM 
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Surname Davenport 

First name Chloe 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Once you outsource the cost to the ratepayer will increase 
significantly.  There should be sufficient checks and balances within 
FNDC to ensure the properties are managed effectively. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Councils must operate in a sustainable manner.  There is an 
overwhelming feeling in the community that the  FNDC has failed in 
this regard and has been short sighted in their economic 
development planning. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Strongly oppose.  We understand that Te Taitokerau is a large 
region with a diverse population and few rate payers.  Having said 
this the proposed rating system is not fair for those who are 
working hard and improving their properties.  Why should the 
council benefit from improvements made by private individuals.  It 
cannot be said that rate payers with properties with higher capital 
values use more water, wastewater and roading.  It follows that 
they/ we should not be rated on that basis, there is not equity in 
this.  The rates should continue to be based on land value not 
capital value. 
The proposal that you do away with the scheme based capital rates 
for water and wastewater will also unfairly impact on those who 
receive virtually no benefit from those services.  A user pays system 
for this is the only way.  We accept that we should all contribute in 
a small way for rain water however the council has failed on the 
sewerage front and lacked the foresight needed to plan for the 
growth experienced in the North, particularly in Kerikeri.  Those 
that are connecting to the council sewerage scheme are having to 
foot a bill of something like $15,000.  Why should those that are 
unable to access that service be liable to also contribute?  This is 
simply not fair.  We need to pay to maintain and clean our own 
septic systems and those ratepayers on town sewerage do not 
contribute to these costs.  Large developers such as Arvida should 
be contributing a greater share than the council is currently 
requiring given the pressure such a large development will be 
placing on an already stretched sewerage system.  Again there 
seems to be no equity in this. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Access to a beach for Kerikeri.  It is devastating how the access to 
our beautiful coast is no longer accessible to the public.  Having 
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grown up in Northland it breaks my heart that our children cannot 
enjoy so much of our coastline.  The Council need to step up and 
make amends for the failure of previous councils to ensure public 
access when approving development plans ie Elliots Farm and 
much of the Purerua Peninsula.  Public access across these 
properties should have been a condition of consent.  It is 
inconceivable how we have got to this point.  This needs to be a 
priority for you as representatives for our communities. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 676 

Date and time  06/04/2021 08:15 PM 
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Surname Davies 

First name Cedric 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Partnership level of control still remains with Council. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

As long as elderly support is uppermost in all aspects of you 
decisions. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Only if it is beneficial to the elderly. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 734 

Date and time  07/04/2021 02:38 PM 
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Surname De Ruiter 

First name Steven 

Organisation Real property 
Kerikeri Ltd 

Position Director 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 625 

Date and time 06/04/2021 03:34 PM 
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Submission on the proposed Long Term Plan 

Date: 5th April 2021 

The focus of my submission is on Kerikeri and the surrounding area where people in our community live and 
regularly come to Kerikeri for services, work, leisure, school and to shop. This area, we call “Greater Kerikeri”, 
encompassing the area inside the triangle formed by Kapiro Road, State Highway 10 and Kerikeri Road plus the 
Doves Bay peninsula including Rangitane, Doves Bay and Opito Bay, the Purerua Peninsula with its communities 
in Te Tii and Tapuaetahi, north from Waipapa to Sandy’s Road, West to the ends of Pungaere, Puketotara and 
Wiroa Road where they join with Waiare Road, and South to Puketona Junction and Waimate North Road to 
Okokako Road, the Inlet Road area including Reinga Heights to the end of Wharau Road, Shepherds and Riddell 
Roads and its branches. 
 

Kerikeri is the district’s largest and fastest growing town. Estimates from .id, the Council’s demographers, show 
the population of Greater Kerikeri to be higher than 18,000 people. This represents more than 25% of the 
entire Far North district population. The population increase in Greater Kerikeri accounted for over half of the 
population growth of the entire district over the last 10 years.  

 

Kerikeri is often overlooked for funding at a national level because our perceived size and growth does not 
meet minimum thresholds. This is partly because the population figures used do not accurately reflect the 
spread nature of the Kerikeri community and the fact that people 20 minutes out have no facilities. They all 
travel in and use the town creating pressure on our infrastructure.  Council needs to use the true size and 
growth figures of Greater Kerikeri in its own planning and in its advocation for resources from Central 
Government.  

 

Kerikeri’s ratepayers are a major contributor to the overall rates revenue for the district due to our “higher than 
average” land values. The proposed changes to the rating formula including the changes to Capital Values will 
shift more of the total rate contribution to Kerikeri residential rate payers.  
 
There is significant research that shows the wide scope of benefit to an entire region, as individual 
communities grow and prosper. For example, Kerikeri’s extreme population growth and associated land 
development adds more ratepayers to the district paying higher than average rates and thus providing the 
lion’s share of the general rates for the district. Kerikeri is also seeing the positive outcomes from private and 
government investment in Paihia, Kawakawa, Kaikohe and Kaitaia. I believe the key to continued regional 
prosperity is identifying, supporting and investing in the unique opportunities that reside in each community 
and leveraging those for the benefit of the whole region.  
 
Kerikeri’s extreme growth has put strains on our infrastructure, particularly our water supply and roading 
system in the central town area. I submit that there is insufficient planning for near term solutions for these 
infrastructure shortfalls in the LTP. I submit that prioritizing investment in Kerikeri’s infrastructure will enable 
sustainable growth which, in turn, will continue to provide financial support for the rest of the district.  
 
Comments on the consultation process 
The time frame for genuine consultation on the LTP has been too short and poorly timed with other 
consultations and public holidays. For such a significant and complex body of work, more time is required to 
unbundle the information, simplify it without loss of integrity and assist the community to engage with it. This 
challenge is amplified by the geographic distances between communities.   
 
Additionally, key information important to the consultation process has been excluded from marketing 
literature. Very brief and inadequate bullet point references to supporting strategy documents are on the last 
page of the consultation document making them easily missed by the general public. Only people more 
familiar with the planning process who have the time and energy to locate it and absorb it will have accessed 
supporting documentation that is critical to a full understanding of the LTP.  
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I recommend that Consultation documents be more upfront and honest about potential changes explaining the 
rationale and including the pros and cons. 
  
For example, the rates calculator on the website only provides an estimate of the proposed rate formula 
changes for the years 2021-2022. This does not demonstrate the full 10 year effect of the proposed changes to 
ratepayers. Some people we have spoken with thought it was demonstrating the full impact of the proposed 
changes. This should have been made clearer.  
 
Also the question in the consultation document “Do you agree with the changes to providing fairer and simpler 
rates” is a leading question and in fact misleads the general public to answer “yes” to support the proposed 
changes. If a person answers “no” then, by inference, they might be viewed as supporting something unfair or 
complicated. Who would want to feel that insensitive? The Council has not provided clear evidence that the 
current system is unfair or complicated. Nor have they made clear how or to whom the proposed system in 
simpler or fairer? This, in my opinion, is the most serious breach of genuine consultation in the process and 
needs to be reviewed. It potentially destroys the legitimacy of consultation on this particular issue and could 
leave some in the community feeling that the Council is merely paying “lip service” to the consultation process.  
 

 
Comments on the Long Term Plan documents 
 
1. I support the increase of contestable funds that enable community-led initiatives and provide outcomes 

that align with Council’s strategic priorities and the wellbeing of our community.  An increase to the 
community funding, particularly the placemaking fund would allow community-led projects that contribute 
to beautifying towns and communicating their unique point of difference. 

 

2. I oppose the proposed changes to the rating formula and see no evidence of them being fairer or simpler.  
 

Rates will significantly increase for Kerikeri ratepaters due to the 3 main rating formula changes proposed 
in the LTP: changing from Land Value (LV) rating to Capital Value (CV) rating, the abandonment of the 
uniform rate(s) and the shifting effect to the residential rate payer of lowering the commercial rate loads.  
 
The premise behind the change appears to be an assumption that ratepayers in higher value properties 
have the means to pay higher percentage of the districts rates. This premise does not consider that many 
ratepayers who own higher value properties are retired and have fixed incomes to live on. Many are 
struggling to cover living costs due to lower interest in their retirement savings. This extra burden is unfair 
and will likely force some to have to sell.  
 
The Council’s goal appears to be to provide financial support to “deprived” aka "lower socioeconomic" 
areas in the district. Effectively cost shifting a large portion of the district rate take to wealthier areas. It is 
essentially a wealth tax disguised as a "fairer and simpler" rating system.  
 

I agree with the comments made by the Kerikeri ratepayers association that “wealth redistribution on this 
scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to evaluate real net income of 
households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to other grants or subsidies via 
the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing adequate infrastructure for 
struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on development 
opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small settlements 
and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly 
conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 
make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 
systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for 
renewals and upgrades.” 
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3. I submit that Council re-evaluate its prioritization of capital expenditure on key elements of Kerikeri’s 
infrastructure. In particular, to address the traffic issues in the central township, increasing the pedestrian 
dominance in the town centre to create a vibrant village feel,  and ensure adequate connections for town-
water and wastewater to meet the demand.  
Projected growth studies used by Council for planning purposes were produced some time ago and do not 
reflect the shift in migration caused by recent Covid 19 events. More people are working from home and 
can now choose to work where they want to live versus stay in the city near the office. This has created a 
phenomenum some have coined as “Zoomtowns”, where small attractive provincial towns are attracting 
younger working people who can work from anywhere and commute via the Internet. Kerikeri is 
particularly attractive because of its location just 3 hours from our largest city, its airport, climate and 
desirable lifestyle opportunities with the Bay of Islands an inviting playground for many. No longer are job 
opportunities a limiting factor on Kerikeri’s growth. In addition, ex pats are migrating back to New Zealand 
and choosing the Far North and particularly Kerikeri as there home, which provides the services and 
elements of the cosmopolitan culture they are used to.  

I feel that the proposed LTP does not adequately plan for the impacts of this migration and that constraints 
on growth will result with potential negative consequences for the whole district. 

4. I support the reintroduction of reasonable development contributions as long as the proceeds are focused 
on providing infrastructure for further growth in the towns that they are contributed. 
 

5. I support the views of Simon Upperton: “The Far North, like much of the country has a major infrastructure 
deficit and the Plans are looking to address this partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund 
increases in financing costs, infrastructure spending and increased operational costs. I understand this 
creates a conundrum, how do we pay for infrastructure and increased costs without dramatically 
increasing debt and income. i.e. rates?  
The answer is twofold: 
a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget has ballooned in recent years and this 
needs to be curbed. Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am sure the Council 
thinks it already does this as a matter of course, but the evidence strongly suggests otherwise. 
b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has one of the lowest central government 
redistributions to regions in the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only if the Local 
Governments around the country stand together can this be altered. The current model of bidding / 
competing for funds and not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from Central 
Government needs to be challenged and needs to be done as a combined voice from all Councils. There has 
been for decades a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so Councils scrap to obtain their 
fair share and this funding has in the past been a political hot potato, with areas that are marginal seats 
receiving more funding than others. Northland’s recent change in the political landscape is a perfect 
example of this. Regional infrastructure or Local Body government funding should be apolitical. I realise 
this is not just a Far North but a nationwide issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There 
is $3.8Bln up for grabs right now; per capita the Far North should be entitled to at least $60M of this. 
Ensure we at least get that.” 
 
Further I add an additional answer: 
c) Increase the number of ratepayers. Encourage and support growth and development in the areas that 
are attracting people from around the country and world. Growth is not the enemy. Unplanned growth is 
the problem. Invest in our towns with smart urban planning so that more people can enjoy the vibrancy 
and wellbeing afforded by a well-designed, attractive and easily accessible spaces. Tell the story of our 
unique bicultural history through placemaking and cultural experiences to encourage visitors to come and 
enjoy our town and perhaps join our community.  
 

Steven De Ruiter 

Director Real property Kerikeri 

Local Resident since 1986 
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Surname Duncan 

First name Suzanne 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Regarding proposed amendments to rating remission and 
postponement policies: 
From my initial review of the changes proposed - the following 
raised some questions for me: 
ML21/01 - Māori Freehold Land Not Used - is the reintroduction of 
Condition 2  which states - "Under no circumstances will this policy 
apply to any land that is has a residential or commercial 
characteristic and that is located within an urban township or 
settlement". (Note: This was removed from the policy when they 
were reviewed in 2018).  
 - Why is Māori Land specifically being targeted in this case and 
how does this align with the Policy Objectives? 
 - What do residential or commercial characteristics mean? Does 
this relate someway to the District Plan with defined urban 
townships and settlements? How many unused pieces of MFL will 
no longer be eligible for rates remission due to the inclusion of this 
clause? How does this cater to a growing district and the increasing 
peri-urban environment?  
P21/03 - Landlocked Land - no longer applies to Māori Freehold 
Land.  
- Why not? There may be a simple operational explanation for this. 
I note that it is currently not an option offered on the form to apply 
for a rates remission on MFL.  
- I note that in the ML21/01 policy it states that in the reasons for 
placement on the Register of MFL remissions (a new addition to 
the policy) -  'reasonable access' is included but I also note the 
wording states for the reasons to be included  "some or all of the 
following" - but not "one of the following". Does this mean being 
landlocked is not reason enough for remission to be granted for 
Māori freehold land as it applies to General Title?  
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R21/13 - Incentivising Māori Economic Development - there are 
some subtle additions to the policy that I believe only creates 
barriers and disincentivises Māori to create economic 
opportunities on their whenua and screams of paternalism rather 
than partnership over issues on whenua Māori.  
- the inclusion of "The land, or portion of the land, for which relief 
is sought must be considered suitable for development, and 
confirmed as currently not used or economically viable in its 
current state" (What is the purpose of this and how does it align to 
the policy objectives?) 
- the inclusion of a 3-year cash flow analysis (what is the purpose of 
this? How will it be used in the decision-making process? Is there 
an expectation that the opportunity will be making a profit after 3 
years? Is this a reasonable expectation?) 
- the addition of 'suitable' professional advice (who is determining 
what professional advice is suitable?) 
- the inclusion of Condition 8-  "If the development on which the 
remission is based does not proceed or is unable to meet the 
requirements to achieve a viable economic return, the remission 
will cease at the end of the rating year in which this is identified". 
While I agree in principle that if the development doesn't happen 
the remission under this policy shouldn't apply, it is the second part 
of this that concerns me. Whose requirements need to be met to 
achieve a viable economic return? Who determines what is viable? 
Should we not just be satisfied if the landowners move along the 
scale and begin paying the rates? Is Council appropriately 
resourced to determine any of the above?   
Finally how do these amendments align with the Local Government 
(Rating of Whenua Māori) Amendment Bill? 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 719 

Date and time  06/04/2021 10:49 PM 
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Surname Ehlers-Hoeps 

First name Birgit 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 571 

Date and time  06/04/2021 11:04 AM 
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Surname Exel 

First name Leonie 

Organisation The BOI Watchdogs Position Co-ordinator 

Which option do 
you think will 
work best for 
our 147 Housing 
for the elderly 
units? 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Not applicable 

Do you support 
the option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Not applicable 

Do you agree 
with the changes 
to providing 
fairer and 
simpler rates 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Not applicable 

Is there any 
other feedback 
you would like 
to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do 
you live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 726 

Date and time 06/04/2021 11:33 PM 
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6 April, 2021 

Submission to FNDC’s Current Planning Consultations 

Dear FNDC, 

Please consider the following points in relation to the various FNDC plans and consultations 

currently being conducted.  

Overall consideration of companion animal owners 

• Given that research indicates that NZ has the second-highest companion animal ownership

rate in the world, FNDC needs to acknowledge this demographic. This is currently absent

from the documents. For many in our district, companion animals are key family members.

This needs to be acknowledged in all the plans/documentation, and considered in all FNDC

policy and planning processes.

• Please take particular consideration of the wellbeing of dog owners in Northland’s older

communities, and those with special needs; they need somewhere safe to walk their dogs.

• Dog owners who are trying to rent property are very disadvantaged. Please ensure that

FNDC’s actions regarding its own properties, mitigates rather than sustains this

disadvantage.

• Develop relationships, and consult regularly, with companion animal groups.

Consultation, dog limitations, and wildlife 

• Seek to unite conservationists and dog owners, in the manner in which consultation occurs.

• Stop banning dogs outright from kiwi-present zones; this is like banning residents from

having children in their homes. Consider other measures to ensure kiwi safety (e.g. reduce

speed limits) and responsible dog ownership (e.g. fencing requirements) in those areas.

• Ensure that there is genuine transparency in the process which determines which properties

will involve limitations on companion animals, and consult with companion animal owners,

not just DOC, in making those decisions.

• Ensure that the IT system can advise FNDC, and the public, of the location of those

properties across the district, and how widespread such limitations have become.

Walking, Signage, Poos and Bins, and the Bylaw 

• Provide more off leash walking tracks, including long walks, and more fenced/enclosed

areas/agility courses for residents to safely walk their dogs.  Please leave the rules for dogs

on beaches as is currently the case.

• Provide poo bins and bags in key locations, not only to keep those locations tidy, but to raise

awareness.

• Develop additional signage about dogs which is clear, accurate, and designed with dog

owner input.

• Please double check the date at which the FNDC Dog Management Bylaw/Policy needs to be

reviewed. Our understanding is that it was newly made at end 2018, which means it needs

to be reviewed by 2025 at the outside.

Pounds/Animal Management 
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• Ensure FNDC has dog pounds which open to the public for return of dogs and adoptions, and 

which meet both the Codes of Welfare: Dogs, and Temporary Housing of Companion 

Animals. 

• The FNDC’s euthanasia rate for dogs was, at its worst in the last few years, over 70%. That 

rate has now dropped to around 25%, which is fantastic. The target should be for a nil 

euthanasia rate, other than in exceptional circumstances. Please note that the majority of 

that change has been due to rehoming dogs via rescue organisations, predominantly BOI 

Animal Rescue. They need to be supported financially by Council in a substantive way.  

• Dogs who are impounded over the long term need additional considerations to be made, to 

ensure that they are able to express their natural behaviour despite being held in a pound 

for several years. That may involve some form of ‘bail’ for long term impounded dogs, or 

other means which will ensure their health and wellbeing. 

• Animal Management staff – please amend job descriptions, duties and procedures to ensure 

that AMOs in future have a history of compassionate care of dogs. Current documents are all 

control-oriented, not welfare oriented. Support FNDC staff to gain further qualifications in 

animal welfare/canine behaviour. 

Support for various initiatives 

FNDC would be acting in the interests of many residents if the following could be considered: 

• Continued and increased support for de-sexing campaigns, dog and puppy training, 

parvovirus eradication, fencing programmes, and school-based educational programmes. 

• Consideration of free registration for those on lower incomes, to get all dogs registered, 

micro-chipped, and with a tag on their collar, so they can be returned home rather than left 

in the care of FNDC. 

• Promotion of dog friendly cafes and accommodation options, for our tourists, and residents. 

Many thanks for your consideration, 

 

 

 

Leonie Exel 

For the BOI Watchdogs 
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Surname Fewtrell 

First name Debbie 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I disagree with charging rates based on capital value and believe it 
should be more of a user pays system as it is currently.  A more 
valuable property owner does not use the benefits of the council 
more than  less valuable property.   
Also  the council did a survey already which showed that the 
majority do not want to switch to a capital value based system . I 
do understand why the council is still promoting this idea  if it is   
not what the public voted for. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I disagree with charging rates based on capital value and believe it 
should be more of a user pays system as it is currently.  A more 
valuable property owner does not use the benefits of the council 
more than  less valuable property.   
Also  the council did a survey already which showed that the 
majority do not want to switch to a capital value based system . I 
do understand why the council is still promoting this idea  if it is   
not what the public voted for. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 716 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:56 PM 

Volume 4 54



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Fife 

First name Helen 

Organisation Ratepayer Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Elderly need to be housed. If sold off would the Council tell us for 
how much and what would be done with the money? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Council doesn't manage our money properly. Not transparent. 
Doesn't seem to take into account hard-working New Zealanders. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Those not on Council water and waste should not have to pay extra 
when we basically supply our own water and pay for our septic 
tanks to be cleaned out. Also pay for our rubbish. Get rid of lazy 
Council workers and lazy Councillors. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 628 

Date and time  06/04/2021 03:48 PM 
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Surname Foster 

First name Karl & Naomi 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 738 

Date and time 08/04/2021 11:56 AM 
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Far North District Council
Kaitaia

06/04/2021

To whom it may concern

Re:  Long Term Plan 2021-31 - Annexure to Submission Form

Simpler and Fairer Rates.

We wish to object to the change of the rates structure to the ‘Simpler and Fairer’ rates plan.  In our view it
most certainly isn’t simpler or fairer.

This year our rates increase was massive. Our rates have increased massively in the last three years, the
costs of running a farm and business have increased, but our income has decreased due to Covid-19. And
the FNDC now propose for our rates to increase again at over a 20% increase! This, for us, and a number of
other farmers is unsustainable.

2018/2019 rates - $6039.28 + $6758.96 = $12,798.27 total (NZ inflation 1.6%)
2019/2020 rates - $6241.77 +$7022.24 = $13,264.01 total (FNDC Rates inflation 4% - NZ inflation 1.62%)
2020/2021 rates - $6359.63 + $8332.71 = $14,692.34 total (FNDC Rates inflation 10% - NZ inflation 1.71%)
2021/2022 rates - $7495.24 + $10177.84 = $17,673.08 total (FNDC Rates inflation 20% - NZ inflation 0.58%)

The inflation rate that the FNDC has been increasing, is not in keeping with our NZ inflation rate. How can the
FNDC justify such a huge increase? Why is our rates increasing faster than our country’s inflation rates? Is all
the land in Northland paying rates?  And if not, why are some paying rates and not others?

Our properties amount to 104ha of beef fattening blocks. At your proposal the rates will be $339.87 per
WEEK! We just cannot afford this. It will cost us $169.94 per hectare which will be the highest single cost on
farm.

With our budgets already tight, this will mean we cannot apply fertilizer, and other necessary processes on
farm, which will then result in loss of production and income in a spiraling effect. If there is a rates increase
like this every year for the next 10 years, you will see a lot of people lose their businesses.

Please can you all take into consideration, how this will affect your local farming district. We are the backbone
of our country, and right now with the tourist industry struggling, we are the only thing keeping our country
going. With increasing costs, farmers will either lose their farms, or close their farming businesses down, and
then our country will be in a whole lot of trouble.

Thank you for taking the time to consider this objection.

Karl & Naomi Foster
Kaitaia
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Francis 

First name Darryl 

Organisation StaffCare Position StaffCare 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 638 

Date and time 06/04/2021 04:38 PM 
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Basketball hoop 
Representing the interests of basketball players  
Would love to see a basketball hoop with a concrete pad or half a basketball 
court in the Kawakawa community. 
It would encourage people to become more active and have a shoot around 
with their mates. Will give kids something to do instead of getting up to 
mischief. 
I have been advised that the Principal of BOI College is keen to see this 
eventuate as well as a student who is happy to have input. 
Suggest it is located in an area that offers more amenities and is already busy. 
Also, away from residential area and primary school.  
 
Darryl Francis 
Kawakawa 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Francis 

First name Malcolm 

Organisation Kawakawa Business 
and Community 
Association 

Position Chairman 

Which option 
do you think 
will work best 
for our 147 
Housing for 
the elderly 
units? 

Would you 
like to expand 
on your 
answer? 

Do you 
support the 
option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development
? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you 
like to expand 
on your 
answer? 

Do you agree 
with the 
changes to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler rates 

Would you 
like to expand 
on your 
answer? 

Is there any 
other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachments next page
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Submissions 
Which ward 
do you live 
in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 690 

Date and time  06/04/2021 08:40 PM 
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Far North District Council/submissions LTP 

 

I am writing this submission on behalf of the Kawakawa Business & Community 

Association. We have 30+ members and represent the businesses of Kawakawa and 

individuals of the community and work for the community to voice and resolve concerns 

as they arise. 

Our paid up membership this year is down by approximately half due to covid-19 and its 

hard hitting effect on businesses relying on tourism. 

I own the Kawakawa Hammer Hardware and have been in business locally since 1994, 

and own a lifestyle property in Pakaru Road so consider myself, “local”. 

The Kawakawa Community Plan although not complete, forms the basis for our 

submission. And our intel that we have gathered over the course of our monthly  

meetings supports the following initiatives. 

 

Please find attached a copy of the community Vision and priorities as sought through 

the development of the Kawakawa Community Development Plan. We would like to take 

this opportunity to thank Council for their support of the many events and projects that 

have happened over the last three years, and support of projects going forward – to 

name a few: 

• Realignment and completion of cycle trail between Taumarere and Opua to a 

status that retains the Great Ride classification.  

• Support of the Bay of Islands Te Papawai Heated Pool & Recreation Centre 

• Te Hononga and the Kawakawa Hundertwasser Toilets 

• Stormwater upgrade 

• Civil Defense support during Drought, Flooding and Covid. 

• Christmas parade/ Carnivals 

 

We highlight the following issues that have arisen in our meetings over the years, and 

remain unresolved: 

• Recent years has the community on water restrictions yet the local bore supplies 

all outlying areas with tankered water, we support work towards better water 

resilience for the Kawakawa catchment which supplies Moerewa too, but also 

becomes a bulk water supply backstop. 

• The rubbish corner at Waikare road/a constant eye sore status/ Tuesday pickup  

but visual rubbish bags wednesday to monday due to lazy individuals 

• The kaitiaki rangers employed at Te Hononga  have done cleaning/maintenance 

at the park which we wish to expand to take into other areas of the community 

and that we want locally based street cleaners with a vested interest in keeping 

the community areas tidy, rather than rec services? 
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We also bring to your attention the following from community meetings, focus groups 

and online surveys, for consideration of budget in the Long-term Plan: 

• Create a skate park and basketball court to entertain youth and promote physical 

activity – the community have decided Johnson Park will be the location of the 

skate park. The working group need support with funding for a business case, 

concept design and engineering (to take into consideration flooding). 

• A grant to enable a suitably qualified person of the communities choosing to 

work with the Kawakawa plan steering group to collate all the data and 

information into a draft and present to the community for adoption. 

• Footpath cleaning and maintenance. Contract our local Kaitiaki Rangers to 

continue to do our cleaning along the main street. Support local for mowing 

contracts and maintenance with resources already invested in the park.  

• Work with Regional Council to rectify flooding of Whangae road properties that 

have water through them with regularity. 

• Re-establishment of the railway line from Otiria to Kawakawa to enable BOI 

vintage rail to drive their tourism venture into the future. 

 

Wishing you take on-board the above community concerns/wishes 
 

 

 Malcolm Francis (Chairman Kawakawa Business and Community  Association) 

Volume 4 63



KAWAKAWA VALUES AND PRIORITIES DRAFT 

 

1. Healthy Environment/Awa 

2. Vibrant Community 

3. Well & Healthy 

4. Prosperous 

 

Our goals are inclusive of the whole community vision (attached), with the key overall 

priorities being: 

• A grant to enable a suitably qualified person of our choosing to work with the 

steering group, to draft our community development plan and present to the 

community for adoption.  

• Te Papa Paorooro Echoing Wetland Restoration project (water 

restoration/planting regeneration project work Moerewa to Kawiti Caves). 

• Create Skate Park and Basketball Court - enhanced youth facilities (ear marked 

Johnson park) – assist this project with seed funding for design and engineering 

costs 

• Develop community garden, orchards and roadside planting plan 

• Connect cycle and pedestrian pathways through town to all parks and reserve 

assets, including BOIC, ECE 

• Solid waste & recycling facilities across the region. Support the establishment of a 

community recycling station in Kawakawa to help keep the cost of rubbish down 

to the rate payer, by reducing the amount of rubbish in their rubbish bags.  

Educating the public on how and what is recyclable.  This will help towards 

reducing illegal dumping as well.  With self-drive tourists in the region Council 

should be encouraging and supporting them in their desire to keep NZ clean.  

Campervan tourists use and look for “Love NZ” bins and we simply don’t have any 

http://www.recycling.kiwi.nz/products/  

• Reduce, reuse & recycle strategies to be promoted continuously at all events, in 

the local papers & via other marketing campaigns. 

• i-Site for Kawakawa - There has been a need for an i-site in Kawakawafor 20 

years. An i-site would make for better experience for visitors to the Far North 

district. 

• Footpath cleaning & maintenance Cnr Albert St & Gillies St - The maintenance 

and cleaning contract for Kawakawa must extend beyond Albert Street along 

Gillies Street (in front of the St Johns op shop and along 4 Square and right down 

to the Council reserve). Contract Kaitiaki Ranger workers to do the cleaning and 

rubbish along our main street. Extend the footpath cleaning contract along this 

area of commercial premises 

• Upgrade Sewer and stormwater assets 

• Encourage Mixed Zone planning in central hub - residential, commercial, public, 

event 

• Facilitate subdivision and Papakainga housing projects in central Kawakawa 
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• Alternative water supply/storage within Te Hononga site, 2 tanks, plus 5 required 

for 100% sufficiency 

• Create Water access for Kayaks (Hundertwasser park or Johnson Park)   

• Improve footpath: extension & widen (southside past Farmcentre to ECE) 

• Permanent pedestrian crossing footpath treatment (Four Square/Star Hotel 

carpark) 

• Improve trail signage (crossings and connections to cycleway) 

• Improve Sir Bob Thomas park - Rail themed kids play ground 

• Heavy vehicle bypass investigation 

• Improve road marking and turns for side streets off the SH - Albert, Commercial, 

Boswell, Wynyard, Vogel 

• Improve rail signage and possible bell or lights (at north and south entry to town) 

when train enroute  

• Improve street lighting (particularly in intersections) 

• Create new rear service lanes & loading zones 

• Improve pedestrian laneway 

• Create another electric vehicle charging station - Te Hononga 

• Create parking area using rear lanes and allow for truck stops 

• Improve existing pedestrian crossing to control flow and address queueing and 

safety 

• Create wayfinding strategy to connect parking to main street 

• Improve footpaths: footpath extension & widening (north) link to cycle path & 

footbridge 

• Improve cycle trail signage 

• Cycle trail route completion and maintenance and development of historic 

journey. Support alternate cycle trail routes both Stage 1 and 2 from Kawakawa to 

Opua, though encourage the Cycle way Trust and Council to work towards 

seeking external grant funding, so this is not fully ratepayer funded. 

• Council to support the protection of historic buildings (St Andrews Church to stay 

in Taumarere) and places along the cycle trail route to ensure journey is of 

historical significance showing signs of early district history.  This church is a 

significant and treasured landmark to locals and self-drive tourists.  Taumarere 

was a bustling town and should be preserved and improved on at individual 

community groups desire to compliment the scenic and historic journey on the 

Kawakawa - Opua route. 

• Support cycle trail extension to Kawiti Caves - Te Miria Marae 

• Develop entrance at Te Miria Marae and support Marae restoration plans 

• Investigate alternative energy and fully closed circuit supply of power - solar, 

wind   

• Develop local education strategy across sector and provide more localised 

training and facilities for tertiary training 

• Prioritise Health & Wellbeing for all community, work with DHB, Ngati Hine, MSD 

to co-create Health and Wellness policy, include Vets and animal services 
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• Continued operational grant towards the Kawakawa Recreation Centre – Te 

Papawai. 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Gardner 

First name Richard 

Organisation Federated Farmers of 
New Zealand 

Position 

Which option 
do you think 
will work best 
for our 147 
Housing for 
the elderly 
units? 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your answer? 

Do you 
support the 
option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development
? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your answer? 

Do you agree 
with the 
changes to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your answer? 

Is there any 
other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page
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Submissions 
Which ward 
do you live 
in? 

Outside Far North 

 

Receipt No 737 

Date and time  08/04/2021 11:42 AM 
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SUBMISSION  

TELEPHONE 0800 327 646 I WEBSITE WWW.FEDFARM.ORG.NZ   

___________________________________________________________________ 
 
To:  FAR NORTH DISTRICT COUNCIL   
 
 
 
 
On the:  FAR NORTH DISTRICT COUNCIL’S LONG TERM PLAN 2021 - 2031 
  
 
 
Date:  6 April 2021 

 
 

 
Contact:  Richard Gardner  
  Senior Policy Advisor 

Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
 
  Private Bag 92-066  
  AUCKLAND 1142 

 
P: 09 379 0057      
F: 09 379 0782    
E: rgardner@fedfarm.org.nz  

 
 
 
Hearing: Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in relation to this submission. 
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Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
Private Bag 92-066 Auckland 1142 
P  021 706-138  
    

SUBMISSION TO FAR NORTH DISTRICT COUNCIL  
 

ON: FAR NORTH DISTRICT COUNCIL’S LONG TERM PLAN 2021 - 2031 
  

 
 
Federated Farmers of New Zealand (“Federated Farmers” or ”the Federation”) thanks the Far 
North District Council for the opportunity to comment on its: Long Term Plan 2021 - 2031 (“the 
Plan”). 
 
 
General Comments 
 

The purpose of councils is stated in the relevant local government legislation as being both “to 

enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of, communities” and 
“to promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of communities in the 
present and for the future”. Prior to a change in 2019, the latter purpose had been stated as 
being “to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local 
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions in a way that is 
most cost-effective for households and businesses”. Despite the changes, Federated Farmers 
continues to see the emphasis of these “purpose” provisions as being firmly on councils 
undertaking whatever activities they undertake efficiently, at low cost and in a fiscally prudent 
manner, and focussing on core services such as roading, which are the basics of local 
government.  
 
Federated Farmers is generally supportive of the Local Government Act 2002 Amendment Act 
2014, which makes it clear that the purpose of the LTP consultation document and the 
associated consultation process is to provide an effective basis for public participation in local 
authority decision-making processes relating to the content of a long-term plan, including by 
providing a fair representation of the matters that are proposed for inclusion in the plan and 
identifying and explaining significant and other important issues and choices facing the local 
authority, along with the consequences of those choices. It would seem that there is a 
requirement for a local authority to consult only in regard to issues that it determines should 
be included, having had regard to its significance and engagement policy and the importance 
of matters to the district and its communities, including significant changes that are proposed 
to the way the local authority funds its operating and capital expenditure requirements, 
including changes to the rating system. 
 
Federated Farmers recognises the challenges facing the Council that have been created by 
Covid-19, in particular the Council’s recognition that parts of our community are still dealing 
with the impacts of COVID-19 and will continue to do so for some time yet. While, a year on 
from the start of the Covid-19 pandemic, the Council has so far not had to make drastic 
changes to its work programme or reduce levels of service, it is nevertheless considered that 
now is not the time for the Council to slow down its response to the issues it faces, such as 
growth and inadequate infrastructure. Now is the time for the Council to play its part and lead 
the way in the District’s economic recovery by stimulating construction and jobs and 
maintaining and improving infrastructure and community assets. Federated Farmers 
recognises the part the Plan plays in meeting those challenges. In general terms Federated 
Farmers considers that the Plan adequately sets out the process by which Council plans its 
activities in the Far North, and the process by which it makes decisions relating to the funding 
of those activities.  
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However, Federated Farmers is very concerned about some aspects of the Plan. As regards 
the Council’s income, and while the Council is to be commended for carrying out a rates review 
to make the rating system fairer and more transparent, it is a matter of deep regret that the 
Council has not taken the opportunity to develop a rating system which: is fair and equitable 
to all sectors of the community; which properly allocates the cost of council-provided services 
to those that use those services; and which ensures that all those in the District pay their 
contribution towards the costs of running The District. The high cost of rates on farmland is a 
major issue for Federated Farmers members all around the country, with property value rates 
often amongst the highest overheads for a farm business. 
 
The land value based rating system that the Council has utilised in the past in relation to its 
General Rate disadvantages the owners of farmland, particularly when it is combined with a 
Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC) that is set at a level which is lower than the maximum 
provided for in the rating legislation. Further, and in this same vein, Federated Farmers 
considers that insufficient use is made of the ability that Council has to charge for its services 
on a per property basis, by way of targeted rates. Yet, the proposal in the Plan to shift the 
UAGC and the flat Roading Rate to the General Rate will seriously disadvantage the owners 
of farmland and, when combined with the proposal to reduce the commercial differential from 
2.75 to 1.75, will disadvantage them even more, in comparison to the disadvantage to them 
under the rating system that is proposed to be replaced.1  
 
Federated Farmers prefers a funding system whereby the use made by each sector of the 
community for each of the Council’s services is established, and sheeted home to that sector 
of the community. For example, farmers have full access to the Council’s roading network, but 
generally poor access to facilities such as swimming pools and passenger transport, and they 
receive no benefit at all from such things as stormwater services. 
 
As regards rating, generally Federated Farmers supports the following principles: 
 

• the use of modifiers such as differentials, to reduce the high general rates on farms; 

• the use of the UAGC and Targeted Rates; they are generally fairer for farms than is 
property value; 

• transparent processes, and a robust LTP consultation document that shows who 
pays for what; 

• the funding of expenditure on big new projects being transparent, particularly when 
they are based on property value rates; 

• the promotion of tourism or other businesses not being funded from rates on farm 
businesses: Farmers pay for their own industry promotion. 

 
Generally, in the light of these principles, Federated Farmers favours the use of a capital value 
based rating system, over land value based systems. Capital value based rating systems 
better reflect the use made by individual ratepayers of Council assets and resources, than do 
land value based rating systems. 
 
With respect to the proposed overall general rate increase of 5.5%, Federated Farmers 
considers that, in general terms, rate increases should be kept in line with inflation. While on 
the one hand the increase represents a rate rise that is considerably more than the annual rate 
of inflation (1.4% in the December 2020 quarter) and the Local Government Cost Index 
(forecast at 2.2% for the 2020 / 2021 year), nevertheless, as will be apparent from Federated 

 
1  While the Council is to be commended for setting up the “Sample Rates Database”, a snapshot of the rate accounts as at 19 

February 2021 which allows ratepayers to compare their current year’s rates with potential rates based on the Council adopting 
the options outlined in the consultation document and associated material, Federated Farmers’ members have reported that the 
Database produces variable results, a matter which has served to heighten concerns about the proposed changes to the rating 
system. 
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Farmers’ responses in the Submission Form, Federated Farmers does generally support an 
increase in rates of greater than the sum of the annual rate of inflation and the Local 
Government Cost Index of 3.6% which, although it exceeds the rate of inflation, adequately 
reflects the challenges to Council created by Covid-19.  

But Federated Farmers does want the Council to focus more on the basics of local government, 
the core services, in particular transport. We continue to be concerned about the state of Far 
North’s rural roads and the quality of some rural road sealing and repairs, and we continue to 
be concerned at how much is being spent on the nice to haves, such as the new cultural hub 
in Kawakawa, and the new terminal at Bay of Islands airport, compared to spending on the 
basics such as rural roads. We want to be sure that Far North’s rural areas are getting their 
fair share of the basics of Council’s expenditure, in particular a fair share of the Council’s capital 
spending programs.  

Nonetheless, in addition to the matters about which the Council is seeking feedback, 
Federated Farmers takes the opportunity to comment, in the Specific Comments section 
below, on some more general aspects of the Plan, with some comment also being provided 
on other matters that are discussed in the Plan. 

On a positive note, Federated Farmers notes that the Council’s approach to many of its 
functions is inclusive and co-operative. Federated Farmers supports Council adopting a 
"partnership" approach in the performance of its functions. Federated Farmers is pleased to 
be able to participate in forums such as the Rural Advisory Panel.  

Specific Comments 

Rating Policies 

While Federated Farmers welcomes the Council carrying out a comprehensive review of 
its rating system, and while the review was considered timely in light of the economic 
challenges that have faced the Council’s ratepayers, the outcome, as reflected in the 
Long Term Plan, is something of a travesty. As noted above, the proposals to shift the 
UAGC and the flat Roading Rate to the General Rate and to reduce the commercial 
differential from 2.75 to 1.75 will seriously disadvantage the owners of farmland. While 
the move towards a capital value based rating system is welcomed, in no way is the 10% 
move towards capital value sufficient to even start to offset the disadvantage brought 
about by the changes proposed to the UAGC, the flat Roading Rate and the commercial 
differential. 

Federated Farmers is concerned where councils are using land value rating, in that it 
prejudices higher valued properties that are less intensively developed, such as farms. 
It is also noted that land value rating systems without differentials is not common in local 
government. Federated Farmers supports a move to a mixture of land and capital value 
rating, depending on the purpose of the rate. 

Federated Farmers supports the maximum use being made of the facility provided by 
section 21 of the Local Government (Rating) Act whereby councils can apply rates on a 
uniform basis. It is considered that Uniform Annual General Charges (UAGC) and the 
eligible targeted rates should make up the 30% maximum allowable under the Act. 
Federated Farmers considers that the UAGC should be set considerably higher than the 
20% proposed for the current year, eventually reaching at a level which is at, or close to, 
the maximum allowable. It is of considerable concern that the UAGC is in fact budgeted 
to diminish as a percentage of the allowable maximum, over the term of the LTP. 
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Federated Farmers encourages the Council to lobby central Government to address 
inequities in the current funding mechanisms that councils can use. Land and capital 
value does not reflect income or relative ability to pay. Modern local government also 
provides a wide range of ratepayer funded facilities and services, which are valued and 
accessed differently by residents. Basing general rates on land and capital value 
inevitably means that farmers pay higher rates than others but benefit less from many 
services such as footpaths, street lighting, rubbish collection, reticulated water and 
sewage, public transport etc. 
 

Recommendation: That Council:  
Continue with its move towards a capital value rating system; 
instigate a policy for the UAGC to reach the maximum level allowable under 

the law over the next few years, and decrease the general rate 
accordingly; 

make greater use of targeted rates (including for waste disposal) and user 
fees and charges; 

ask central Government to provide for more equitable rating policies for local 
Government. 

 
 
Climate Change 
 

Introduction 
 

This section of the submission provides a brief response to the Council’s consultation 
on climate change.  
 
Federated Farmers generally supports the Council responding to climate change. 
Federated Farmers also considers it important that Council recognise that the Far 
North’s farmers and growers will be contributing through their rates bills to the 
Council’s climate change response, as well as funding the changes that central 
government will require to their own production systems, themselves. 
 
Federated Farmers and its farming members take climate change very seriously and 
are keenly aware of the need to meet the challenges posed by the issue, including by 
mitigating the impacts of primary production on New Zealand’s emissions profile. For 
farmers, this involves balancing a fundamental requirement for food and fibre 
production, a requirement to reduce the warming from our emissions and the need to 
prepare for the potential future impacts caused by a more variable and changing 
climate.  
 
Food production is, however, also an essential process that cannot be sacrificed. For 
those products it produces, New Zealand is comparatively a low emission producer, 
with the country’s farmers nevertheless confident that they can continue to improve 
production systems if given the chance.  
 
Federated Farmers supports New Zealand playing its part in addressing climate 
change by pursuing action consistent with the goals of the 2015 Paris Agreement, 
including recognising the fundamental priority of food production. New Zealand 
farmers are world leaders in the highly efficient production of safe, protein-dense, and 
low-emissions food. Per kilogram of product, New Zealand sheep meat is twice as 
emissions efficient as the global average, our dairy milk is over three times as 
emissions efficient, and Kiwi beef is over four times as emissions efficient. 
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Demand for New Zealand livestock-based products (such as red meat and dairy milk) 
is strong and has remained so throughout the Covid-19 pandemic. Any reduction in 
New Zealand food production will be replaced by production in other countries, which 
is often subsidised and results in higher emissions per unit of output. The concept of 
“emissions leakage” (or “carbon leakage”) from New Zealand needs to be avoided, 
as it will result in increased global greenhouse gas emissions, decreased global food 
security, and decreased economic growth in New Zealand.  
 
Federated Farmers considers that, when taking action to mitigate emissions in New 
Zealand, it is important to recognise not only the need for global food production and 
the impressive emissions efficiency of New Zealand products, but also the 
fundamental difference between:  

 
• Short-lived biological emissions, which involve the short- term recycling of 

carbon between various states (such as those produced from growing plants 
and livestock) and,  

• Long-lived fossil emissions, which involve the effectively permanent 
conversion of solid and liquid forms of carbon (such as coal and oil) into 
atmospheric carbon dioxide.  

 
Federated Farmers is pleased that the Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) 
Amendment Act 2019 implemented a split-gas approach for New Zealand’s emissions 
reduction targets. This split gas approach recognises the fundamental differences 
between biogenic methane and other GHG and the inability of the current GWP100 
metric to account for these differences.  
 
Under current inaccurate GHG accounting methods (which rely on GWP100) methane 
is reported to comprise 78% of the total warming from the agriculture sector.2 For this 
reason, it is critically important that biogenic methane is reported in a manner that 
accurately reflects the best available science on the GHGs radiative impact, by either 
using an improved metric (such as GWP* or CO2-we) or by using a split gas approach 
(as taken for New Zealand’s domestic emissions reduction targets).   
 
Federated Farmers was closely involved in the development of, and is a signatory to, 
the historic He Waka Eke Noa Primary Sector Climate Action Partnership.3 This 
industry-driven commitment was accepted by Government in late 2019, and 
Federated Farmers has since been an active member of the co-development process. 
This partnership is working on ways to equip farmers and growers with the knowledge 
and tools they need to reduce emissions, while continuing to sustainably produce 
quality food and fibre products for domestic and international markets.   
 
He Waka Eke Noa includes collaboration on the detailed development of an 
appropriate farm gate emissions pricing mechanism by 2025. The Climate Change 
Commission has been asked to assess progress under He Waka Eke Noa and 
provide this no later than July 2022. It is important to Federated Farmers that any 
pricing mechanism developed through He Waka Eke Noa, is consistent with its 
emissions pricing principals, namely that; 

• Pricing occurs at the margin for methane (where additional warming occurs) 
and not on the inaccurate GWP100 value.  

• Pricing exclusively occurs to incentivise the use of a cost-effective mitigation 
tool that is available, with regulatory approval, to farmers. 

 
2  The 2018 New Zealand National Greenhouse Gas National Inventory. 
3 Available at <https://hewakaekenoa.nz/about/#sec-story>. 
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• New Zealand farmers are not put at a disadvantage to our main international 
competitors. Any reduction will be replaced with production in countries that 
have higher emissions per unit of output, and often subsidised. This is known 
as “emissions leakage” and results in higher greenhouse gas emissions and 
higher food costs.  

 
The Appropriate Role for Local Government in Climate Change 
 

While Federated Farmers is generally supportive of the Far North District Council’s 
overall response to climate change, there is concern that the local government sector 
as a whole may be considering undertaking, or is being encouraged to undertake, 
actions to manage agricultural emissions, especially methane and nitrous oxide. The 
concern is that, by doing so, some councils may end up acting inappropriately prior to 
the completion of work taking place under He Waka Eke Noa, which would be at best 
duplicate and at worst could undermine this work (along with other work underway at 
a national and international level). 
 
As a general principle, Federated Farmers considers that councils should focus on 
ensuring their districts and regions can best adapt to the expected impacts of climate 
change and only seek to mitigate emissions which they themselves are directly 
responsible for. Without direct agreement with central government, local authorities 
should not seek to independently manage emissions that are already subject to 
management at central government level and, in particular as regards agricultural 
emissions, are the subject of management by central government in partnership with 
Iwi/Maori and the agricultural sector under the historic He Waka Eke Noa partnership 
approach.  
 
The mitigation of GHG emissions at a national level is being guided by the Climate 
Change Commission, with central government ministries, industry peak bodies and 
non-governmental organisations all playing a part. Councils developing regional or 
district climate plans in isolation from these organisations would risk duplicating or 
undermining these processes. Federated Farmers consider that those councils 
wishing to mitigate GHG emissions should only do so in the areas in which they have 
direct control, including by ensuring that council buildings are appropriately 
constructed and insulated, by electrifying council vehicles and by providing affordable 
low emissions public transport. 
  
While there is undoubtably a need to mitigate GHG in all sectors of the economy in 
New Zealand (including agriculture), there is also a need to ensure that New Zealand 
can better adapt to the expected impacts of climate change.  
 
The complex impacts of climate change will vary widely between regions in New 
Zealand, with some expected to experience hotter drier climatic conditions while 
others are expected to become colder and wetter. These expected localised impacts 
of climate change make it appropriate for local government to consider how best to 
adapt to the expected impacts of climate change in their region when preparing district 
or regional plans and other local government regulatory processes.  
 
Mitigation and adaptation policies should not be considered independent of each 
other. While Federated Farmers supports New Zealand playing its part and 
transitioning the economy to one that is warming neutral by 2050, this must be done 
in a manner that enhances the ability of rural communities to adapt to the potential 
impacts of climate change. Bridging this gap and ensuring regional adaptation factors 
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are adequately considered when national GHG mitigation policies are being designed 
is an area in which local government is required.  
 
Federated Farmers is concerned that climate change mitigation and adaptation 
policies are being viewed in a silo to the detriment of rural communities. One 
prominent example is policies that have incentivised the rapid blanket afforestation of 
productive sheep and beef farms on the East Coast of the North Island while not 
adequately factoring the predicted increased fire risk that will result from climate 
change potentially making the region hotter and drier.  
 
Another example of the siloed nature of climate change policy in New Zealand is a 
reluctance to support, or even to enable, infrastructure projects that improve 
community water security and generate renewable hydroelectricity. Water storage 
infrastructure projects have the potential to mitigate emissions (by producing 
renewable electricity) and to improve New Zealand’s ability to adapt to the impacts of 
climate change by enabling communities to resiliently store water during times of 
plenty and draw upon reserves during time  
 

Action Being Taken on Agricultural Emissions  
 

New Zealand farmers want to play their part in tackling greenhouse gas emissions. 
They are prepared to work hard to do their fair share and Federated Farmers support 
the agricultural sector achieving the goal of becoming warming neutral by 2050. 
 
New Zealand farmers are proud to be amongst the most efficient producers in the 
world and, unlike many of their overseas competitors, essentially stand on their own 
two feet, largely unsubsidised by consumers (by way of inflated prices) or taxpayers, 
and they have done so for over 30 years. The unsubsidised nature of farming in New 
Zealand has resulted in farmers becoming economically and emissions efficient. The 
impressive emissions efficiency of New Zealand milk and lamb meat is demonstrated 
in the graph below.4 

  
 

4  Climate Change and the Global Dairy Cattle Sector: The role of the dairy sector in a low-carbon future, the Food and 
Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations and the Global Dairy Platform Inc, Rome 2019, pp.26. 

 
Clune, Stephen, Enda Crossin, and Karli Verghese. "Systematic review of greenhouse gas emissions for different fresh food 
categories. 

 
Ledgard, S.F., Chobtang, J., Falconer, S.J. and McLaren, S., 2016. Life cycle assessment of dairy production systems in New 
Zealand, Integrated nutrient and water management for sustainable farming. (Eds L.D. Currie and R.Singh). 
http://flrc.massey.ac.nz/publications.html. Occasional Report No. 29. Fertilizer and Lime Research Centre, Massey University, 
Palmerston North, New Zealand. 8 pages. 1 LIFE CYCLE ASSESSMENT.  
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Far from being satisfied with this impressive emissions efficiency, since 2003 the 
Pastoral Greenhouse Gas Research Consortium (PGGRC) has directed about $75 
million of industry and Crown funding to the challenge of lowering New Zealand 
agricultural emissions, including by attempting to decouple the relationship between 
the feed consumed by a ruminant animal and methane produced. Much valuable 
knowledge has been gained, but the program has yet to be successful. 
  
This cutting edge research is also being supported by an ambitious co-development 
policy framework underway. In October 2019, government agreed to work with the 
primary sector and iwi/Māori to equip farmers and growers with the knowledge and 
tools they need to reduce warming from GHG emissions, while continuing to 
sustainably produce quality food and fibre products for domestic and international 
markets.  This work involves designing a practical and cost-effective system for 
reducing the warming from GHG emissions at the farm level by 2025. It also includes 
designing an appropriate farm-level pricing mechanism building on the principles set 
out in He Waka Eke Noa. 
 

Recommendation: That Council take note of this discussion on climate 
change as it affects the primary production sector. 
 

 
The Federation 
 
Federated Farmers of New Zealand is a primary sector organisation that represents the 
majority of the country’s farming businesses.  The Federation has a long and proud history of 
representing the interests of New Zealand’s farming communities, primary producers, and 
agricultural exporters. 
 

The Federation aims to add value to its members’ farming business.  Our key strategic outcomes 
include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and social environment within which: 
 

• Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial environment 
 

• Our members’ families and their staff have access to services essential to the needs of 
the rural community 
 

• Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices. 
 
The total agricultural sector is even more important to the economy than it was fifteen years ago. 
Its contribution to the New Zealand economy has risen from around 14.2 percent of GDP in 
1986/87 to around 17 percent today (including downstream processing). Some authorities 
consider agriculture’s current contribution to the New Zealand economy to be about 20 percent 
of GDP.  
 
Federated Farmers looks forward to further consultation with the Far North District Council on 
the Annual Plan. 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Giesbers 

First name Anthony 

Organisation GF Farm Ltd Position Director/Shareholder 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The question should be weather another organisation could 
provide a better way of providing this resource.  I do not think that 
council is the best provider. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I do not think that with the information provided that we can say 
that the proposed rating system is any fairer that the current one.  
When you have increases in general rates in the order of 28% or 
more, is that fair.  Rating based on capital value does not mean that 
the owners of high value property have a greater ability to pay 
more rates or require or receive more services from council.  
Having fixed annual charges means that every rate payer 
contributes more evenly.  Having targeted rates helps to fund 
specific services that may have higher costs. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in?  

 

Receipt No 592 

Date and time  06/04/2021 01:35 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname Hanrahan 

First name Steve 

Organisation Tourism Industry 
Aotearoa 

Position Advocacy and Engagement Manager 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Outside Far North 

Receipt No 648 

Date and time 06/04/2021 05:16 PM 

See attachment next page
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TOURISM INDUSTRY AOTEAROA 

PO Box 1697, Wellington 6140, New Zealand  

P  +64 4 499 0104 E info@tia.org.nz W www.tia.org.nz 

6 April 2021 

Far North District Council 

Private Bag 752, 

Kaikohe 0440 

Sent via Online Submission 

To whom it may concern: 

Tourism Industry Aotearoa (TIA) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Consultation 

Document for the Far North District Council (FNDC) Long-Term Plan 2021-31.    

TIA is the peak body for the tourism industry in New Zealand. With over 1,300 members, TIA 

represents a range of tourism-related activities including accommodation, adventure & other 

activities, attractions, hospitality, retail, airports & airlines, transport, as well as related tourism 

services. 

Tourism and Local Government 

Tourism takes place in local communities and offers jobs, regional economic opportunities, and 

vibrancy. We want tourism to provide real benefits to the communities where it operates, and 

local government has a key role to play in managing and enhancing local tourism experiences.  

Tourism was the first industry to be hit by the COVID-19 pandemic and will be one of the last to 

recover. While the immediate outlook is uncertain, the industry’s longer-term ambitions remain 

unchanged. TIA’s Tourism 2025 & Beyond, A Sustainable Growth Framework – Kaupapa 

Whakapakari Tāpoi, sets a vision of ‘Growing a sustainable tourism industry that benefits New 

Zealanders’.  

Our view is that central and local government must deploy their resources and work alongside 

the private sector to revive and then revitalise the tourism industry for the benefit of local 

communities and Aotearoa. This is a shared opportunity to make bold changes to fix longstanding 

systemic issues that have compromised our desire to build a truly sustainable tourism future.  

In August 2020 TIA wrote to all councils in New Zealand outlining three priority areas for 

consideration as they developed their draft Long-term Plans (LTP). A summary of what we asked 

for follows: 

Volume 4 81

mailto:info@tia.org.nz
http://www.tia.org.nz/


Support for Destination Management Plans 

For your region to get maximum benefit from tourism, your tourism proposition must be 

community driven, align with national sustainable tourism goals, and present a high-quality 

offering that appeals to both international and domestic visitors. Destinations are a collection of 

interests (including local government, iwi, communities, and business), meaning that 

coordination and destination planning is needed to deliver the best outcomes both for host 

communities and visitors.  

This is the most important thing councils can do - look after and invest in the quality of their 

region as a destination. Councils must reflect the desires of their community, and this includes 

the voice of tourism operators, which must be strongly represented in these Plans.  

Keep costs down 

Businesses are key to the economic health and vibrancy of a city, town, and region. Tourism 

businesses typically bring significant cashflow and investment to a region through attracting 

both international and domestic visitors. These same businesses are now struggling to keep their 

lights on and trading conditions will be tough for the foreseeable future.  

We acknowledge that councils themselves are facing reduced income because of COVID19. This 

comes at a time when ongoing investment to maintain and enhance local mixed-use 

infrastructure (used by residents and visitors) including roads, amenities, and attractions is 

required. However, businesses cannot be expected to pick up the shortfall. The next three years 

is a time for councils to be willing to consider funding streams other than rates to maintain and 

develop infrastructure, such as increased debt and central government funding.  

We ask in your LTP to keep any commercial or targeted rate increases to below 1.5% p.a. over 

2021/22- 2024/25 and give confidence to local tourism operators by stating there will be no new 

targeted tourism rates (‘bed taxes’) introduced over the next three years.  

Environmental management 

New Zealand’s environment is our unique selling point. It underpins our 100% Pure New Zealand 

tourism proposition and supports many of our iconic adventure and outdoor activities. The top 

factor influencing international visitors to choose New Zealand is our natural landscape and 

scenery and getting outdoors is a key driver of domestic tourism. However, New Zealand’s 

natural environmental assets are under constant threat, including many of our native species, 

our freshwater rivers and lakes, and our unique landscapes.  
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We ask your Council in your LTP to recognise the environmental assets in your region that are 

critical to tourism success and make a commitment to maintaining, enhancing and restoring 

these assets.  

Far North District Council Consultation Document 

We were encouraged to see the positive and pro-active approach being taken to economic 

development and environmental management within the Document. In regards to specific areas 

of consultation: 

1. The proposed rate increases of 5.5% in 2021/22, and 5.2% and 3.2% respectively in the

two following years are greater than we sought in our August 2020 letter. We encourage the

Council to be understanding of the ongoing significant impact of COVID-19 on tourism

businesses and have support policies in place if required e.g. deferred payments, removal of

late-payment penalties.

2. We also encourage the Council to consider alternative funding streams to reduce the amount

of rate increase.  One option for alternative sustainable funding is TIA’s proposal for Central

Government to create a Regional Tourism Fund of $300m p.a. and distribute these funds to

local government to address local tourism-related needs.

Local authorities’ investment in tourism infrastructure would be informed by regional spatial 

plans (where they exist), local authority Long-Term Plans, and RTO/EDA Destination 

Management Plans. If these Plans are doing their job well, they should clearly articulate the 

aspirations of tourism in the region and funding required. Infrastructure would be included 

as an area for investment of funds.  

The allocation model is determined by the measured level of visitor impact on each territorial 

authority. The premise behind this calculation is to create a transparent and sustainable 

model for annual funding rather than councils having to apply and hope. For example, it may 

be based on visitor nights in a region.  The Far North District received approximately 3% of 

total visitor nights in NZ in February 2021. If this were attained on an annual basis it would 

provide an additional $9m p.a. to the Council for tourism investment based on our model. 

The proposal aligns with Infrastructure NZ’s proposal for a Regional Development Fund, 

expanding the former $1 billion p.a. Provincial Growth Fund into a $2 billion Regional 

Development Fund (RDF) covering all of New Zealand.  
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3. We support the proposal to decrease the commercial rate differential from $2.75 (for every

$1 that residential ratepayers pay) to $1.75.  We agree with the comments in the

Consultation Document that everyone benefits from good commercial services, facilities and

activities and you do not want to make it harder for businesses to grow.

4. We support the proposal for FNDC to become a shareholder of Northland Inc and invest in

the Investment Growth Reserve Fund. In our view the ownership of the regional Economic

Development Agency (EDA) should be shared across Councils, providing them with a stronger

voice in the direction of economic development in the region as well as synergies and greater

purchasing power as a group. This will see FNDC contributions to the Investment and Growth

Reserve of $94,300 in Year 2021/22, the first year of the Long-Term Plan 2021-31. This will

increase to $199,209 in Year Two, $296,648 in Year Three, and incrementally increase to

$643,655 in Year 2026/27.

5. We are encouraged to see the focus on environmental management and responding to

climate change.  FNDC have identified climate change as the number one risk facing the Far

North and the Northland region, and ‘recognise an urgent need to work on a stronger

framework for managing the impacts of climate change, natural hazards, and reduce our

carbon footprint’.

Thank-you for the opportunity to submit on the Long-Term Plan. Please do not hesitate to contact 

us if you have any queries on our feedback. 

Ngā mihi, 

Steve Hanrahan 

Advocacy and Engagement Manager 

Tourism Industry Aotearoa  
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Harman 

First name Andrea 

Organisation farming Position owner 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

One of Council's goals is to protect Rural Production Zoning.  Rural 
producers are contributing to the local economy in many ways 
from employment, spending money locally with support services - 
contractors, rural service providers, etc.  Rural producers are 
moving towards environment sustainability with protection of 
waterways, native bush reserves and pest management. Rural 
producers do not have year on year stability of gross income due to 
international market and weather conditions.  We can't afford an 
on average 33% rise in our rates.  Additionally many of the council 
services are not available rurally - street lighting, footpaths, sealed 
roads, water supply, rubbish collection. Please reconsider a fairer 
rate for rural production land. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 639 

Date and time  06/04/2021 04:47 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname Hart 

First name Simon 

Organisation Kerikeri Cricket 
Club 

Position Chairperson 

Which option do you 
think will work best 
for our 147 Housing 
for the elderly units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 659 

Date and time 06/04/2021 06:06 PM 
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Kerikeri Cricket Club Submission to the FNDC Draft LTP 2021-2031

KKCC has been pursuing facilities through which it can promote and grow the game of
cricket in the wider Far North District and in particular in Kerikeri. Our Club has a range of
teams playing in the Northland competition but many have to travel to Whangarei to play as
there are insufficient wickets available (only 2 at the High School). We have significant
growth in our Junior grades especially with girls wanting to take the game up.

We have made submissions for the past 6 years for improved facilities that we can play the
game at. These have been focused on sites such as the Kerikeri Domain. However it
appears this recreational space is destined for other needs. We have been presented with
opportunities to move to the Kerikeri Sports Hub at Waipapa. We value this opportunity,
however at the last meeting we have been advised that provision has only been made for
one wicket as opposed to the 4 that were evaluated (KKCC/NCA/Sports Northand) as
needed.

Our submission is for Council:
1. Recognise the need and provide for space for 4 wickets/fields. We are more than

happy to co-locate with football and other sports
Specifically:
- a grass 'block' between the football pitches that are in front of the site of the
pavilion/clubrooms, with the outfield to consist of one consistent 'base' (as discussed
at recent meeting chaired by Noelle)
- a concrete wicket in line with the grass block, immediately towards Waipapa
township, but positioned more towards the township, to minimise overlapping of the
grass wicket boundary
- 2 x additional concrete wickets located on the outside of the football pitches that are
furthest towards Waitotara Drive
- practise nets, as per previous draft designs
- onsite secure storage for wicket covers, team gear etc

2. Recognise the needs of other sports to be accommodated at the Hub and support
infrastructure going in to support football but urge Council to look at equity between
other codes.

3. Recognise and fund shared building infrastructure in future years. All codes are
happy with shared facilities such as kitchens/changing rooms/toilets.
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KKCC and Northland Cricket Association will pursue all available options for funding wickets
and related infrastructure such as nets and score boards but base provisioning of areas to
play and grow the game are needed.

Kind regards

Simon Hart
Chairperson - Kerikeri Cricket Club
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Hayes 

First name J Michael 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The way housing is going the FNDC will be required to provide 
housing for all the people returning to the Far North from Australia 
and Auckland. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I don't approve Councils becoming shareholders as it is not 
sustainable even though they may be forced to by Government.  
Unfortunately those requiring houses are not often good tenants.  
The Gov should be providing State Housing. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Capital instead of land value will be the only way that FNDC will get 
the necessary funding for future development.  The cost of housing 
is affected by the mansions now being built on the coast and 
around Kerikeri etc.  Rates will be getting less from farming and 
forestry. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 740 

Date and time  08/04/2021 01:01 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Heald 

First name Marie 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I oppose a change from Land based rates to Capital Based rates. It 
is not fair to assume that because one lives in a a well developed 
piece of land with dwelling improvements that they are wealthy 
and can afford higher rates and hence support those who fail to 
make any improvements and live in a tent or non compliant 
(council approved) dwelling. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I oppose the proposed flat charge of $30 per annum for Waste 
water, potable water and sewerage. I live rural and do not have 
reticulated water system to tap into hence have placed 3 large 
water tanks on my property to be self sufficient.  
I am directed by council when to clean my septic tank with threat 
of fine if fail to do so. I pay a septic tank cleaner $600 plus every 
time to have my tank cleaned which already has a built in fee for 
dumping the sewerage. Hence adding another $15 to my rates bill 
is not fair or equitable. I would like council to be equitable with 
sewerage and consider picking up the cost of having septic tanks 
cleaned for the same annual fee that rates payers pay to be hooked 
to sewerage systems. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 688 

Date and time 06/04/2021 08:31 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Hick 

First name June 

Organisation Broadwood 
Community 
Progressive 
Committee 

Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

There is no provision for the Elderly in North Hokianga 
Communities of Broadwood, Pawarenga, Pungaru. Therefore why 
should our rates go towards provision for up grading elderly units. 
There is Council land in Takahue Road Broadwood which once held 
3 counc 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Unsure! Is the Council becoming involved in too many areas and 
should they be concentrating on core faciilties and doing an 
amazing job on them . Are they spreading the funds to thinly? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

As long as the council only charges for services each area receives. 
Fairer and simpler rates does not mean charging rural areas for 
Water, sewerage, recreation facilities and libraries etc that are not 
provided for them by the council. This is totally unfair that we 
should pay for other communities when none are provided for us? 
We dont benefit from their rates. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

The Broadwood Community have found working with the FNDC 
very frustrating over the last years since 2006 and 2021. The 
community feels let down by the inadequate communication and 
lack of honesty  with the processes of the FNDC. Instead of open 
consultation, discussion and carrying out what has been promised 
we have been given unsubstantiated information and been refused 
to be listened to. This has resulted in 1. loss of our Swing bridge 
because of the change of the original design of the bridge, the loss 
of any remnants of the old council houses both of which are part of 
the history of Broadwood Settlers. Rate payers money has been 
wasted  as  Council contractors have erected barriers not where 
people have had accidents or been killed, and reported road 
closures etc made very difficult where council staff do not know 
where Broadwood is. North Hokianga except for Kohukohu is not 
shown or acknowledged on Council Consultation documents nor 
are our rates or any information.  Projects happening on one Long 
term plan are dropped off without the Community being informed  
this will happen. They should be carried over without having to go 
through the whole process again. Without our input and request to 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
be heard Our North Hokianga Communities except for Kohukohu 
and Pungaru were not considered important enough to warrant the 
inclusion in the visit from the Councils Consultation Road Show. 
The promotion video which promotes History, Economy , 
Environment and Social aspects of things to be included in the LTP 
fit exactly into replacing  our swing bridge in the very near future. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 727 

Date and time  06/04/2021 11:37 PM 
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Surname Horsford 

First name Morgan 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 722 

Date and time  06/04/2021 11:07 PM 
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Surname Imlach 

First name James 

Organisation New Zealand 
Motor Caravan 
Association 
Inc. 

Position New Zealand Motor Caravan 
Association Inc. 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

The NZMCA owns and operates two member only campsites in 
Tokerau Beach and Kerikeri. We have been working with FNDC 
consultants on options and ideas to promote motorhome tourism 
in the district.  
We recommend budgeting for the installation of at least two (2) 
new public dump stations with potable water in, for example, 
Paihia and Awanui to help boost local tourism and support 
appropriate wastewater disposal.  
The NZMCA would be happy to financially support these projects as 
we have done so previously, including providing a letter of support 
should FNDC apply for tourism infrastructure funding. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Outside Far North 

 

Receipt No 627 

Date and time  06/04/2021 03:41 PM 

Volume 4 94



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Inverarity 

First name Noeline & Peter 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Our issues are 
1.  How do yoi know what improvements havbe been made to a 
property - not everyone applies for consents. 
2.  You say it will become too costly for some people to live where 
and how they choose - Capital Value Rating will exasperate this.  
Thre will be more likelihood of people being asset rich and cash 
poor.  Will they have to sell land and/or downsize to survive. 
3.  We pay for improvements, pay for consents - should be end of 
story - we have paid our dues.  Council will not be paying for the 
upkeep on the improvements. 
We get we need to pay rates to support infrastructure, but don't 
penalise our hard work to own what we have - especially rural land 
owners who get very few services e.g. water, sewrage, street lights, 
footpaths etc, etc. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

If the people speak - please listen.  Not one shoe fits all.  We are 
not like 'most' of NZ! 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 717 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:58 PM 
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Surname Janif 

First name Abdul 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 569 

Date and time  06/04/2021 11:00 AM 
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Surname Joiner 

First name Kirsty 

Organisation Rawene Area 
Residents 
Association 

Position Treasurer/Secretary 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other 
feedback you would like to 
share? 

Provide infrastructure in a way that is affordable to the Districts 
ratepayers. Increase the Capital Works programme to provide new 
works in Roading and Footpaths. 
Rawene Area Residents Assoc. agrees that the council needs to 
develop better asset management leading to enhanced delivery of 
core infrastructure. Improvements must be made in the planning of 
this core infrastructure delivery.  At present there is evidence of 
piecemeal maintenance and un co-ordinated work schedules 
causing failure to deliver ,eg. lack of smooth seal bitumin in 
recreation areas in the Hokianga ward. Areas missing out are water 
front reserves, boat ramp access, public walkways , & access to 
parks. The Rawene Area Residents Association have been 
requesting smooth seal on the Road/Pedestrian Share area of 
commercial Rawene & Boat Ramp for a number of years and 
watched while this sealing system has passed us by. 
It is important that the capital works programme for Footpaths be 
increased. The condition and also non-existent portion of the main 
footpath in Rawene from the Ferry Terminal to Hokianga Hospital  
is unsatisfactory and needs to be budgeted for. There is no 
pedestrian access to Kohanga, Playcentre, Sports fields , Sailing 
Club, Bowling Club , Horse Training, Community Gym and Recycle 
center. There are large weed infested drains beside these facilities 
and residential roads. proper funding of core infrastructure would 
allow these drains to be piped and covered to provide for foot 
traffic. Properly designed  footpaths are essential in a township. 
There are a number of roads in the Rawene Environs which require 
funding to Dust Seal. An increase in life-style properties has created 
a need to seal for safety and quality of life.  While there is support 
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for Cycle Trail development it needs to come after the core Roading 
and Footpath infrastructure is complete. 
Rawene has a central focus in the Hokianga and has always 
provided for the wider community. Volunteer work is underway to 
develop the Rawene Town Square and this would benefit from 
consideration in the long term budgeting by the council.  
 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 618 

Date and time  06/04/2021 04:02 PM 
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Surname Joiner 

First name Craig 

Organisation Rawene Area 
Residents 
Association ,  
Rawene Sailing 
Trust 

Position Member , Member 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

As I have just arrived home from being away this submission will be 
very brief . 
This submission about maritime facilities in Rawene and is on 
behalf of , The Rawene Area Residents Association and The Rawene 
Sailing Trust . 
I would like to request the opportunity for a follow up presentation 
to council to further describe necessary improvements to the 
recreational maritime facilities for the Rawene and wider 
community . 
Funding needs to be provided to expand the existing mimimal 
facilities as several different recreational groups are currently 
struggling to share what may have been adequate many years ago . 
Rawene Area Residents Association and Rawene Sailing Trust would 
be able to assist FNDC with community consultation and planning 
of these improvements . 
 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 699 

Date and time  06/04/2021 08:59 PM 
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Surname Jones 

First name Peter 

Organisation The Landing Position Director 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing 
fairer and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I have just become aware of these changes, and with the limited 
time available to get a full submission back to you, I will defer to the 
points put out by Jane Johnson of the Ratepayers Association. While 
I am sure you have a copy, I have cut and pasted them below: 
Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 
I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 
On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity” 
It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what 
Council identified and accepted as ‘unfair’ about the current rating 
method, other than by inference given the proposed changes.  
The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be 
considered alongside the proposed “Fees & Charges Policy”, as well 
as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 
It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to 
attract private benefit, verses those are deemed to have a ‘public 
good’ component.  Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost 
recovery approach to activities such as inspecting properties to 
ensure compliance with various national or local regulations. For 
example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”.  The interactions of 
households and businesses with FNDC as a regulatory agency tasked 
with administration of legislation are able to be charged on a cost 
recovery basis. For example, Resource Consenting, Building 
Consenting, and Dog Control. 
I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 
Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services 
to property and community facilities (District Facilities). Council 
proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General 
Rates. 
The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however. Rather it is 
more convenient for Council and for its contractors to bundle all 
water and wastewater systems together (and potentially 
stormwater networks) for the purpose of setting a price at the 
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District level, rather than having to reveal the actual cost associated 
with each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living in 
each settlement.  
This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC 
and LGNZ have been espousing as the way forward for the local 
government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the 
opposite of democratic and of a free market.  If where one lives, or 
locates their business or home is a private choice, the questions of 
exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is 
relevant. Council is prepared to charge fees for services deemed to 
deliver a private benefit in other aspects of life choices, why a 
different assumption when it comes to providing water and 
wastewater services. Council has not made a good economic or 
even social or environmental case for socializing the capital costs of 
water and wastewater infrastructure, other than asserting we all 
benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across 
the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not a strong rationale 
for socializing all of the costs of core infrastructure across all SUIPs 
on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of 
“improvements”. 
The proposed move to socializing the costs of inefficiencies 
associated with the Far North’s historic settlement pattern, and of 
poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and 
maintain communities that otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay 
for their own scheme. But there has been no evidence provided that 
there are any communities that can not afford to service debt to pay 
for their own scheme.  Also, if it was simply a matter of socializing 
the costs of all schemes, then Council would have proposed an 
equal share in the form of a targeted rate to apply to all properties, 
regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not.  But 
that isn’t what FNDC has proposed, rather you have suggested a 
sliding scale of Rates be charged based on a limited view of 
‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one 
participant in the public meeting (held to discuss rates) observed, 
this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested 
heavily in property are assumed to have higher incomes than those 
who haven’t invested in property. That assumption has not been 
tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold true. There are 
exceptions.  The Far North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds 
(32 – 37% of all residents). These are pensioners, often living in the 
family home purchased decades ago, whose income is 
superannuation, which provides them a net income of just $15,000 
per annum – less than the average income for the Far North.  The 
fact that they managed to remain in their home and it has 
appreciated in value relative to other areas, does not mean they 
have a greater ability to pay Rates. 
I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for 
central Government, which is better placed to evaluate real net 
income of households and disposable income available to pay rates, 
along with access to other grants or subsidies via the social welfare 
system, or to bring Government to the table in providing adequate 
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infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I 
suggest that lateral thinking on development opportunities, in 
partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate 
our small settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the 
issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly conceived of 
wealth tax. 
The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that 
this new method will conceal, rather than make transparent the 
actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the 
nature of the systems serving each settlement, when it comes to 
attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for renewals and 
upgrades. 
Economists working for Auckland City, where CV is used as the basis 
for general rates, and where the greatest experiment in ‘socialising’ 
costs of infrastructure (by combining what had been 5 separate local 
authorities) have recently calculated that 59% of all households 
served by that City would be charged less Rates if Council moved to 
a Land Value basis of rating. That experiment has also produced no 
evidence that amalgamating or outsourcing to a CCO for water 
services (Metrowater) has improved efficiencies in delivery of 
services or saved Ratepayers any money. 
The Ratepayers of the Far North have not been privy to any 
equivalent analysis by FNDC in promoting we move from LV to CV. 
You have not told us what proportion of households will pay more 
and what proportion will pay less. The tables provided (p23) only 
show figures for ‘residential ratepayers’, which suggest we will all be 
paying much more. This implies other land-uses must be the 
beneficiaries of this proposed change… but that is not the reason 
given for proposing it. 
Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that 
location, and removing the incentive to retrofit or to relocate into 
more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating unsustainable 
forms of development. It is also discounting the need to lobby 
Government to assist in funding necessary renewals and upgrades 
to systems necessitated by regulation and national standards 
established by Government. 
The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for 
innovation to provide more affordable systems for smaller 
communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our 
partners”) need to be put on notice that the old engineering 
solutions that have proven so expensive to replace and to upgrade 
are no longer fit-for-purpose, and our smaller townships and/or 
poorer communities will be adapting to more affordable, biological 
solutions for treating waste water, and will be shifting towards a 
greater self-reliance on rain-water harvesting for water supplies. 
I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the 
weight of trucks allowed on NZ rural roads, it did so apparently 
without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by Ratepayers 
to ensure roading infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the 
trucking industry and those it serves presumably enjoy savings as a 
result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair to expect they 
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will pay an additional share towards improving culverts and bridges 
to be able to carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards 
maintaining the extensive rural road network on which they rely, 
along with a minority of residents with low weight private vehicles 
make use of. Indeed those residents frequently submit to Council 
about the negative effects of heavy vehicles on rural roads and the 
difficulties and adverse effects suffered by their families who share 
these roads with heavy vehicles. If Council really is concerned about 
social and economic fairness or equity, it would have calculated the 
true cost of maintaining rural roads vs the cost of urban streets and 
charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles 
using the rural road network. 

i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates
I OPPOSE this change.
The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive
in rates it just shares it out differently.”
However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing
costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate what has been identified as
unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for
the General Rate. Either way, this is a variable amount paid by every
SUIP based on their relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V.
There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the
redistribution curves associated with L.V.s and with C.V. for the
public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs
will see a redistribution in terms of which SUIPs will contribute more
and which will contribute less during a gradual shift to full (100%)
C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of
access to or receipt of services.
This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital
value’ with ‘income’ associated with capital improvements to
properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements”
with income earning potential.
On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of
“Progressive tax” in which reference is made to low-income and
high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those
definitions and any of the proposed changes to Rating method.  If
there had been a relationship, then land-uses associated with
businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least
1.6x the base rate for ‘residential’ which is NOT income earning, but
must be paid as an after-tax expense for households).  However, you
have not proposed an equivalent differential to rural-producers,
which are also commercial enterprises (businesses) able to claim
rates as an expense, and so ought to be charged the same
differential as ‘commercial’ land-use category of ratepayer, to
provide a fair approach towards all businesses (as distinct to
residential land uses).
There would also have been effort made to identify home-based
businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and charging an additional rate to
account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in
Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’.
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https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-
zealand/2020/02/auckland-s-controversial-bed-tax-is-here-to-
stay.html 
A similar proposal for Queenstown followed a non-binding 
referendum in that District that saw 80% of respondents supporting 
a bed tax to fund infrastructure. 
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/398561/government-
supports-5-percent-bed-tax-in-queenstown 
Similarly, Stewart Island has charged a “visitor tax” of $5/person 
who disembarks on the Island, as a contribution towards 
infrastructure. 
FNDC has not explored any equivalent charge for visitors arriving for 
day trips off cruise ships, or arriving by sea during yachting regatta, 
or by air (at airports), or by road who may not stay in any visitor 
accommodation (and so wouldn’t contribute via a bed-tax, or the 
additional pans charges). 
FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability 
to pay Rates (affordability) is directly correlated to Capital Value of 
the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate Assumptions 
include that the Far North is expected to continue to have an ‘aging’ 
population, meaning a greater proportion of residents will fall into 
the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to have limited earning 
potential as they age. It is also noted in the Corporate Assumptions 
that average household incomes are not expected to rise 
significantly. 
There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but 
capital poor”. FNDC has not shown that those residing in a higher 
value property do have additional disposable income to pay Rates, 
when compared to people residing in lesser valued property. It may 
be that households residing in high value homes are fully committed 
to maintaining that asset and have little additional disposable 
income, while households residing in a lower value property pay less 
on the mortgage and on maintenance and have a greater disposable 
income. 
The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with 
this past decade, as incomes have not kept pace with housing costs, 
and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher proportion of 
household income.  I make these points to underscore that the 
supporting material provided to understand FNDC’s rationale for 
proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT provide 
sufficient information to allow anyone to deem it is indeed ‘fairer’. 
The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses 
(property codes for rating purposes or which townships) will benefit 
the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming 
will benefit from this shift, as these land uses have relatively low 
value “improvements” as primary production enterprises (according 
to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to 
higher value improvements associated with dairy farm operations). 
Most of the rate burden, however, will fall on commercial and 
industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher value 
residential properties.  
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Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is 
contributed to ‘transportation’.  The high cost of roading in the Far 
North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more 
intensely developed Central Business Districts and industrial 
precincts, but is due to the extensive rural roading network and high 
costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles 
use of these rural roads. 
This is further evidenced by the small amount each year towards 
“footpaths” within the ‘transportation budget’, at just $150,000 in 
year 1 of the plan, in each of the Wards. That is a ridiculously small 
amount when the vastly greater share of general Rates are paid by 
urban communities, some of whom have repeatedly submit to 
Council requesting serious consideration be given to improving 
unsafe, deficient pedestrian environments. For example, in central 
Paihia. 
Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the 
beneficiaries of the rural transportation network are, and endeavor 
to charge them a greater share.  Primary-producers are businesses, 
which have proven resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has 
been noted with FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement. 
As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn 
experienced by Commercial Ratepayers and the many households 
reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The primary 
sector’s ability to access national aid or other relief following/during 
a drought or flood sees that sector in a good position to contribute 
fairly towards the transportation network upon which it relies. 
Meanwhile, FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement observes that FNDC 
will plan using the BERL forecast “mid-range” – that will see it take 
at least 3 years for the tourism sector to recover.  The COVID19 
Impact Statement notes on the last page, quoting TV1 news 
advising, just before Christmas, that there was “no accommodation 
in the Far North for the coming holiday period”.  That is an absurd 
statement for FNDC to have accepted, when 6/8 of the back-packer 
hostels in Kings Rd, Paihia are now under contract to MSD (for 2 
years) to provide “emergency accommodation” rather than being 
available for tourists; when the Copthorne Waitangi was only 
operating at 30% of normal capacity; and, the Millenium hotel 
chains “Kingsgate” in Paihia remains closed other than for 
‘emergency accommodation’ (also under contract to MSD).  An 
accommodation sector that ‘pivoted’ towards ‘emergency housing’ 
does not support an equivalent economy to the one that had 
catered to international visitors. It is also becoming apparent that 
the domestic tourism is quite different, in terms of spending 
patterns, to international visitors.  The point is, don’t assume 
‘commercial’ ratepayers are able to carry the extra cost associated 
with FNDC’s proposed shift from LV to CV basis for rates, and 
continuing to subsidize rural businesses need for an extensive rural 
road network. 

ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP)
and the Roading Rate ($100/SUIP)
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I OPPOSE this change. 
I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate 
into it). It is important that every SUIP be seen to contribute equally 
towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community that must 
fund our local authority. 
This reflects that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, 
while another 10c is for “Regulatory Services” (presumably that 
portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the ‘public good’ 
share), while 12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core 
functions of the territorial authority that every SUIP must support 
equally, because we all benefit equally as citizens/ratepayers having 
to provide for local government. 
Incidentally, the increase to 12c from just 8c in 2018, represents a 
serious increase for “future planning”.  It is presumed this is to 
progress the draft Proposed District Plan, and to undertake place-
based spatial planning to better integrate infrastructure planning 
with development enabled under the new District Plan.  
It is refreshing to read in Council’s “Capital Achievability Statement” 
and in the “Infrastructure Strategy” that FNDC is acknowledging its 
historical failure to adequately lead-in to including Capital projects 
in the Long-Term Plan, by first undertaking the evaluations 
necessary to support a project’s inclusion in the work programme to 
be funded. Effort to undertake the preparatory work, essential to 
progress a Capital project efficiently from financing to delivery, is 
also reinforced by the ‘asset condition assessments’ and ‘project 
Darwin’.  It is still surprising though, that these activities are still 
needing to be funded at the high rates forecast, when they are 
initiatives that started some time ago. We have seen GIS and other 
IT improvements funded frequently over the years, with no 
evidence of any gains in productivity or improvements in strategic or 
forward planning. And our communities have not been engaged in 
consultation on the future form and functionality of our townships 
in over 20yrs. 
I note that the release of ‘draft’ Proposed District Plan concurrent to 
the consultation on this Rating Review and the Long Term Plan is 
useful as a reference, to be able to be better informed of the 
Council’s Planners’ thinking, and to be able to compare the ’30 year 
infrastructure strategy’ to the proposed new plan provisions, but it 
is inconsiderate of Council to also call for ‘submissions’ on that draft 
at the same time as we are preparing submissions to this important 
Rating review and the Long Term Plan. 

iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs)
I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial
SUIPs.
Commercial activities that have located in commercial zoned
property have for too long paid a much greater share than other
businesses that locate outside of ‘commercial zone’.  The Far North
has, consequently, seen a lot of businesses establish in the rural-
residential area (in workshops, sheds, as stand-alone secondary
structures). This is inefficient for customers and undermines FNDC’s
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ability to Rate all businesses fairly and to provide for the levels of 
service required to improve central business districts (such as 
provision of transit hubs and parking structures). 
The Table on p12 reveals that a rural (and lifestyle) property valued 
at $1m will pay $7,861 Rates per annum (in 2030), while an 
equivalent $1m commercial property will pay $21,375 per annum. 
The notes to that table don’t clarify if these example rates are 
assuming the move to CV or is based on retaining the status quo. It’s 
also not clear if those example rates have been based on a fixed 
total rate, or has incrementally increased the size of the pie to 
account for new capital works as per the work program.  Either way, 
the inequity should be glaringly apparent. Both land-uses are 
‘enterprise’ engaged in producing and selling wares to customers. 
Both is able to pass on the costs to their customers, and claim 
‘Rates’ as a business expense.  The local commercial enterprise is 
most likely to be serving local residents (or visitors). The rural 
enterprise is more likely an exporter, whose produce will be sold 
offshore. Is there an assumption that the off-shore buyers of that 
produce are less able to pay a fair share towards the costs of 
production (associated with providing for our local council and 
infrastructure) than are local residents? 
I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to 
“rural production” SUIPs – as these activities are enterprises able to 
claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out of before 
tax, gross income). This differential, applied to all forms of 
enterprise (associated with land-use) has the effect of leveling the 
field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from the net 
(after-tax) income. The difference in effect on incomes is significant 
– to the tune of 1.6 x as a minimum to level the playing field – or
making the tax system fairer.

iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water &
wastewater to a District-wide approach
I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue
for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all Wastewater and Water
schemes.
It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within
the Area of Benefit for each scheme. It is also important for local
democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities
retain a very direct relationship with their Council, in determining
what services are required to property, that Ratepayers will have to
and are prepared to pay for. There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’
of Ratepayers by Council. That is why we have local democracy and
elected representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected
representatives are to engage with local residents and with the
assistance of experts, work to find solutions to common problems or
to provide for communal needs.
I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate)
communities from their ability to influence directly what
infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund.

Volume 4 107



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
It is particularly important for those communities based on historical 
pre-European settlements and relationships to the whenua, that 
they maintain a direct ability to influence local Council about what 
they require in the way of ‘communal services’ to be funded by 
Rates. It may be that, if Council is unable to find appropriate 
solutions, that these communities could look to other options for 
meeting their communal needs. 
If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then 
it may be necessary to look for additional revenue streams or 
subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development 
of these areas).  However, it is important to retain the current ability 
for Council work together with communities to design or to choose 
innovative schemes that reflect the community’s ability to pay 
and/or development potential should a new scheme be established. 
It is preferrable to retain the ability to differentiate between the 
different townships’ schemes and communities of interest, over 
simply spreading costs over all properties throughout the District 
who happen to be connected to any scheme, as though there are no 
differences between them. That is a dis-service to all “communities” 
served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse 
communities.  
The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX 
would also have the effect of subsidizing inefficient or unsustainable 
(financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger urban 
centers, which are growing will find themselves having to pay not 
only for development associated with growth, but also to maintain 
other areas that are not developing, but which may be in decline or 
static. Rather than a fate accompli, innovative solutions are needed 
to turn around the fate of these smaller settlements, and the 
provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that. 
This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as 
relevant if Council had reinstated a Development Contribution 
Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next decade, 
and yet rather than identifying the additional capacity to be 
provided for and enabling development in all serviced communities, 
Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all connected 
properties. 
Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water 
more affordable, it is simply making living in the Far North less 
affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable 
schemes. This would mean, for example, that the people of 
Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to help pay for the new 
Kerikeri Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their 
own town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in terms of OPEX.  The 
idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help pay CAPEX for a 
new scheme for Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa 
into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own new 
scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer 
rating system”, particularly in light of an absence of Development 
Contributions. 
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v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge
I OPPOSE this change
The “Availability Rate” charge recognizes sunk communal
investment, intended to provide a public good and to enable a type
of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in
an absence of such schemes.  It is not fair to subsidise those who do
not ‘opt in’ to a communal scheme, while still expecting their share
to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of such
subsidies is land-banking, that can force a community to have to
further extend expensive infrastructure. The main lever a Council
has to ‘encourage’ development and dissuade from land-banking is
to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided
expressly for the purpose of ‘development’. I submit that you
continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 100%).
vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater
to every rateable property
I SUPPORT this change
All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town
supply water and sewage schemes. When drought hits and tanks are
dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water.
When one towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other
systems to assist.  When Waipapa private water scheme needed to
close, that entire community was able to be connected into the
Kerikeri scheme.
Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see
Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, Fire Stations, Courts and the like
located in townships served by FNDC provided water and
wastewater infrastructure. That all residents across the District,
whether rural or urban, avail themselves of Government provided
services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these
services.

vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the
area of benefit cover most of the cost
I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to
Water and Wastewater, and the addition of a Targeted Rate for
properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks,
where such networks are provided.
However, when properties have historically been required to
provide their own stormwater management systems as an adjunct
to development consents, then they ought to be exempt from
contributing to any new communal scheme, until such time as they
are able to retire their private on-site stormwater systems.
Furthermore, on-site stormwater systems are an improvement to
property that would attract a higher share of Rates, should FNDC
shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater harvesting
tanks to compliment the town supply, requiring less draw on the
communal system, is an improvement to property that would
attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for Rates.
Retaining walls, to prevent private property falling onto public roads
similarly, are improvements that would attract higher rates.  These
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examples serve to illustrate that it is NOT fairer to share costs 
according to ‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer to share costs 
according to land value, as land value is a better proxy for the levels 
of service and state of development of an area. 

viii) Additional Comments
The first table on page 23 of the consultation document purports to 
compare the original methodology to the potential change of 
moving to CV.  Yet the top table contains targeted rates… without 
explanation as to why they are all increasing considerably. I assume 
that table is showing the effect of combining all the CAPEX costs 
identified in the 10 year work program into a District Wide targeted 
rate, rather than illustrating the cost per connection for each of the 
communities served by a particular scheme.
The second table on page 23 of the consultation document is 
insufficient to be able to compare and consider the impact of the 
shift from LV to CV basis for general rates, as it fails to provide 
information on all types of rates, in only showing “example 
residential rates by ward and community”.  It is not clear if the total 
amount being taken is held constant, so that it is just the effect of 
moving from LV to CV that is shown.  I suspect that the Total Rates is 
not held constant, however, as all rates increase significantly for 
every community – suggesting that either the Total Rate take is 
much higher, or some other category of Ratepayer is paying much 
less.
Peter Jones

Is there any other 
feedback you would like 
to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live 
in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 598 

Date and time 06/04/2021 02:07 PM 
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Surname Jones 

First name Karl 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

It is not simpler or fairer.  How can we be asked to make informed 
judgement with such a dearth of information? I can not find what 
the rates will be on my property beyond next year (2022).  The 
information reads like an advert. Also stop claiming how many 
wonderful things have been done with our rates when so much is 
from the provincial growth fund/crown funded. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I do wish to be heard in support of my submission. 
I do not believe the information provided to date is in any way 
adequate to make informed decisions. 
One of Council's goals is to protect Rural Production Zoning.  Rural 
producers are contributing to the local economy in many ways 
from employment, spending money locally with support services - 
contractors, rural service providers, etc.  Rural producers are 
moving towards environment sustainability with protection of 
waterways, native bush reserves and pest management. Rural 
producers do not have year on year stability of gross income due to 
international market and weather conditions.  We can't afford an 
on average 33% rise in our rates.  Additionally many of the council 
services are not available in many rural areas - street lighting, 
footpaths, sealed roads, water supply, rubbish collection. Please 
reconsider a fairer rate for rural production land. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 712 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:45 PM 
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Surname Jones 

First name Kathy 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The Council still has the assets of the units  so has the say of how to 
get them managed and protect the tenants yet there appears from 
the information provided that council owning them is not financially 
detrimental to Council. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The Council should have more ability to progress infrastructure and 
community projects with the shared resources . 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

There is no evidence based information showing the benefit to 
changing the rating system for our Council. 

Is there any other 
feedback you would like to 
share? 

We support this submission from transition towns. 
Link 
https://www.floraandfaunaaotearoa.co.nz/wp-
content/uploads/.Recommendations-toCouncils-Health-
Environment.pdf 
As a family business working in rural production we don’t have a 
consistent income.Some years drop in return on produce ,adverse 
weather events and increases in production costs result in income 
being less than costs.Yet we still contribute to our local economy 
through local spend, employment,engaging contractors and in 
construction projects. Also Rural Producers are increasingly 
required to pay for more compliance costs and to protect the 
environment for the collective benefit of the community. Most 
Rural Producers don’t have reticulated water, nor rubbish and 
recycling collections,have to pay for own sewage disposal and many 
live on neglected,dusty, potholed roads. 
     It’s hard to see where the proposed rating system is fair or 
simple. Dairy farmers are expected to pay an increase of over 30 % 
in rates in one year.  What will the increase be over 10 years  The 
Information in the long term plan is lacking in clarity and misleading 
.  Where are the figures showing the comparison of the status quo 
to the proposed system for the next 10 years. Where is the 
evidence of the benefit of changing to a capital value rating take.          
In regards to our rate increase of more than 30%, that’s achieved by 
increasing the  rate take on land values called the general rate 
general differential from 0.00462110 to 0.00628830.!  Where is the 
justification for that increase. Inflation is less than 2% and interest 
rates for Council are at an all time low.  We oppose the change to 
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the rating system and to the over 30% rate increase to some sectors 
of ratepayers. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 730/ 731 (additional submission) 

Date and time  06/04/2021 11:58 PM 
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Surname king 

First name fiona 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Housing is used for social housing NOT ONLY the Elderly. Council 
record of maintenance and full occupancy rates are poor. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Infrastructure is where any spare monies should be channelled. 
There has been a declining budgets and even worse actual 
expenditure on existing pipes ,culverts ,road pavements etc. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Rating calculator does not show any examples for me with the 
changes. Without knowing what the total capital rating is in $ how 
do we calculate what the the total changes will be.  Other Councils 
have done this change over in shorter timeframes  ( 3,5 yrs ), why is 
FNDC not .The 2022 QV valuations will show a better picture and 
the Council needs to ensure their contract with QV does include 
looking at all capital values to ensure they are a true value at that 
date.  This looks like another set up to  fail attempt by Council staff  
at capital rating.  Not Enough time for consultation with correct 
figures and info.  No way to find out what it would mean 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Remove flat rate.-  No information to say what the effect that this 
would have on the general rate charge. But  I DISAGREE as it would 
not be fair on land value rating ie. farm land. Each household 
should pay there share as a UAGC and ward rate.  
Sewage - Leave as scheme by scheme. If the transfer of 3 waters 
does happen , it will be sorted then.  
Public Good rate. -  NO to this. rural people already have to pay 
septic tank charges for cleaning or monitoring and installing. Farms 
have to pay for effluent ponds , desludging etc, and fees  
Stormwater - YES - 90% should be a targeted rate for the areas of 
benefit and 10% from general rate . Why should a farmer pay for 
town piped/ channeled  stormwater. THIS an area that Council 
neglected for many years.  
RATING CALCULATOR- Is given incorrect info. Not able to use to 
show any changes to the 2022 as per options given. 
Audit Nz  does identify page 7 as information not being complete. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 
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Surname Lawson 

First name Shane 

Organisation Lawson Acres 
Ltd 

Position Director 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I think the new rating system is unfair towards farmers and favors 
townies, we have little services that we use but we seem  to be 
expected to pay the lions share. Rates have been rising sharply 
while farm incomes have been struggling and compliance costs 
rising and we feel a 30 percent increase unfair. 
 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 577 

Date and time  06/04/2021 12:05 PM 
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Surname Lewis 

First name Linda & Neville 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

We do not agree with this. Fairer for who? Our proposed rates are 
to rise 5k atm 
 So change to capital value after all the hard graft we have done in 
the last 50yrs 
 We have been up there in fencing off bush blocks, fencing 
waterways, planting Natives, creating  SNA 's, over 85 ha in fenced 
off areas. 
We don't even have an all weather access to our farm, can flood in 
20 mins with all the catchments that flow into the Utakura river. 
Our back block is landlocked. Accessed from the front block.  
We put our hands up when the cycle-way had no other way to get 
to Horeke in the form of a 20 yr easement, planted and kept by us.  
We mow the  car-park which was put in by us. 
 Sorry but Farmers are sick and tired of being hammered. 
  
So those land blocks that are covered in gorse get away Scott free? 
 We are just paying for all the rates that have been wiped.  
Re think and get  your gumboots on get out of the chambers and 
actually see whats going and whats not going on in our district. 
  
  
 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

NOT HAPPY AT ALL. 
 What has happened to fair consultation, communication. 
Dictatorship from the top in this country. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 700 

Date and time  06/04/2021 10:05 PM 
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Surname Liddell 

First name Roger 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Only one layer of administration, controlled by Council. It already 
seems Council has made up its mind as number four option. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Not enough information in the short time this idea has been put on 
paper for ratepayers to understand. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 619 

Date and time  06/04/2021 03:22 PM 
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Surname Ludbrook 

First name Kerry 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The Council should not be in the business owning housing for any 
age group. Any expansion in housing should be done strategically 
i.e. not having Housing New Zealand buying housing in the main 
street of Kerikeri which is a more expensive area to live in. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

It is up to the private sector to produce and supply housing (?) as 
the Council has majoy infrastructure problems that need funding. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Only if multiple properties owned by single entities are discounted. 
The current rating system is designed to tax the motivated people 
who have work hard to pay a mortgage and own their own 
property. A poll tax would mean everybody pays as everybody uses 
the infrastructure supplied. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 626 

Date and time  06/04/2021 03:38 PM 
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Surname Marsh 

First name Roger 

Organisation Hihi Residents 
& Ratepayers 
Association. 

Position Chairperson 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Council needs to set realistic targets for uprating utilities so that 
budgeted projects are met on time, cost over-runs are avoided and 
rates are kept within the rate of inflation. To do this Council will 
need to reduce it's own costs including from staffing levels where 
salaries have increased by 87% in the last eight years and now 
comprise one third  of rates paid which is unacceptable. Failure to 
do so will lead to a rates  
revolt from residents. 
 Changing the basis of collecting rates is no substitute for sound 
management and is neither fairer nor simpler. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

We are presently waiting for a reply concerning the status of the 
Hihi Waste Water Treatment Plant. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 565 

Date and time  06/04/2021 10:51 AM 
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Surname Mason 

First name John 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I don't agree with capital value rating. I would like it to be 
explained better. I see it as a capital gains tax. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 629 

Date and time 06/04/2021 03:55 PM 
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Surname Mccartain 

First name Gayle 

Organisation on behalf of owner 
of the property 
Evelyn Ruth Reid 

Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

I am writing this submission on behalf of my mother and brother who own 
the property at SH 10 
Kaitaia valuation number 00085-16900, and 00085-16901   made up of 
100 acres, which has been 
in my mothers family since 1878, and in her name jointly since 1953.  My 
mother is coming up 89 years 
old  and has lived there since 1955, with my father until his death nearly 20 
years ago.  My brother now 
owns the land jointly with mum, but has resided in Australia for the last 7 
and a half years.  Although my 
sister and I are not involved in the ownership of the land, we are 
maintaining and running the property to 
earn enough money to pay the rates to enable our mother to live there for 
the rest of her life which is her 
wish.  
The existing rates for this property which is made up of two titles is 
$19528.24 per year.  We are doing 
this for love and not drawing a wage and as anyone with half a brain 
regarding farming will know,  this is 
a huge  amount of Rates to be paying for 100 acres to farm on and is 
definitely not a profitable farming 
proposition. 
The potential of a large rates hike will create a very real issue for us and 
considering the fact that apart 
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from roadside rubbish collection and main road frontage, which is not 
exactly a bonus considering the 
roadside drainage running through our property that is an ongoing 
consistent maintenance issue 
for us,we get very little in return for the large amount we are already 
paying. 
we are therefore very opposed to another rate increase and although what 
we are paying is already 
exorbitant amount of money for what we get in return, would settle for it 
staying at that amount. 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

I am writing this submission on behalf of my mother and brother who own 
the property at H 10 
Kaitaia valuation number 00085-16900, and 00085-16901  made up of 100 
acres, which has been  
in my mothers family since 1878, and in her name jointly since 1953.  My 
mother is coming up 89 years 
old  and has lived there since 1955, with my father until his death nearly 20 
years ago.  My brother now 
owns the land jointly with mum, but has resided in Australia for the last 7 
and a half years.  Although my  
sister and I are not involved in the ownership of the land, we are 
maintaining and running the property to  
earn enough money to pay the rates to enable our mother to live there for 
the rest of her life which is her  
wish.   
The existing rates for this property which is made up of two titles is 
$19528.24 per year.  We are doing  
this for love and not drawing a wage and as anyone with half a brain 
regarding farming will know,  this is  
a huge  amount of Rates to be paying for 100 acres to farm on and is 
definitely not a profitable farming  
proposition. 
The potential of a large rates hike will create a very real issue for us and 
considering the fact that apart  
from roadside rubbish collection and main road frontage, which is not 
exactly a bonus considering the  
roadside drainage running through our property that is an ongoing 
consistent maintenance issue 
for us,we get very little in return for the large amount we are already 
paying. 
we are therefore very opposed to another rate increase and although what 
we are paying is already  
exorbitant amount of money for what we get in return, would settle for it 
staying at that amount. 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

https://admin.au.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=a73c2217-
1201-44dc-a8f0-4e93dfd501be&fileName=rates%20submission.gdoc 

Which ward do 
you live in? 

Te Hiku (North) 
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Submissions 

Receipt No 698 

Date and time 06/04/2021 08:57 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname McDougall 

First name Jenny 

Organisation Manaki Tinana 
Trust 

Position Board Member 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 650 

Date and time 06/04/2021 05:26 PM 
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Funding request - Hokianga community gym. Speaking on behalf of 
Manaaki Tinana Trust re Hokianga Community Gyms, currently in the 
Hokianga Sailing Trust building on Rawene Domain. Granted funds by 
Community Board but growing membership base, premises need to be 
expanded and a building required.



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname McVeagh 

First name Janine 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an existing 
registered community housing provider to manage and maintain the units 
on Council's behalf 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

As long as there continues to be not-for-profit social housing for the 
elderly, either Council or community management is fine. Would Council 
consider social housing for other groups as well? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Define "sustainable" and "economic"  and "growth". These do not always 
go together and what suits some is a problem for others and the 
environment. Always consult. Properly. With Tangata Whenua. 
 Far North Holdings is not doing a good job and should be held to account. 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Wastewater infrastructure should be land-based and with some capital 
costs from Government. Hokainga Harbour is a national taonga and as 
such should be protected by everyone, not just those who live here. Maori 
cultural perspectives must be understood. Much more emphasis needed 
on collecting rainwater for everyone, including those on reticulated supply. 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Climate Change and Tangata Whenua perspectives are not mentioned - 
both need to be at the forefront of all decision-making. 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 561 

Date and time 06/04/2021 02:58 PM 

Volume 4 126



Further submission to LTP 

Further to the three issues offered for discussion I would like to make the following points about the 

Long term Plan 

Climate change: FNDC has committed to doing what must be done to reduce climate change. 

Everything must go through that lens – but I see no mention of it at all in the LTP! 

“Growth” is one of the terms used as though it is always a good thing – no, it isn’t. More vehicles on 

the roads, more cows in the paddocks, more holiday homes built at seasides – all these work against 

your commitment to reducing climate change. 

Please refine the idea behind economic growth to change the way that decisions are made and for 

what purpose. It is not about rates, but about long term survival and we must do our part.  

One serious and obvious way to improve climate change outcomes is to embrace genuine 

partnership with Tangata Whenua. Listen and understand that perspective. 

Encourage/subsidise water tanks instead of huge dams. 

Educate around reduction of waste and recycling as much as possible. 

Support and promote community efforts to clean up our area. 

Environmental degradation: this obviously fits with the issue above, but some things are particular 

to the Far North. 

Waste water systems: none of these should have any flow into any of the streams, harbours or 

beaches! Te Mauri o te Wai has worked alongside Council for nearly 12 years to develop a workable 

land-bases sytem that could be applicable across the district.  

Once more, a Maori perspective on waste water is necessary to understand the importance of this 

issue. 

Again, it is not about rates, but about getting the community alongside to offer land for disposal of 

clean water and for the initial treatment. Land is the biggest potential capital component, but if 

people understand why and how it can be done, it could be as cheap as an annual lease. Capital 

costs of the Electro-coagulation system are around $500,000 – in the long term a cheap investment. 

Social inequity: Homes! Council is already to some extent supporting initiatives like the tiny homes 

on papakainga land. It needs to do more, not get out of social housing, but partner with more 

community initiatives to enable people to live in a decent home. 

Make it more possible for families and low-income earners to live in the district – not just wealthy 

absentee landowners. 

The situation in popular seaside places like Omapere and Opononi is disgraceful – rich people leaving 

houses emply for most of the year and contributing nothing to the community.  
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname McVeagh 

First name Jessie 

Organisation Please select Position Please select 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an existing 
registered community housing provider to manage and maintain the units 
on Council's behalf 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

As long as the housing provider is not-for-profit and has experience in 
social housing with a focus on our most vulnerable. 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Only if  the investment is ethical, taking into account Climate Change and 
Te Tiriti/ Tangata Whenua and human rights as well as biological 
regeneration as priorities strongly above monetary gain. 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 657 

Date and time 06/04/2021 06:25 PM 

Volume 4 128



Further submission to LTP 

Further to the discussion on the Long term Plan 2021-31 

 

Climate change: All decisions need to go through a ‘Climate Change lens’ not only to mitigate the 

effects, but to do play our part in reducing consumption of fossil fuels and creating Green House 

Gases.  

Genuine Partnership with Tangata Whenua, as is understood in Te Tiriti o Waitangi. This requires 

improved cultural competency and support for FNDC staff. Engagement with tangata whenua and 

communities should be strengthened across FNDC.  

Environment and Regenerative practices.  

Encourage/subsidise water tanks instead of huge dams. More education aroud water use and 

practices that conserve water. 

Waste water systems: discharge must be to land. Prioritise clean water- this ties into climate change, 

regenerative practices and Te Tiriti as well as community aspirations of kaitiakitanga and resilience. 

Be bold and forward thinking. Find your community leaders and genuinely listen to them around 

how to work in partnership with the hapu and community.  

Educate around reduction of waste and recycling. Most communities have champions at this- find 

them, listen to them, support them. 

Housing 

Partner with runanga, hapu, and community initiatives to enable people to live in a decent home. 

People in homes needs to be priotitised above B&Bs and second homes. This will strengthen our 

communities, uplift whanau and create more stability for tamariki so they can focus on learning.  

 

All Council investments, policies, decisions should be made in line with the above points. The 

essentials of life and a healthy future for all must come before short term profits and maintaining 

the status quo. It is time for a ‘reset’ ; be bold and take action now.  
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Moore 

First name Fran 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

My rates are so high that I will have to rent my house out to pay 
the rates. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 653 

Date and time  06/04/2021 05:40 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Painting-Davis 

First name Edith 

Organisation Bay of Islands 
College 

Position Bay of Islands College 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Outsourcing doesn't work as they do not have the attachment an 
owner does 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Get the current model right first. Amalgamating gives greedy 
people a platform to expect bigger salaries while continuing to 
deliver sub standard services 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Higher rates where more spending is happening. The capital value 
of my land has increased since I bought it 20 years ago but all I do 
not see 20 years of improvements in my town. I am from Utakura 
and I know the capital land value would reduce the rates but then 
nothing has been  improved in the valley and lowering rates would 
enable the council to get away with doing even less if that is 
actually possible 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Yes I have asked every year for the rates invoice to be sent as a 
statement so I can individually  track dates that payments were 
made to FNDC by myself and my whanau for our mother's 
property. And every year I get the same invoice that just shows 
totalled paid and total owing which is not very helpful at all.  It is 
not rocket science! 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 724 

Date and time  06/04/2021 11:11 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Palmer 

First name Ian 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an existing 
registered community housing provider to manage and maintain the units 
on Council's behalf 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 640 

Date and time 07/04/2021 08:00 AM 
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determined to have been inappropriate due to the lack of prior 

professional assessment and consultation with key stakeholders)? 

f. will the existence of a MP,- which has buy-in from all relevant key stake

holders, facilitate parties interested in the care of a reserve being able to

seek funding and/or other support for appropriate land management

interventions from other Government funding sources or charitable

organisations?

In terms of deciding if a MP is more appropriately to be developed in-house or by 

specialist consultants, I submit that a key determinant should be whether the land in 

question has features and complexities that are likely to complicate appropriate land 

management, such as: 

• difficult terrain,

• multiplicity of types of terrain and vegetation cover,

• access constraints for which consultation with adjoining landowners will be

required,

• cultural and/or archaeological sensitivities for which appropriate consultation

with lwi groups and Heritage NZ will be required.

I further submit, having regard to the above-mentioned factors, that at least one 

particular Northland reserve deserves being assigned high priority for development of a 

MP by specialist external consultants; this being the 13 acre 'Rangitoto Recreation 

Reserve (aka Allotment 71 Parish of Mangonui East), which forms the eastern headland 

to the Mangonui Harbour and which contains the Rangitoto Pa site. Specifics of this 

reserve and factors as to why it is arguably deserving of high prioritisation for a MP has 

been provided to the Te Hiku Community Board by this submitter, and this submitter 

understands that material is included as part of their submission on the L TP21. (This and 

other material specific to the Rangitoto Recreation Reserve has also been provided to 

several senior FNDC officers and to Mayor Carter in recent weeks.) 

Hihi 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Pangari 

First name Aleysha 

Organisation Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 647 

Date and time 06/04/2021 05:11 PM 
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Submission on the proposed Long Term Plan 

Date: 5th April 2021 

Due to other commitments I cannot to be heard in support of my submission however I support Vince Buxton’s 
verbal presentation.  I have been involved in many consultation projects for the Auckland City Council as an 
employee (now Auckland Council) and I find your LTP consultation process to be lacking in terms of timeframe 
and the material provided written in a way that doesn’t communicate the key messages in a cohesive and 
simple language – it would appear that information is ‘hidden’ or minimized which makes me question the 
transparency of your consultation process.  
 
The focus of my submission is on Kerikeri and the surrounding area where people in our community live and 
regularly come to Kerikeri for services, work, leisure, school and to shop. This area, we call “Greater Kerikeri”, 
encompassing the area inside the triangle formed by Kapiro Road, State Highway 10 and Kerikeri Road plus the 
Doves Bay peninsula including Rangitane, Doves Bay and Opito Bay, the Purerua Peninsula with its communities 
in Te Tii and Tapuaetahi, north from Waipapa to Sandy’s Road, West to the ends of Pungaere, Puketotara and 
Wiroa Road where they join with Waiare Road, and South to Puketona Junction and Waimate North Road to 
Okokako Road, the Inlet Road area including Reinga Heights to the end of Wharau Road, Shepherds and Riddell 
Roads and its branches. 
 
Kerikeri is the district’s largest and fastest growing town. Estimates from .id, the Council’s demographers, show 
the population of Greater Kerikeri to be higher than 18,000 people. This represents more than 25% of the 
entire Far North district population. The population increase in Greater Kerikeri accounted for over half of the 
population growth of the entire district over the last 10 years.  
 
Kerikeri is often overlooked for funding at a national level because our perceived size and growth does not 
meet minimum thresholds. This is partly because the population figures used do not accurately reflect the 
spread nature of the Kerikeri community and the fact that people 20 minutes out have no facilities. They all 
travel in and use the town creating pressure on our infrastructure.  Council needs to use the true size and 
growth figures of Greater Kerikeri in its own planning and in its advocation for resources from Central 
Government.  
 
Kerikeri’s ratepayers are a major contributor to the overall rates revenue for the district due to our “higher than 
average” land values. The proposed changes to the rating formula including the changes to Capital Values will 
shift more of the total rate contribution to Kerikeri residential rate payers.  
 
There is significant research that shows the wide scope of benefit to an entire region, as individual 
communities grow and prosper. For example, Kerikeri’s extreme population growth and associated land 
development adds more ratepayers to the district paying higher than average rates and thus providing the 
lion’s share of the general rates for the district. Kerikeri is also seeing the positive outcomes from private and 
government investment in Paihia, Kawakawa, Kaikohe and Kaitaia. I believe the key to continued regional 
prosperity is identifying, supporting and investing in the unique opportunities that reside in each community 
and leveraging those for the benefit of the whole region.  
 
Kerikeri’s extreme growth has put strains on our infrastructure, particularly our water supply and roading 
system in the central town area. I submit that there is insufficient planning for near term solutions for these 
infrastructure shortfalls in the LTP. I submit that prioritizing investment in Kerikeri’s infrastructure will enable 
sustainable growth which, in turn, will continue to provide financial support for the rest of the district.  
 
Comments on the consultation process 
The time frame for genuine consultation on the LTP has been too short and poorly timed with other 
consultations and public holidays. For such a significant and complex body of work, more time is required to 
unbundle the information, simplify it without loss of integrity and assist the community to engage with it. This 
challenge is amplified by the geographic distances between communities.   
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Additionally, key information important to the consultation process has been excluded from marketing 
literature. Very brief and inadequate bullet point references to supporting strategy documents are on the last 
page of the consultation document making them easily missed by the general public. Only people more 
familiar with the planning process who have the time and energy to locate it and absorb it will have accessed 
supporting documentation that is critical to a full understanding of the LTP.  
 
I recommend that Consultation documents be more upfront and honest about potential changes explaining the 
rationale and including the pros and cons. 
  
For example, the rates calculator on the website only provides an estimate of the proposed rate formula 
changes for the years 2021-2022. This does not demonstrate the full 10 year effect of the proposed changes to 
ratepayers. Some people we have spoken with thought it was demonstrating the full impact of the proposed 
changes. This should have been made clearer.  
 
Also the question in the consultation document “Do you agree with the changes to providing fairer and simpler 
rates” is a leading question and in fact misleads the general public to answer “yes” to support the proposed 
changes. If a person answers “no” then, by inference, they might be viewed as supporting something unfair or 
complicated. Who would want to feel that insensitive? The Council has not provided clear evidence that the 
current system is unfair or complicated. Nor have they made clear how or to whom the proposed system in 
simpler or fairer? This, in my opinion, is the most serious breach of genuine consultation in the process and 
needs to be reviewed. It potentially destroys the legitimacy of consultation on this particular issue and could 
leave some in the community feeling that the Council is merely paying “lip service” to the consultation process.  
 

 
Comments on the Long Term Plan documents 
 
1. I support the increase of contestable funds that enable community-led initiatives and provide outcomes 

that align with Council’s strategic priorities and the wellbeing of our community.  An increase to the 
community funding, particularly the placemaking fund would allow community-led projects that contribute 
to beautifying towns and communicating their unique point of difference. 

 
2. I oppose the proposed changes to the rating formula and see no evidence of them being fairer or simpler.  
 

Rates will significantly increase for Kerikeri ratepaters due to the 3 main rating formula changes proposed 
in the LTP: changing from Land Value (LV) rating to Capital Value (CV) rating, the abandonment of the 
uniform rate(s) and the shifting effect to the residential rate payer of lowering the commercial rate loads.  
 
The premise behind the change appears to be an assumption that ratepayers in higher value properties 
have the means to pay higher percentage of the districts rates. This premise does not consider that many 
ratepayers who own higher value properties are retired and have fixed incomes to live on. Many are 
struggling to cover living costs due to lower interest in their retirement savings. This extra burden is unfair 
and will likely force some to have to sell.  
 
The Council’s goal appears to be to provide financial support to “deprived” aka "lower socioeconomic" 
areas in the district. Effectively cost shifting a large portion of the district rate take to wealthier areas. It is 
essentially a wealth tax disguised as a "fairer and simpler" rating system.  
 
I agree with the comments made by the Kerikeri ratepayers association that “wealth redistribution on this 
scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to evaluate real net income of 
households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to other grants or subsidies via 
the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing adequate infrastructure for 
struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on development 
opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our small settlements 
and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly 
conceived wealth tax.  
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The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather than 
make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature of the 
systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for 
renewals and upgrades.” 

3. I submit that Council re-evaluate its prioritization of capital expenditure on key elements of Kerikeri’s 
infrastructure. In particular, to address the traffic issues in the central township, increasing the pedestrian 
dominance in the town centre to create a vibrant village feel,  and ensure adequate connections for town-
water and wastewater to meet the demand.  
Projected growth studies used by Council for planning purposes were produced some time ago and do not 
reflect the shift in migration caused by recent Covid 19 events. More people are working from home and 
can now choose to work where they want to live versus stay in the city near the office. This has created a 
phenomenum some have coined as “Zoomtowns”, where small attractive provincial towns are attracting 
younger working people who can work from anywhere and commute via the Internet. Kerikeri is 
particularly attractive because of its location just 3 hours from our largest city, its airport, climate and 
desirable lifestyle opportunities with the Bay of Islands an inviting playground for many. No longer are job 
opportunities a limiting factor on Kerikeri’s growth. In addition, ex pats are migrating back to New Zealand 
and choosing the Far North and particularly Kerikeri as there home, which provides the services and 
elements of the cosmopolitan culture they are used to.  

I feel that the proposed LTP does not adequately plan for the impacts of this migration and that constraints 
on growth will result with potential negative consequences for the whole district. 

4. I support the reintroduction of reasonable development contributions as long as the proceeds are focused 
on providing infrastructure for further growth in the towns that they are contributed. 
 

5. I support the views of Simon Upperton: “The Far North, like much of the country has a major infrastructure 
deficit and the Plans are looking to address this partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund 
increases in financing costs, infrastructure spending and increased operational costs. I understand this 
creates a conundrum, how do we pay for infrastructure and increased costs without dramatically 
increasing debt and income. i.e. rates?  
The answer is twofold: 
a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget has ballooned in recent years and this 
needs to be curbed. Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am sure the Council 
thinks it already does this as a matter of course, but the evidence strongly suggests otherwise. 
b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has one of the lowest central government 
redistributions to regions in the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only if the Local 
Governments around the country stand together can this be altered. The current model of bidding / 
competing for funds and not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from Central 
Government needs to be challenged and needs to be done as a combined voice from all Councils. There has 
been for decades a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so Councils scrap to obtain their 
fair share and this funding has in the past been a political hot potato, with areas that are marginal seats 
receiving more funding than others. Northland’s recent change in the political landscape is a perfect 
example of this. Regional infrastructure or Local Body government funding should be apolitical. I realise 
this is not just a Far North but a nationwide issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There 
is $3.8Bln up for grabs right now; per capita the Far North should be entitled to at least $60M of this. 
Ensure we at least get that.” 
 
Further I add an additional answer: 
c) Increase the number of ratepayers. Encourage and support growth and development in the areas that 
are attracting people from around the country and world. Growth is not the enemy. Unplanned growth is 
the problem. Invest in our towns with smart urban planning so that more people can enjoy the vibrancy 
and wellbeing afforded by a well-designed, attractive and easily accessible spaces. Tell the story of our 
unique bicultural history through placemaking and cultural experiences to encourage visitors to come and 
enjoy our town and perhaps join our community.  
 
Aleysha Pangari 
Self-employed, hard-working ratepayer 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Panther 

First name Andrea 

Organisation Kaitaia 
Business 
Association 

Position Chair 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

concern about the market rental rates for our elderly if it is sold or 
transitioned out to another party 
also concerned at the lack of maintenance carried out on existing 
units when there is budgeted funds to do so plus I would like to 
think you've used t 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

totally in support as long as Kaitaia and the Te Hiku area is fairly 
represented as often investment is Whangarei and BOI for 
Northland 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I have been told we are only 1 of 5 councils who rate like we do and 
so it doesn't make sense we are "behind" or "different".  It needs to 
be fairer because at the moment smaller arcades in town are 
paying 4-5 times more in rates than larger businesses earning 
substantially more making it unfair on small businesses in the CBD 
who have higher leases.  That doesn't encourage economic growth 
at all! 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Security and Safety is a big issue in all communities.  The CCTV 
camera system that KBA began in Kaitaia has reduced crime by 60% 
within the first 3 months of operation.  It's a valuable service and it 
is continuing to grow way beyond business owners.  The KBA 
presented at the Te Hiku Community Board recently and said we 
would submit on the LTP that council needs to include rates for 
security so that rates contribute to growing and maintaining the 
monitored security system.  It would be amazing to have cameras 
put up in residential streets now - imagine the difference it would 
make!  We are confident businesses and residents would be willing 
to have $1-2 increase in rates if it was paying for security cameras 
and the viewing of them to keep our police informed. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 564 

Date and time  06/04/2021 10:47 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Parker 

First name Charles 

Organisation Business Paihia Position Chair 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 623 

Date and time 06/04/2021 03:30 PM 
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Business Paihia Rates Consultation Submission

6th of April 2021

Business Paihia represents 100 businesses based in and around Paihia, the tourism hotspot of the Bay of
Islands

The association has considered the consultation questions posed by the Far North District Council and this
submission includes the association's responses.

Before detailing those responses we would first like remind council of our earlier request made during the
rates review process in November 2020, that the FNDC consider two other initiatives as part of the Long
Term Plan, and these were;

1. The introduction of a targeted rate on Far North commercial ratepayers to contribute to the
destination marketing of the Region. The region’s spending on essential destination marketing is
currently running well behind other regions with a similar reliance on the tourism economy. This
initiative would help to spread the burden of this expense across a wider group that benefits from
this industry. Such rates are understood to be part of the funding models in other regions around
the country.

With the proposed reduction in the commercial rate, this provides some head room for the
introduction of this rate, without increasing the burden on commercial ratepayers.

2. Business Paihia request that the council review the mechanisms available to it to rate / regulate the
short term holiday rental providers (AirBnB, Book a Bach, Bach Care etc). The association believe
the key focus needs to be on ensuring these properties are safe, and that any fee levied is used to
contribute to the destination marketing effort for the region.

It is important that any costs / fees are proportionate as these properties now represent an essential
part of the tourism eco system.

The Association’s responses to the questions posed by the FNDC in it’s LTP consultation are as follows;

Housing for the Elderly
BP abstain from commenting on this point.

Shareholding of Northland Inc.
BP supports the council investing in Northland Inc and increasing it’s funding for economic
development in the region.  However BP notes that Northland Inc has in recent years significantly
reduced funding for the RTO and their essential work of marketing our destination.  BP would ask
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that in investing in Northland Inc the council ensures that destination marketing is funded to a level
that recognises the importance of the industry to the region’s economy.

Fairer and Simpler Rates
BP does not support the proposed move to Capital value rating.
We reiterate the feedback given back in Nov 20, see below;

Transition (over 10 years) to capital value as the basis for calculating the general rate - NO
Maintain targeted water and wastewater rates but include a small charge for those who are not
connected to, but indirectly benefit from these schemes - NO
Maintain ward rates - YES
Reduce the availability charge for the opportunity to connect to a reticulated water or wastewater
system by 40% - NO
Increase the urban stormwater targeted rate to better cover the cost - NO
Reduce the commercial differential from 2.75 to 1.75- YES

Thank you for the opportunity to give feedback on the proposed Long Term Plan.

Yours sincerely

Charles Parker
Chairperson
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Pearse 

First name Susan 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

As soon as someone else is maintaining the properties, they will 
start charging more and quality will drop. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Road planning needs to happen to reduce congestion, subdivisions 
should have plans for through roads (grid patterns) instead of cul 
de sacs that just feed into the main roads.    Can land be earmarked 
for other roads to go in and out of Kerikeri eg: Inlet road to 
Waitangi, or another road from the back of sheppard road to State 
highway 10.  Upgrading all aging septic and wastewater issues to 
prevent waterway degradation. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 679 

Date and time 06/04/2021 08:16 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Popata 

First name Jaroz 

Organisation Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Northland Inc do not value community interest. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 567 

Date and time 06/04/2021 10:58 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Pratt 

First name Laurell 

Organisatio
n 

Position 

Which 
option do 
you think 
will work 
best for our 
147 
Housing for 
the elderly 
units? 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Do you 
support the 
option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
developme
nt? 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Do you 
agree with 
the 
changes to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler 
rates 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Is there any 
other 
feedback 
you would 

Four week consultation was not long enough, most community groups have not 
even had one meeting in this time frame. Please make 6-8 weeks in future. 
Especially when consulting on such a large number of plans. 
This online portal will not accept two of my attachments, please advise if these can 
be emailed instead for inclusion in the submission as I would like them circulated. 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
like to 
share? 

Kawakawa Improvement Plan NZTA 
Kawakawa Hundertwasser Memorial Park Landscape Plan 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

https://admin.au.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=8a7ae053-ef6e-
4006-bc06-
515a62edc357&fileName=Far%20North%20District%20Council%20LTP%20Submissi
on%202021.docx 
https://admin.au.openforms.com/Results/ResponseFile?fileId=d7a388a2-4875-
4245-9fbe-55e8ca64982a&fileName=KK-Community-Priorities-LP%20Diagram.pdf 

Which 
ward do 
you live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 720 

Date and time 06/04/2021 10:55 PM 
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Far North District Council 

Long Term Plan Submission 

 

06.04.21 

 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment and input into the Long Term Plan. 

I would please ask that via Community Boards or in summary documents Capital and Operational 

Budgets are presented by town/subdivision for ease of reading, comprehension and engagement.   

Kawakawa Community submissions from 2019/2020 cannot be easily found in the plan, despite 

many hours at a community level meeting and developing priorities to input into the community 

plan. It is disappointing, especially that without reference in LTP or Council plans our own 

community fundraising efforts are significantly hindered.   

I’m sorry I don’t have the time now to write a detailed submission but will attend the hearing and 

formally submit my support for the following: 

 

1. Increased Placemaking Budget, Community Planning support Budget and NZTA Township 

Plan for Kawakawa 

2. Cycle Trail, Opua to Taumarere capital works budget  

3. Hundertwasser Park Plan & Kaitiaki Rangers developed concept 

4. Te Papa Paorooro Wetland project and Taumarere Flood Mititgation 

5. Sustainable Homes – Water storage, solar, heating, food, networked communities 

6. Arts, Culture and Events Strategy along with funding support for operational budgets for arts 

venues 

Many thanks 

Lau’rell Pratt 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Randell 

First name Lawrence 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 714 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:48 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Randell 

First name Steph 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 715 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:54 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Rawson 

First name Lily 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 733 

Date and time  07/04/2021 02:36 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Rolleston 

First name Kerry 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Pensioner housing needs to be kept for the Elderly - Opt 4 would 
open a can of worms with regards to emergency housing and such 
like. Council units needs to be kept for "All" New Zealanders, not 
just one group. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Even though other Councils have moved to CV rating I believe it 
could be fair but the calculations shown seem incorrect. A fairer 
system would be to share cost across the whole of the Far North 
not area specific. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Page 13 - LTP 
Targeted Sewerage Rates: Support the proposal 
Q: why at 29/30-30/31 Ahipara has a nearly double increase? 
Others have smaller increments. I think its fairer to have everyone 
pay the same. Hihi has an increase of $2k over the 10 years - No 
fair. 
Paihia - $320 - ? 
Kerikeri - $570 - ? 
Sewerage rates should be Uniform One overall cost - Split across all 
properties - its the same service that has to be provided by Council. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 568 

Date and time  06/04/2021 10:58 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Shackleton 

First name Roy 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

There is potential conflict of roles with Nothland Inc. focused on 
economic development outcomes while the FNDC is required to 
control the effects of land use. Will the FNDC be able to impartially 
assess the impact of projects that are being proposed by Nothland 
Inc. ? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Capital Value is fairer as more developed properties with more 
dwellings/people would pay a higher proportion. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 615 

Date and time  06/04/2021 03:02 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Simm 

First name Mike 

Organisation Northland 
Experiences 
Ltd 

Position Director 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Northland Experiences, Top Trail, and myself - Mike Simm support 
the Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail submission to the Long 
Term plan 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 589 

Date and time  06/04/2021 01:23 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Simm 

First name Mike 

Organisation Kerikeri 
Retirement 
Village Ltd 

Position Chairman 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but the management would be 
outsourced to another party 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I support the submission of the Kerikeri Retirement Village. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 654 

Date and time  06/04/2021 05:42 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Simpson 

First name Arran 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

In principle this sounds good in respect of a cumulative approach to 
central but I believe the Far North be once again take second place 
with funding and we would end up with a lot more bureaucratic 
expense 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The rating system has to be changed to capital value as this is a 
more accurate and fairer measure. However it is grossly unfair to 
propose that ratepayers that cannot connect to your wastewater 
and water reticulation systems be levied in any way whatsoever for 
it as they in most cases have their own systems in place which they 
have installed and maintain at their own expense completely 
unsubsidised. In regards to storm water maintenance and upgrades 
all members of the community benefit from these services and the 
cost should be shared. The UAGC should remain as status quo with 
remissions staying in place for multiple contiguous titles. Reasoning 
for this it would put an unfair burden upon rural land owners with 
multiple titles. 
The council has suggested that the rates levy be lowered on 
commercial properties and I agree with this if Covid-19 has 
effected their economic viability but from what I have seen in the 
Keri Keri township it would appear not other townships I would say 
no in particular our tourist destinations. Maybe a closer evaluation 
on useage of council facilities and a corresponding tier adjustment 
would be more appropriate. 
 There also needs to be an adjustment made upon the levy upon 
the rural owners deriving an income from their properties. The net 
incomes generated from these properties are no where near 
keeping pace with your increased rating demands if anything the 
levy on these rural properties should be lowered by perhaps 25% 
on the grounds that the services provided by your council are 
minimal and disproportionate in comparison to your urban sector 
not only that they are in a lot of instances substandard I shall 
provide you with evidence if necessary. By putting this unnecessary 
heavy financial burden upon the rural community you are in 
contradiction to your policy statement that being the social and 
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Submissions 
economic sustainability and wellbeing of your district in which you 
govern over. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I totally disagree with three additional maori councilors on the 
grounds that its supposed to be democratic and not based upon 
race, color, religion and believes. 
The Treaty of Waitangi is supposed to be a equal partnership 
between all  
New Zealanders. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 614 

Date and time  06/04/2021 04:31 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Stanley 

First name Blair 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Hey Kerikerians, I hope you are having damn fine Easter. as the 
submission deadline for the FNDC LTP & DP closes in a few days I 
thought  
Additional to the below submission I completed the FNDC 
template, voting for the FNDC to continue to provide elderly social 
housing, no change to the rating system as I think land values  
Feel free to plagiarise or adapt for your own submission. Everyone 
will have their own views and that's what democracy is all about. 
But you can't complain  
Long Term & District Plan Submission 
As both the Long Term and District plans are entwined and impact 
one another, my submission covers both. 
In general, both the long term and district plans submitted lack 
vision, innovation, and long term planning for growth and in my 
opinion are unsustainable. 
1) Debt levels of $333M by 2031 will create an unsustainable debt 
burden on rate payers if and when interest rates increase. The 
mechanism that interest payments cannot exceed 10% of revenue 
cannot be guaranteed in a rising interest rate environment and 
debt cannot be reduced overnight. I understand Councils get 
special rates via the Government however Reserve Bank interest 
rates have averaged 7% since 1985. The only way to reduce debt if 
interest rates rise is an extreme increase to rate payers or a Central 
Government bailout. Potentially allocating 10% of income to 
interest repayment on an on-going basis is not a smart policy and 
does now allow for debt capacity in the future when required. 
2) By 2031 the average residential rate payer in Kerikeri will be 
paying well in excess of $100 per week in rates including connected 
services but not including the NRC levy, no matter what rates 
model is used going forward. This will be unaffordable for many, 
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Submissions 
not just in Kerikeri or Russell but even in lower rateable areas. We 
cannot have continued increases in rates that far exceed the rate of 
inflation and on the current inflation rate would be more than 
double. 
3) The Far North, like much of the country has a major 
infrastructure deficit and the Plans are looking to address this 
partially by increasing debt and rates substantially to fund 
increases in financing costs, infrastructure spending and increased 
operational costs. I understand this creates a conundrum, how do 
we pay for infrastructure and increased costs without dramatically 
increasing debt and income. i.e. rates?  
The answer is twofold: 
a) Greater efficiency operationally. The FNDC operational budget 
has ballooned in recent years and this needs to be curbed. 
Efficiencies need to be found and operational costs reduced. I am 
sure the Council thinks it already does this as a matter of course, 
but the evidence strongly suggests otherwise. 
b) Central Government funding. As you are no doubt aware NZ has 
one of the lowest central government redistributions to regions in 
the OECD by some margin. This has to change and its only if the 
Local Governments around the country stand together can this be 
altered. The current model of bidding / competing for funds and 
not having known infrastructure budget or reliable funding from 
Central Government needs to be challenged and needs to be done 
as a combined voice from all Councils. There has been for decades 
a divide and conquer strategy from Central Government so 
Councils scrap to obtain their fair share and this funding has in the 
past been a political hot potato, with areas that are marginal seats 
receiving more funding than others. Northland’s recent change in 
the political landscape is a perfect example of this. Regional 
infrastructure or Local Body government funding should be 
apolitical. I realise this is not just a Far North but a nationwide 
issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There is 
$3.8Bln up for grabs right now; per capita the Far North should be 
entitled to at least $60M of this. Ensure we at least get that. 
4) The LTP is also impacted by the DP and this is where 
considerable changes to the DP can positively impact the outcomes 
for the LTP. Kerikeri being the growth engine of the Far North 
needs far more land rezoned for residential development close to 
town. The south side of Waipapa Road between Rainbow Falls road 
and Waipapa needs to rezoned to rural living from rural 
production. This area is already compromised and also backs onto 
the land holding the Council has purchased for the new Waipapa 
Sports Hub. By rezoning this area it will create more land supply 
close to town and also an opportunity for the Council to develop 
their own subdivision with the surplus land not required for the 
Sports Hub. This could be a substantial revenue earner for the 
FNDC. The area of benefit for the Kerikeri sewerage scheme needs 
to be expanded immediately. In the LTP it is scheduled for 2029 at 
an estimated cost of $35M. If this was brought forward creating 
1000+ new connections not only would there be a significant 
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saving in inflationary costs the large increase in the rate payer base 
would largely pay for the capital cost within 10 years. It would also 
create more supply of land / housing close to town, something we 
need as a town, a region and as a country. 
5) Within the capital works program in the LTP I cannot see any 
budget for the change to the Kerikeri one way system or to create a 
bypass. Nor any other major roading projects such as the long 
mooted road from SH10 Bulls Gorge connecting Maraenui, Hall 
roads and through to Mill Lane. This is a long term plan is it not? 
Kerikeri is one of the fastest growing small towns in New Zealand 
and yet as far as I can see there is no substantial investment in new 
roads to divert traffic from the CBD. It’s quite incredible! Where is 
the planning for growth? 
6)  I am confused whether a developer contribution levy will be re-
introduced in the LTP? It’s not clear one way or the other. In the 
past developer contributions were too high in relation to property 
values, however they should never have been scrapped altogether, 
rather the contribution should be a percentage of around 3% of the 
developed value or and paid once the development is completed 
from the sale proceeds. 
7)  Largely we have moved away from septic tanks to bio-systems 
for sewerage in areas not connected to the sewerage system. This 
has created quite a substantial cost to any build and on-going 
maintenance required and yet there has been no revision of lot 
sizes with this advance in technology. Do we still need minimum 
3,000m² sections to cater for sewer drainage when using a bio 
system? In the 1980s sections much smaller than that were 
approved in coastal zones and are still on septic systems. We 
obviously don’t want to revert to that however what work has 
gone into calculating the land size required when utilising a bio-
system versus an old fashioned septic system? Efficiency of land 
use in the right areas for housing is critical and can be one 
component, of many to help with housing affordability. 
In summary, unfortunately the plans submitted for consultation fall 
far short of the ambition and innovation required. It’s a difficult 
position for Councils where there has been a large underspend on 
infrastructure for decades and the funding from Central 
Government has and still is inadequate. But there is no use just 
carrying on the same old unsustainable way and old ideas. 
Methods need to be challenged as does Central Government. 
Blair Stanley  - Kerikeri 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 585 

Date and time  06/04/2021 12:44 PM 
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Surname Sumpter 

First name Hilary 

Organisati
on 

Kerikeri Retirement 
Village 

Position Kerikeri Retirement Village 

Which 
option do 
you think 
will work 
best for 
our 147 
Housing 
for the 
elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another party or parties 
with strict requirements such as protection of existing tenant arrangements and the 
number of units is maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Included in our submission. 

Do you 
support 
the option 
to enable 
sustainabl
e 
economic 
developm
ent? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and Growth 
Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Do you 
agree with 
the 
changes to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler 
rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Included in our submission. 

Is there 
any other 
feedback 
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Submissions 
you would 
like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
informatio
n 

See attachment next page

Which 
ward do 
you live 
in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 665 

Date and time 06/04/2021 07:03 PM 
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Submission to draft FNDC Long Term Plan 

 

Kerikeri Retirement Village is a long established charitable company which will shortly be home to 

approximately 160 people living independently in our Village, plus 66 people who live in our Care 

Facility (Rest Home).  We employ over 140 staff and benefit from a team of volunteers numbering 

around 50 people.  We are a ‘family of 400’, aiming to provide the best possible life for those in our 

Village. 

Our Village is directly impacted by the draft Long Term Plan, in a number of ways. 

 

Three Waters: 

P.5 – We are pleased to see forward planning with expansion of Kerikeri wastewater in years 8 to 10, 

in the capital programme. 

Within the past 6 months the Village, and New World, were without potable water due to the water 

infrastructure.  This is a health hazard; putting peoples lives at risk.  A repeat of this third world 

situation must not be allowed to happen in Kerikeri again; future proofing our potable water by 

starting infrastructure development is essential now. 

Climate Change: 

Although climate change is recognised in the LTP, the Council commitment in practice appears 

underwhelming.  Changes to community behaviour is essential and if Council employees adopt a 

culture of adapting to climate change this could greatly influence the community.  We consider that 

a champion for climate change as a high-level appointment would make a considerable difference. 

The CBD Planning/Bypass: 

The hundreds of people connected to our Village are affected by transport/roading planning, plus 

the CBD planning. 

The significant increase in traffic movements and the ongoing congestion is hampering the ease at 

which all people living in Kerikeri can access services.  This is a direct contribution to wellbeing and 

community interaction. 

Footpaths and roadways are not accessible, for the elderly, the disabled and the very young. 

The two way bypass must be a priority for the CBD.  That, and an improvement in footpaths and 

pathways needs to be addressed to encourage people out of their vehicles for the short trip usage 

we are currently experiencing. 

Modern urban design practice is not being followed in Kerikeri for the community’s wellbeing. 

Kerikeri’s population is growing, exacerbated by the looseness of the District Plan; without 

appropriate infrastructure.  The draft LTP does not account for this. 

Housing for the Elderly 
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Option 4 would be the preferred option only if the housing provider is a charitable organisation and 

does not have shareholders to answer too.  Whilst the provider must be a sustainable operator, a 

charitable organisation could protect potentially vulnerable people. 

The population of the non-homeowning elderly is set to grow significantly.  These people are not 

going to be able to access retirement villages without assets, so planning to increase rental home 

numbers for the homeless elderly is essential. 

The JLL whitepaper1 of June 2020 states there is a predicted growth requirement of 131% to meet 

the housing needs of the elderly in Northland to meet population demand by 2043.  This is both in 

retirement villages and rental accommodation. 

Further consents for the commercial retirement operators working in the Far North could be 

dependent on providing a) a proportion of rental units and b) care facilities; 10 ‘care beds’ per 50 

independent living units built.  This could increase provision for those unable to access housing due 

to having no assets &/or being of frail health. 

 

Fairer and Simpler Rates 

We support keeping the existing land-based system.   

The value of ratepayers property being ‘considered the best measure of a person’s ability to pay’ 

(p.22) is not true in these times. 

An organisation like Kerikeri Retirement Village, which provides community housing for retirees 

would have to pass on the increased rate charges to people who are on a fixed income and unlikely 

to be able to meet such a significant increase. 

A high percentage of retirees without income other than their superannuation may own a property 

with a high capital value, but no means to pay an increase.  High rates also challenge the younger 

workforce who are trying to get into their own homes and who are an essential part of driving the 

Far North’s economy. 

These rate increases are way higher than the general level of inflation and will unfairly penalise 

those who need Council support the most. 

 

 

 
- 1 JLL NZ retirement villages and aged care whitepaper June 2020 
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Surname Taikato 

First name Luanne 

Organisation Motatau Marae Position 

Which option do 
you think will 
work best for our 
147 Housing for 
the elderly units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Do you support 
the option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider Investment and 
Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Do you agree 
with the changes 
to providing 
fairer and 
simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like 
to expand on 
your answer? 

Is there any 
other feedback 
you would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do 
you live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 721 / 725 duplicate submission 

Date and time 06/04/2021 10:57 PM 
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Motatau Marae,  
103 Henare Rd, Motatau, RD 1, 
KAWAKAWA 0281  

 
6 Āperira 2021 
` 
Tēna koe, 
 
Submission to Long Term Plan 2021 – 31 
E tuku whakamoemiti ana ki te Atua mo āna manaakitanga huri noa i te ao nei. Ki ngā tini mate o te 
wā, haere hoki atu ki te wāhi tuturu mō o tātou te tangata.  Ka hoki mai ki a tātou ngā waihotanga o 
rātou mā, mauri ora.  
 
Submission:   
This is a submission to request the tarsealing of Matawaia-Maromaku Rd be included in the Far 
North District Council Long Term Plan 2021 – 31. 
 
Context: 
Maromaku-Matawaia Rd is a 19km road lying to the south of SH1. It is an unsealed, gravel, windy 
rural road that connects the communities of Maromaku, through to Motatau, Opahi and Matawaia. 
All of these communities sit in the ‘most deprived’ category in Northland.  
 
The road is sealed to the intersection of Callaghan Rd and Matawaia-Maromaku Rd to the east. To 
the west this road connects to Pokapu Rd which is also unsealed for approximately 4kms before 
connecting with sealed roading. 
 
When SH1 is closed between Towai and Kawakawa this route is used as an alternate route for 
vehicles. 
 
In 2007 all plans were in place to tarseal this road. The container was in situ at Maromaku and work 
was about to commence. However, the Global Financial Crisis hit and this project was canned. This 
recognises that the effects of dust pollution and unsealed roads had been identified and approval 
granted to address these by tarsealing this road. 
 
Since then, there appears to have been no progress with the matter. Noting this, we have had an 
increase in the local population, general use of the road and tamariki attending local and urban kura 
and kohānga reo. 
 
Local population: 
Along this route the communities are made of all age groups with a predominant Māori population 
residing in Motatau, Opahi and Matawaia areas.  
 
There are two marae which branch off this road being Motatau and Matawaia. These marae are 
essential gathering places for the local rural and urban communities and have in excess of 7000 
people who whakapapa to them. They are regularly used for hui mate, weddings, hui ora, reunions, 
unveilings, wanaanga, church and the like. The only way to access these marae is via Matawaia-
Maromaku Rd. They also provided backup support during covid 19 level 4, Pipiwai fire and March 
2021 tsunami warning. 
 
There are several local cemeteries that are accessed via this road. As expected, these are busy on 
the day of any burial but they are also visited very frequently from whānau who live both locally and 
outside of the area. 
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Over 100 tamariki travel this road to kura each day to attend either Te Kura Reo Rua o Motatau, Bay 
of Islands College, Maromaku Primary School or Te Kura Kaupapa Māori o Taumārere. Another focal 
point of the community is Te Kohānga Reo o Motatau. There are 15 tamariki and 5 staff. 
Transportation for these tamariki are 5 school vans and 3 school buses.  
 
The main industries in these areas are farming, forestry and dairy farming. Cattle trucks, milk 
tankers, tractor and trailers and forestry trucks utilise this road to access these industries. For those 
who do not work locally, they commute daily to work outside of these communities.  
 
Over the span of the road there are over 15 houses that are situated within 200 meters of the road.  
 
Matawaia-Maromaku Rd is also the main route for whānau who live on Masons Rd, Takirau Rd, 
Tipene Rd, Puhitia Rd, Mihirata Rd, Henare Rd, Opahi Rd, Pokere Rd, Kupa Rd, Martin Rd and Pipiwai 
Rd to commute to SH1.  
 
Impacts: 
Health and wellbeing impact:  
Dust has a huge impact on the health and wellbeing of our communities. It has long been recognised 
as problem for people living near unsealed roads. These problems are known to include 
contamination of drinking water, contamination of gardens and household property and causing 
health problems for those with breathing disorders.  
 
Prolonged exposure to dust pollution has been found to cause lung function change, immune system 
responses and heart rate change. The effects, in terms of escalating severity, will be increased visits 
to GP’s for many individuals, hospital for some individuals and death for a few individuals. 
 
As communities that sit in the category of being the ‘most deprived’ with many lower socio-
economic we already experience the impacts of poorer health outcomes, access to health support, 
poorer living conditions and low incomes. These disparities are exacerbated by the prevalence of 
dust pollution from our roads.  
 
For the over 100 tamariki who use transport to attend kura and kohānga reo, dust particles 
penetrate vehicles and filtering systems. On hot days windows are opened to let in a cool breeze and 
the inevitable dust. Tamariki who walk from the bus to their homes are impacted by dust, loss of 
visibility and flying stones when vehicles pass them.  
 
Although dust suppressant is used on roads with homes within 100m of the road, even in light winds 
dust can be easily blown to homes further from the road than this. 
 
The recent media attention councils in Northland have had from these communities regarding the 
health issues associated with dust contaminating homes and water supplies is a reminder of the 
serious health issues suffered by these local communities.  
  
Damage to vehicles and repair: 
Further to this the road is pot holed, corrugated, and lacking metal in many places. Maintenance is 
not frequent enough to maintain the road in a satisfactory state. The wear and tear on vehicles is 
ongoing and takes a toll on private vehicles and those used to transport tamariki to kura and 
kohānga reo. For a low socio-economic area, repairs on vehicles are an additional cost and stress 
that are absorbed by already struggling whānau. This leads to unwarranted vehicles (due to repair 
cost) or no access for whānau to vehicles due to ongoing wear and tear. Another barrier to access 
health support and other necessities of rural communities. 
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Dangerous drivers:  
Dangerous drivers pose a serious risk on our roads. Some use the road as an off-road speedway and 
drive very dangerously drifting around blind corners in the loose gravel and speeding. An incident in 
mid-2020 saw one such driver collide with a school bus.  
 
Equally as dangerous and are the frightened drivers. They drive very slowly and in the middle of the 
road as they are unfamiliar with driving on gravel. With limited places to overtake and numerous 
blind corners this effects the safety of our communities.  
 
Most of these drivers are not local and are either joy riding or attending events at the community’s 
key gathering places. 
 
Ongoing maintenance: 
The current maintenance schedule is not sufficient to maintain the road. The road is consistently 
corrugated, pot holed and lacks gravel. The use of dust suppressant is only applied in front of some 
homes with the remainder of the road experiencing dust emission.   
 
Although the cheaper method of dust suppressant seems like the most ‘cost effective’ short term 
solution, it has been found that the cheapest supressant (water) per m2, applied annually for a 
decade, would cost more than the likely cost of sealing the road.  
 
Conclusion: 
Prolonged exposure to unsealed roads is not healthy for our communities. It effects our health and 
damages our vehicles. We ask that you look favourably on this submission and include Matawaia-
Maromaku Rd as part of the works programme in the Long-Term Plan 2021 – 31. 
 
Ma te Atua koutou e tiaki. 
 
Naku iti nei 
 
 
 
 
Pita Tīpene 
Chairman  
Motatau Marae 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Volume 4 168



4 
 

Map of Matawai Maromaku Rd 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reference: 

https://rcaforum.org.nz/working-groups/dust/ 
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Submissions 

Surname Tari 

First 
name 

Adrienne 

Organisat
ion 

Pou Herenga Tai 
Twin Coast Cycle Trail 
Trust 

Position General Manager 

Which 
option do 
you think 
will work 
best for 
our 147 
Housing 
for the 
elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would 
you like 
to 
expand 
on your 
answer? 

Do you 
support 
the 
option to 
enable 
sustainab
le 
economic 
develop
ment? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any additional funds 

Would 
you like 
to 
expand 
on your 
answer? 

Do you 
agree 
with the 
changes 
to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler 
rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would 
you like 
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Submissions 
to 
expand 
on your 
answer? 

Is there 
any other 
feedback 
you 
would 
like to 
share? 

Additiona
l 
supportin
g 
informati
on 

See attachments next page

Which 
ward do 
you live 
in? 

Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 637 

Date and time 06/04/2021 04:33 PM 
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From Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail Trust  

Pou Herenga Tai – Twin Coast Cycle Trail (the Trail) is one of the 22 Great Bike Rides that 

make up ‘Nga Haerenga’ (The Journeys’); The New Zealand Cycle Trail.  The Nga Haerenga 

genesis dates back to 2009, the idea behind the Government funded project being to build a 

network of world-class cycle trails that would not only provide a safe and sustainable way to 

explore New Zealand’s special places, but ‘generate lasting economic, social and 

environmental benefits for the surrounding communities.’ 

The Trust manage the day to day operations, marketing and maintenance activities for the 

cycle trail.  This submission aims to support future extensions, enhancements to the 

network and improve the cycling experience for users.  The submission will cover the 

following areas: 

• Develop a Special Zone Overlay; 

• Capital Works programme for Roading and Footpaths; 

• Renewals; and 

• Proposed 30 Year Infrastructure Strategy. 
 

A copy of the Cycle Trail 10 Year Plan is also attached to support this submission. 

Develop a Special Zone Overlay 

The Trust seek to provide four different resource management mechanisms that could be 

used to better enable the generation of necessary maintenance and future development of 

the Trail, as well as supporting activities.  The focus being to remove existing barriers to 

provide certainty and ensure that the intent of lasting economic benefits for the 

surrounding communities can be achieved. 

The Trail was completed in February 2016 with links to the Bay of Islands (Opua) across to 

Mangungu in the Hokianga Harbour.  In terms of the Nga Haerenga suite, the Trail has 

multiple factors that make it unique and provide a maketable difference.  These aspects 

include the array of landscapes it traverses, the connection to some of New Zealand’s 

earliest Maori and European settlements, its proximity to Auckland and other tourism spots, 

temperate year-round climate and the multiple opportunities to engage with New Zealand’s 

early history. 

The Trail provides an opportunity to improve the social, cultural and economic well being of 

surrounding communities.  The Northland Walking and Cycling Strategy (2018) directs the 

implementation of district councils walking and cycling strategies, and indicates in 2015 

along the trail attracted an estimated $400,150 in revenue from domestic tourists and 

$116,649 in revenue from international tourists.   

This was prior to the completion of the final section of the trail. 

The strategy recognises the importance of cycle trails in unlocking economic benefits such 

as increased employment and diversification of tourism opportunities.  This is of particular 

Volume 4 172



importance for Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail as many of the areas it passes 

through are of the more conomically and socially deprived areas of Northland.  This position 

is echoed in the Tai Tokerau Northland Economic Action Plan which guided the development 

of the trail. 

The cycle trail is already established and well used by locals and since covid, domestic 

tourists; and it social, cultural and economic benefits understood and well documented.  

However, its extent and the corridor of supporting activities have no recognition within the 

Far North District Plan. 

The Far North District Plan is a resource management planning document that establishes 

what activities and environmental effects are appropriate for the different environments 

within the District.  The Plan contains rules, and if an activity cannot meet the permitted 

threshold, resource consent is required.  Having to apply for a resource consent has been 

identified as a potential barrier to maintenance and future development of the trail, and to 

the establishment of supporting activities.   

The District Plan is currently under review, creating the perfect oportunity to influence the 

resource management mechanisms that could better enable future improvements and 

extensions to the Trail and importantly, the necessary supporting activities.  These options 

are discussed below and then compared in terms of their costs and benefits. 

Zone 

Zoning is the primary spatial planning tool used to organise activities or manage effects in a 

defined spatial area.  Most district plans will divide the district into zones based on the 

predominant land use. Eg. Commercial, residential, rural production. 

Each zone has specific rules that enable the activities that fit with the intent of the zone (eg. 

Farming in the rural production zone), and trigger the need for resource consent for 

activities that need to be more carefully managed (eg. Industrial activity in a residential 

zone).  This way any effects can be assessed to understand if that activity is appropriate or 

not. 

Good planning practice generally aims to achieve block zoning that is contiguous with zones 

promoting activities that can coexist.  This way unnecesary reverse sensitivity and/or 

conflict between activities can be avoided.  It is generally considered best practice to avoid 

‘spot zoning’ as it is much more difficult to manage. 

Whilst zoning is a commonly used tool, given the spatial extent of the trail and the multiple 

different environments it spans, we recommend that this tool may not be the most 

appropriate for what the Trust is trying to achieve. 

Designation 

A designation is a planning technique used by Ministers of the Crown, local authorities and 

network utility operators approved as requiring authorities under s167 of the Resource 

Management Act (RMA).  It is a form of ‘spot zoning’ over a site or route in a district plan 
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and enables the requiring authority to do specified works without needing a resource 

consent. 

s166 of the RMA establishes who can be considered as a requiring authority.  Unfortunately, 

the Trust would not meet this definition, although Far North District Council could be.  

However, if the Trust was seeking a designation, this option would not be available in this 

circumstance. 

Non-Statutory Document 

Whilst non-statutory documents provide guidance and direction for District Plans (and other 

statutory documents), they have no legal effect.  This means that whilst there may be a 

directive that activities supporting the cycle trail should be enabled, there is often no 

direction as to how, and no requirement for this to happen.  Non-statutory documents are 

typically given minimal weighting in the consideration of resource consents. 

We consider that there is benefit in producing a non-statutory strategic approach to the 

maintenance and development of the Trail and supporting activities to help guide the future 

direction of the trail.  However, we recommended that a planning tool be applied through 

the District Plan to provide more ‘teeth’. 

 

Overlay 

Overlays are a relatively common spatial planning tool used in Plans.  In general, they map 

resources that span multiple sites (eg. Not contained to one property) and zones, providing 

a set of specific provisions including rules to help manage issues that relate to that resource.  

Overlays are commonly used to identify infrastructure (eg. Corridors for electricity 

transmission) and can be particularly useful for identifying potential growth or extension 

areas. 

Overlay provision apply in addition to the underlying zone framework (eg. Rural Production, 

Residential, General Coastal) and can provide more permissive earthwork and vegetation 

clearance rules (for example) than the underlying zone so that when track clearance rules 

(for example) than the underlying zone so that when track maintenance or development is 

necessary, it does not trigger the need for resource consent eg. The activity would be 

permitted. 

An overlay could also be applied to areas where associated activities are encouraged to 

occur, again making it more permissive than the underlying zone.  Careful consideration 

would need to be given to what type of activities and effects should be promoted. 

Based on the options assessed, it is our recommendation that an overlay would result in the 

best outcomes for the Trail and the Trust.  Table 1 below provides some further analysis of 

these options. 
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The Trust recommend a staged approach is taken in terms of the approach to this topic.  An 

flow chart is included below acknowledging the progress already made and providing some 

further detail for each of the four stages proposed.  Stage 2 has been provided as  

Attachment 1 below: 
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Key Stakeholders 

Getting key stakeholders on board will be crucial to the collaborative approach and gaining 

support/momentum through submission and hearing process.  The following have been 

identified as key stakeholders: 

• FNDC Councillors 

• FNDC Policy Staff 

• Northland Regional Council 

• Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail Trust 
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• NZ Cycle Trail Trust 

• Iwi/hapu 

• New Zealand Transport Agency 

• Kiwirail 

• Affected landowners 
 

Information Requirements  

Based on the initial review and assessment, the following information would be required to 

support stage 2 of this project. 

• Spatial data (Geo-database) identifying the existing trail, any proposed additional 
‘spurs’ and areas where supporting activities; 

• Any Economic Impact Analysis data available from NZ Cycle Trails and Pou Herenga 
Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail; 

• Commissioner review of any draft material.  This would be useful and increase the 
likelihood of the proposed overlay being accepted. 
 

Conclusion 

The Trail is a significant resource for the Far North District and wider Northland Region.  It is 

clear that there is multiple opportunities to leverage off this fantastic community asset to 

help benefit some of the Districts more disadvantaged communities, whilst highlighting the 

unique qualities that the Trail and wider region showcases. 

Recommendation 

Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail Trust wish to develop a special zone overlay for the 

cycle trail.   

The wider community will have an opportunity to provide feedback/submit on the approach 

via the notification process of the District Plan. 

 

Capital Works programme for Roading and Footpaths 

Cycle Trail Moerewa removal of pipes – The Trust support this project as an urgent H&S 
requirement funded under (unbudgeted expenditure).     
2022 Year 1: $100K 
 
Cycle Trail Imms Road Bridge – the Trust do not support the delivery of this project.  The 
Trust request that this funding be redirected to the Kaikohe Rail Tunnel to undertake a 
Condition Assessment, any upgrade works (unbudgeted expenditure) and installation of 
tunnel lighting.  
2022 Year 1: $130,000              2023 Year 2: $206,000  replace with   
Cycle Trail Kaikohe Rail Tunnel  Undertake condition assessment, scope, upgrade 
(unbudgetted), install safety lighting.  
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2022 Year 1:  $250K 
 
Cycle Trail Ngapipito Truss Bridges – Need FNDC support for procurement. (Unbudgetted 
funds) 
2023 Year 2 $550K 
 
 
 
Cycle Trail Opua to Taumarere Replacement – Trust support this project pending all funding 
confirmed and in place.    
2022- 2027 
 
Year 1: $3,074,808        Year 2: 4,633,691          Year 3: $1,004,763  
Year 4: $527,947            Year 5: $542,213           Year 6: $556,333      
 
Cycle Trail Minor Improvements – the Trust support for cycle trail minor improvementsi  
Minor improvements include: native/fruit tree planting, seats, new signs, quirky 
infrastructure (ie. picture frames), picnic tables, eco counters, installation of AED’s across 
cycle trail network   
     
2022 Year 1: $58,100K              2023  Year 2: $68,083K               2024 Year 3: $50,832K 
 
Community Pump Track(s) – the Trust supports this project.  The communities of Kaikohe 
and Moerewa will benefit from these infrastructure installations. The Trust also request a 
funding increase to  
2022 – 2023 Year 1-2 $123k  
 
Cycle Trail Kaikohe reserve SH12 – to include picnic tables, picture frames quirky bike 
stands fruit trees and interpretation shelter.  
 
2022 Year 1 $150K 
 
Koraha – Springs Trail – Aligns with upgraded Ngawha hot springs and Power Sttion Visitor 
Centre.  This project is community driven.  
 
2024 Year 3 $1.600,000. 
 
Cycle Trail Utakura rest area – to include picnic tables, picture frame, quirky bike stands and 
fruit trees.  
 
2025 Year 4 $100K 
 
Cycle Trail Biodiversity Corridor – Planting of native plants and fruit trees across the Cycle 
Trail network (all sections).  
 
2024 Year 3 : $90K 
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Cycle Trail Visitor Experience Development (West Trail) – Support the development of cafe, 
accommodation and recreational activities for the purpose to increase overnight stays. 
Spread across ten years at $50K pa. est $500K 
 
2024 Year 3: $50K 
 
Okiato to Russell, Aucks Rd Heartland cycle route – the Trust support this project.   
   
2026 Year 5: $735,805            2027  Year 6: $754,966              
                                   
 
Waitangi to Kerikeri, (NICIP) – The Trust support this project and would also support it 
being community led.  Construction costs likely to increase due to terrain.   
       
2024 Year 3: $1,800,000. 
 
Opua CBD Link – Create a connection betweem Opua CBD and the start of the Cycle Trail . 
Stage 1 engage street design consultant and to enhance entrance to Cycle Trail at Baffin 
Street, Opua.  
 
2025 Year 4: $135K        2026  Year 5: $135K          2027 Year 6: $135K  
                            
Opua to Paihia Coastal Walkway (Te Araroa Trail) – the Trust support this project, however, 
acknowledge it is not feasible for cyclists. 
                        
2024 Year 3: $813,225           2025 Year 4: $835,200     
 
 
Opua to Paihia, (NICIP) on-road extension – The Trust support this project which aims to 
improve the on-road connection between Opua and Paihia for cyclists.    
 
2024 Year 3 $813,225         2025 Year 4 $1,571,005      2026  Year 5 $754,966 
 
Cycle Trail Extension (Kawakawa diversion) – The Trust confirms this extension has been 
constructed. 
   
2022 Year 1: $265K. 
 
Renewals 

Cycleway network renewals – the Trust support network renewals (cycle trail re-surfacing).     

2022  Year 1: $27,127             2023  Year 2: $86,776 

Footpath renewals, Kaikohe - Hokianga ward – the Trust support a footpath widening on 

Horeke Rd (Fire Station) to wharf (600m).     

2022 Year 1: $50,000  2023 Year 2: $50,000 
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Cycle Trail - The Trust support the installation of quirky-fit for purpose bike stands/bike tool 

stations to cater for the increased numbers of cyclists spending time in adjacent townships 

(ie. Okaihau, Kaikohe, Kawakawa, Opua)  

2022 Year 1: $105,000  2023 Year 2: $105,000 

Dust sealing of critical risk roads (unsubsidised)  Kaikohe – Hokianga ward 

The Trust request the sealing of the following roads, to eliminate dust hazards for cyclists 

(between Utakura – Horeke).   

• Intersection of Horeke and Mangataraire Roads through to Rangiahua Road (6.1km);    
2022 Year 1:  $2.5m;   2023 Year 2:  $2.5m  

There also needs to be a safe link for cyclists from Horeke through to McDonnell Road to 

support accommodation and recreational activities for cyclists as well as campervans.  

• Junction of Taheke, Motukiore and Horeke Roads through to the junction of Taheke 
and McDonnell Roads (2.2km);   
2024 Year 3: $1.5m.    
 

Proposed 30 Year Infrastructure Strategy 

Pou Herenga Tai Twin Coast Cycle Trail Trust will continue to advocate for the development 

of walking/cycling networks throughout the Far North over the next 30 years to support the 

following: 

• Northland Walking and Cycling Strategy (2018) directs the implementation of district 
councils walking and cycling strategies; 

• Tai Tokerau Northland Economic Action Plan; 

• Regional Growth Programme – Northland; 

• Northland Regional Land Transport Plan; 

• Far North Long Term Plan; and 

• Far North District Plan. 
 

ENDS  

i  
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname te Hau 

First name Hinurewa 

Organisatio
n 

Creative Northland Position General Manager 

Which 
option do 
you think 
will work 
best for our 
147 
Housing for 
the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

N/A 

Do you 
support the 
option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
developme
nt? 

 

Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Creative Northland are unable to comment on whether FNDC becomes a 
shareholder of Northland Inc.  What we can say is this - we support  sustainable 
economic development across Northland for these reasons -  
Sustainable development encourages us to conserve and enhance our resource 
base, by gradually changing the ways in which we develop and use technologies. 
Northland must be allowed to meet their basic needs of employment, food, energy, 
water and sanitation. 
Creative and Cultural Industries are the main features of sustainable development 
which requires FNDC to develop strong cultural policy that - 
    • respects and cares for all kinds of life forms. 
    • improves the quality of human life. 
    • minimizes the depletion of natural resources. 
    • enables the communities to care for their own environment 

Do you 
agree with 
the changes 
to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler 
rates 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
Would you 
like to 
expand on 
your 
answer? 

Creative Northland acknowledges FNDC change providing fairer and simpler rates. 
We understand the need for councils to have adequate funding to deliver all 
activities and services as outlined in this Draft Long Term Plan. 
Some of those activities relate to arts, culture and heritage activities which include 

• organising and facilitating events
• maintaining parks
• running our libraries and other community facilities.

These activities provide for the community that make the Far North a great place to 
live and work. 

Is there any 
other 
feedback 
you would 
like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which 
ward do 
you live in? 

Outside Far North 

Receipt No 584 

Date and time 06/04/2021 01:40 PM 
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6th April 2021 

         

Mayor and Councillors 

Far North District Councillors 

By Email  

To Mayor and Councillors 

 

Submission to the Far North District Council Long Term Plan 2021-31 

  

 
 

1. Creative Northland makes this submission in support of the Far North community’s cultural wellbeing.  

 
2. The infrastructure, services and activities that a council invests in and delivers should have positive 

impacts on a community’s well being. Regional, district and city councillors represent their communities 
and decide the outcomes they want to achieve for their community, and the funding priorities for their 
council. Council officers are responsible for providing councillors with advice on how best to achieve 

positive outcomes for their community. 

 
3. Creative Northland is an independent charitable trust governed by a not-for-profit board, and receives 

annual operating funding from Whangarei District Council (one of three local councils in the region), 
Foundation North funds to grow the arts regionally and Creative NZ funds to support project delivery. 
With this Creative Northlands objective is to see all Northland’s Council adopt and an Arts and Culture 

Strategy and to date Creative Northland have delivered an Arts and Culture Strategic Plan for Whangarei 

District Council.  
https://www.wdc.govt.nz/files/assets/public/documents/council/strategies/arts-culture-heritage-

strategy.pdf 

 

For this submission -  

4. Creative Northland remit is to see Far North District Council (FNDC)  apply to Creative New Zealand 

Local Government Arts Fund that is designed to assist councils to support the resilience and recovery of 

local arts organisations affected by COVID-19. 

 

5. Creative Northland wants to consult and develop an Arts, Culture and Heritage Strategy for the Far 

North that in the long term provides the necessary Culture Policy for future planning -  

 

A. Include the arts, culture and creativity in your LTP community outcomes 

B. Commit to developing an arts and culture strategy 

C. Consider adopting a policy that requires council infrastructure to include art or design elements that 

bring artist’s into planning from the outset. 

 

Other objectives: 

A. With new Maori cultural infrastructure completed such as Manea (Hokianga), Te Ahurea (Kerikeri),  

Te hononga (Kawakawa), and construction underway Kupe Waka Centre (Taipa) continue to work 

with Mana Whenua and Maori Arts collectives and organisations to identify opportunities and 

where the greatest needs are.  

B. Ensure Maori representation on your councils Creative Community Scheme Committee, commit to 

including people with lived experience of disability. 

C. Commit to doing a stock take to understand which arts organisations and groups in your community 

aren't currently receiving funding and work with Creative Northland to address these gaps. 
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We embrace and celebrate our unique Culture and Heritage and value it as a source of enduring 

Pride. 

 

6.    Northlands Creative Economy 

⚫ The creative economy is worth $98million to the Northland region contributing 1.5% to Northland’s 

GDP. 

⚫ There are 1511 filled jobs in the Northland creative industries sector in the year ended March 2018, 

accounting for 3% of the total filled jobs in Northland.  

⚫ Over the same period the number of filled jobs in the creative industries sector in Northland rose by 

2.7% per annum, equivalent to about 30 jobs per year. 

⚫ 35% of the creative economy is generated in the Far North and growing. 

 

7. Where does creative and cultural industries fit within the Long Term Plan 

⚫ Council spends 10c community services 

⚫ Council spends 5c recreation facilities or 

⚫ Council spends 12c future planning 

 

Why do Councils need an Arts and Culture Strategy? (Refer Appendix 1) 

 

8.  The Local Government (Community Well-being) Amendment Act resulted in a change in the purpose of 

local government, which is to promote community well-being. This means that  local authorities are 

responsible for improving the social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of our 

communities. 

 

9.  Under the Local Government Act 2002 (Section 10), one of the purposes of local government is 

to “… promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural wellbeing of communities, in 

the present and for the future”.  

 

10. Cultural well-being, however, is not defined in the Act, however Ministry of Culture and 

Heritage has defined as - 

Cultural well-being is the vitality that communities and individuals enjoy through:  

• participation in recreation, creative and cultural activities; and  

• the freedom to retain, interpret and express their arts, history, heritage and traditions.  

 

11. At its core, cultural well-being is about activities and initiatives such as:  

A. support for arts and cultural expression;  

B. protecting cultural associations with our natural environment;  

C. the provision of library and archival services;  

D. celebrating the diversity within communities;  

E. the provision and maintenance of sports and recreational facilities and events; and  

F. conserving heritage buildings as much as urban space and rural landscapes.  

It may also be considered to express:  

A. urban development, the creative industries, tourism and recreation;  

B. aspects of economic development and leisure activities (including sport);  

C. diversity, participation, partnership and innovation;  

D. impact on the individual, the neighbourhood and the community; and  

E. vitality, health and inclusion.  Volume 4 184



 

 

12.  Cultural well-being can be seen as lying at the heart of a healthy society and community. And, for the 

individual, cultural activity can be seen as being at the heart of what it means to be a fully developed 

human being.  

 

13.  A council’s promotion of cultural well-being within the ‘whole’ of its region will be aiming to improve 

the cultural health of that community and focus on the necessary elements to bring about cultural 

growth 

 

Creative Northland working with Far North District Council will provide outcomes 

 

14. FNDC is a key player in delivering vibrant arts, culture and heritage experiences for the people of Far 

North and its district.  

 

15. The aim of the strategy is to support innovation, bring new ideas into the public domain, challenge the 

status quo, foster partnerships and collaboration across boundaries and ensure the relevance of Far 

North Districts; Kaikohe/Hokianga, BOI/Whangaroa and Te Hiku arts, culture and heritage on a national 

and international stage. 

 

16. There are numerous benefits that can occur from a district strategy for arts and culture. This is 

supported by Creative New Zealand’s research which shows the value of the arts as - 

 

⚫ contribute to the economy 

⚫ improve educational outcomes 

⚫ create a more highly skilled workforce 

⚫ improve health outcomes 

⚫ improve personal well-being 

⚫ rejuvenate cities 

⚫ support democracy 

⚫ create social inclusion 

⚫ are important to the lives of Northlanders 

 

17. The Far North has experienced rapid population growth over the past decade especially on the east 

coast. With this comes changes in cultural diversity and a growing demand for features of a vibrant city. 

 

18. Our communities want access to creative spaces and activities both as audiences and participants.  

 

19. They want to express their culture and heritage through such things as language, literature, visual arts 

and craft-making, recreation, media and film-making, customary and traditional practices, dance, music 

and drama. 

 

Creative Northland in partnership with FNDC developing  Arts and Culture in the Far North. 

 

20. Creative Northland wants to advocate and partner with FNDC to undertake and implement an Arts and 

Culture Strategic Plan.  (Funds to be provided through the Creative New Zealand Local Government 

Fund). https://www.creativenz.govt.nz/find-funding/funds/local-government-arts-fund 
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21. Strategy development with an action plan that can continue to support the growth of arts and culture 

within the Far North district, this would include levels of funding, capability and capacity for creative 

communities. Include the arts, culture and creativity in your LTP community outcomes. 

 

22. Creating great places, as economic and investment to create jobs to help and provide sustainability to 

our Far North venues, Manea, Te Hononga, Te Ahurea, Waka Centre, Kaurinui, Turner Centre, Te Ahu 

Centre. 

 

23. For Creative Northland to be the Arts Organisation advocate to Far North District Council and to work 

with Creative Communities and Community Boards to implement and work alongside these 

organisations. 

 

24. To consider adopting a policy that requires council infrastructure to include art or design elements that 

bring artist’s into planning from the outset and involving your arts community in long term plan decision 

making. 

 

25. To build solid pathways to future planning and implementation, better communication. 

 

26. To deepen our sense of place connection in the Far North for the Arts. Commit to greater investment to 

Toi Maori (Maori Arts) collectives and organisations. 

 
Enable sustainable economic development 

Do you support the option to enable sustainable economic development? 

 

Creative Northland are unable to comment on whether FNDC becomes a shareholder of Northland Inc.  

What we can say is this - we support  sustainable economic development across Northland for these 

reasons -  

Sustainable development encourages us to conserve and enhance our resource base, by gradually changing 

the ways in which we develop and use technologies. Northland must be allowed to meet their basic needs 

of employment, food, energy, water and sanitation. 

Creative and Cultural Industries are the main features of sustainable development which requires FNDC to 

develop strong cultural policy that - 

● respects and cares for all kinds of life forms. 

● improves the quality of human life. 

● minimises the depletion of natural resources. 

● enables the communities to care for their own environment 

 
Providing fairer and simpler rates 
Do you agree with the changes to providing fairer and simpler rates? 
 
Creative Northland acknowledges FNDC change providing fairer and simpler rates. We understand the need 
for councils to have adequate funding to deliver all activities and services as outlined in this Draft Long Term 
Plan. 
Some of those activities relate to arts, culture and heritage activities which include 

⚫ organising and facilitating events 
⚫ maintaining parks 
⚫ running our libraries and other community facilities. 

These activities provide for the community that make the Far North a great place to live and work.  

END  
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Appendix 1:  

 
 

How do we develop the Strategy? 

 

Creative Northland set out to meet with artists and arts organisations from all genres across the Tai Tokerau 

region as a first step to understanding the needs and aspirations of the arts and creative community in 

Northland.  

 

Strategies are an opportunity to ‘take stock’ meet with creative people and those who support the creative, 

cultural, recreation and technology industries to learn about a sense of place and take a kaleidoscope view 

of the regional landscape and the impact creative, cultural and Toi Maori 

development has within communities as the strategy is developed. 

 

There are two objectives to achieve with the public consultation process 

1. To update a regional arts and culture action plan and 

2. Develop 10 year arts, culture, heritage strategies for the district councils 

 

To help councils understand the priorities of their community, a methodology is used in the development of 

the strategy which involve several elements 

⚫ A review of councils policies and plans 

⚫ Public consultation and feedback session  

⚫ Online Survey 

⚫ Focus Groups  

⚫ One on one selected  interviews 

⚫ Research (in association with Creative New Zealand)– 

 

Councils have considerable community and stakeholder plans that input into this process and provide a 

foundation for a co-design process to take effect with the community.  

 

As a key player the strategy is to support innovation, bring new ideas into the public domain, challenging 

the status quo, fostering partnerships and collaboration across boundaries and ensuring relevance on a 

national and international stage showcasing a vibrant and cohesive arts, culture and heritage experience for 

both community and visitors. 

 

Development of Creative & Culture Sector Strategies for Northland 

Over the last ten years, a number of planning processes have been conducted in Northland around cultural 

services and facilities. These plans incorporated considerable community and stakeholder input and 

provided a foundation for the new Creative Sector Strategy. 

 

⚫ Strategy that identifies key initiatives, timelines and metrics to guide the region’s delivery of arts 

and culture services and programs. Arts and culture also link to a number of other sectors such as 

economic sustainability, tourism, and education 

⚫ Arts Facility Needs Assessment—a review of current facilities used by the District(s) and community 

⚫ Cultural Scan of community groups providing arts and culture services in Northland 

⚫ a comprehensive community engagement process that articulates the community’s vision and 

priorities for arts and culture services, programs and facilities 
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⚫ a process to develop key principles and criteria for decision-making to enable the District(s) to 

prioritise its allocation of resources for the delivery of arts and culture services 

⚫ An implementation plan that aims to develop a collaborative, coordinated and community-based 

approach to enhance the quality, access and delivery of arts and culture services in Northland. 

⚫ An annual review process to ensure progress towards the vision and accomplishment of key 

priorities.  

 

Working Smarter 

FNDC is the custodian of a number of valuable community assets and has a critical role and responsibility to 

foster arts and culture and to harness its potential for civic development. As such Council has a broad 

influence on arts and culture through its many roles and functions.  

 

With a clear vision, coordinated planning and strong working relationships with the community there is 

great potential to promote, advocate, feature and showcase art and culture through many of FNDC services, 

projects and events. 

 

This includes the following - 

⚫ providing venues  

⚫ providing funding for cultural heritage programs and projects 

⚫ delivering and supporting festivals and events  

⚫ promoting and enabling public art 

⚫ influencing creative aspects of the built environment 

⚫ supporting some historical societies and heritage groups 

 

 
 

Creative Northlands responsibility and Guiding principles: 

1. To help councils understand the priorities of their community and future investment. 

2. To gather, analyse and develop the 10 year strategy and action plan that can be adopted by Council 

and be delivered in partnership with Creative Northland and the creative and cultural community. 

3. To take a kaleidoscope view of the regional landscape in relation to a district’s distinct offering of 

Toi Maori and local cultural activity, museums, galleries, venues, art organisations, creative business 

organisations, events, festivals. 

4. To take stock and meet with creative people and those who support the creative ,cultural, 

recreation and technology industries to learn about a sense of place 

5. To legislate cultural policy that supports local cultural institutions, local cultural heritage and local 

arts and culture activities including. 

⚫ Cultural aspects in urban planning 

⚫ Cultural development at local level 

⚫ Cultural education at the local level and local art organisations, Museums, galleries, venues, 

events and festivals. 

⚫ A district arts, cultural and heritage strategy that guides your senior management team towards 

specific goals and helps them communicate those goals to the entire organisation and the 

communities you serve. 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Terlesk 

First name Robyn 

Organisation The Centre at 
Kerikeri Limited 

Position Chairman/Director 

Which option do you 
think will work best 
for our 147 Housing 
for the elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer and 
simpler rates 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 92 

Date and time 06/04/2021 02:45 PM 
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THE CENTRE AT KERIKERI LIMITED 

SUBMISSION TO THE FAR NORTH DISTRICT COUNCIL LONG TERM PLAN 2021-31 

 

The Turner Centre is a significant community asset situated on FNDC owned reserve 

land. 

FNDC has identified one of its 6 strategic priorities as enabling sustainable economic 

development. We know the Turner Centre provides a mechanism to support that 

priority. 

It also provides at least 4 of the FNDC’s community outcomes. The Turner Centre is 

already delivering these outcomes and is confident with the funding investment 

requested below it can continue to do this in a long-term sustainable way. 

The community outcomes are; Communities that are healthy, safe, connected and 

sustainable; Proud, vibrant communities; Prosperous communities supported by a 

sustainable economy; We embrace and celebrate our unique culture and heritage, 

and value it as a source of enduring pride. 

The Turner Centre enables the people of the Far North to experience the arts which 

is such an important part of the community’s wellbeing, and to supporting 

communities right across the District that are proud and vibrant. That experience can 

be through active involvement in community arts organisations that utilise the Turner 

Centre, attending performances/events held at the Centre, or through community 

involvement as a volunteer at the Turner Centre.  

The Turner Centre makes a significant contribution to the Far North District 

economy, by stimulating wellbeing activity that promotes growth not only from an 

economic perspective but also from a cultural and social point of view. We see 

retaining this asset in community ownership as a key mechanism to sustainably 

promote this development and allow the Far North to thrive. 

To ensure community ownership and sustainability of the Turner Centre, funding is 

requested as follows: 

-$150,000 per year as a contribution to working capital and to ensure that the Centre 

can continue to offer discounts to community hirers. 

- Repayment of the Westpac term loan of $1,102,649 so that the bequest funds and 

income generated from it can be used to fund ongoing upgrades and maintenance of 

this significant and unique building.  

If ongoing funding is not received then it is likely that the Turner Centre will have to 

close it’s doors within 3 years and if this was to happen the impact on FNDC and the 

community would be far greater than the current funding requested. 

We hope the Far North District Council will support the Arts in the Far North, and 

partner with the Turner Centre through this funding request. 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Thompson 

First name Croydon 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

If we go to Capital rates it will stifle development 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 694 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:02 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname Travers 

First name David 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 566 

Date and time  06/04/2021 10:54 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 

Surname Walsh 

First name Kiri 

Organisation Arohanui early 
learning 
centre 

Position Head teacher 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I have heard there is a kiwifruit orchard company trying to change 
the zoning by Pungaere road/ Onekura road from rural life style 
living to a horticulture zoning in order to change a dairy farm into 
kiwifruit orchards.  
I live down this road, with children and elderly. We have lived 
down this road for over twenty years. I am an educator, a teacher 
within our community who's students and families live down 
pungaere road, 12 families in fact.   
We oppose this proposal, we all have rain water tanks and do not 
want chemicals in spray landing on our water we drink. Northland, 
Kerikeri have one of the highest rates of cancer in nz which was a 
statement from a local GP.   
This will also have an effect on our beehives which myself and 
parents both have on our properties which will affect the 
environment.  
As an enviroschools member we strive to care for the environment 
and people. 
Nga mihi  
Please get in touch with me 
Kiri Walsh 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 683 

Date and time 06/04/2021 08:22 PM 
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Surname Walst 

First name John and Jillian 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Councils do not necessarily have the knowledge and/or expertise 
for this area of involvement. 
Do not want foreign interests to be a part of infrastructure. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

The downsides of changing the rating system has not been fully 
explained. 
There may be an element of unfairness in the current system but 
the change proposed may not rectified this and the downsides 
have not been fully explored. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

We calculate the rates for our home property to increase by 27% in 
one year.  
this is totally unacceptable and unsustainable. 
As pensioners we are locked into fixed income. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 642 

Date and time  06/04/2021 05:03 PM 
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Surname Ward 

First name Mieke 

Organisation Baysport Inc. Position Secretary 

Which option 
do you think 
will work best 
for our 147 
Housing for 
the elderly 
units? 

Would you 
like to expand 
on your 
answer? 

Do you 
support the 
option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development
? 

Would you 
like to expand 
on your 
answer? 

Do you agree 
with the 
changes to 
providing 
fairer and 
simpler rates 

Would you 
like to expand 
on your 
answer? 

Is there any 
other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit to the LTP on behalf of Baysport Inc. 
Contact details:  
Mieke Ward 
Baysport Secretary 
contactbaysport@gmail.com 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachments next page

Which ward 
do you live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 586 

Date and time 06/04/2021 12:49 PM 
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Cover letter 
 
To Far North District Council 
Memorial Ave 
Kaikohe 
 
Subject 
Submissions to LTP on behalf of Baysport Inc. 
 
 
Dear sir, 
 
 
Thank you for considering our submissions to the LTP. 
 
Baysport Inc. has lodged 2 submissions to the LTP. 2021 -2031 
 
Submission 1.  
 
In support of the development of a Regional Strategy for Active Sports and Recreation for 
the Far North. 
 
Submission 2 
Seeks a review of the current operational model for Baysport, to ensure long term financial 
viability and sustainability of the facility. 
 
Both Submissions are made on behalf of the Baysport committee. 
 
Your sincerely, 
 
Mieke Ward 
 
Contact: Mieke Ward 
Baysport Secretary 
 
contactbaysport@gmail.com 
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Baysport Inc. 
 
History and Background  

 
Baysport Inc is a Regional Sports Facility managed on behalf of the 
community by a committee of user groups.  
 
Baysport is the home base for 8 local sports clubs. The facility hosts regional and 
inter regional competitions, for sports clubs and schools, and serves as a regional 
high performance training hub for many of our clubs and their sports. 
Baysport now caters to over 1200 regular users from member clubs, aged 5 to 82 
pursuing sport and recreational activities. In addition, there are visiting teams and 
casual users. 
 
Member clubs 
 

➢ Badminton 
➢ Basketball 
➢ Judo  
➢ Inline Hockey 
➢ Roller Derby 
➢ Football and Futsal 
➢ Tennis and Pickleball 
➢ Waipapa Rotary 

 
Programs open to the public and scools. 
 
Baysport clubs organise and provide the playing facility for inter school competitions, 
holiday camps, and community events aimed at participation. 

 
History 
Baysport originated 20 years ago as a community response to a lack of accessible 
indoor and outdoor sports facilities. 
A group of local sports enthusiasts from different sports and clubs formed a steering 
group and designed and fundraised for the construction of the Baysport buildings 
and improvements. FNDC provided major financial support for the initial building 
program, as well as providing the site now leased to Baysport. 
 
Mission 
 
To establish, maintain and conduct a society for the provision and maintenance of 
grounds and buildings to be used for the purpose of sport, recreation, and leisure 
time occupation in the greater Bay of Islands area in New Zealand. 
Baysport Inc. provides the ongoing management of that facility to provide fair and 
equitable use to sporting codes giving maximum reasonable utilisation of that facility. 
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Vision 
 
A Facility that is Inclusive, Accessible and Affordable with Spaces and Places 
optimised through partnership. 
 
 Baysport complies with modern Facility Planning principles. 
 

➢ The development is Community based. 
➢ Meets an identified need. 
➢ Has strong Governance and Operational management in place.  
➢ Delivers to a broad range of the community with a wide level of programs on 

offer.  
➢ The facility is wells supported and used by the community.  
             Football do not have enough playing fields, 

       The Stadium hours are at maximum use, after school and weekends. 
 
Structure and Operational Management 
 
Baysport Inc. is an Incorporated and Charitable Society. 
The facility is actively managed by a volunteer committee of representatives from 
member groups.  
Baysport has a designated building officer who keeps the buildings in good repair. 
A long-term maintenance plan is in place, with cost of planned maintenance 
budgeted for in the Financial budget. 
Baysport has an Extensive H &S Policy, and Venue Safety guide in place. 
This is a living document with new policies added as the need arises. 
A Governance Manual is in place to guide new committee members. 
 
Financial governance. 
 
Baysport aims to finance its operational costs from member fees, hourly rental fees 
for stadium, as well as pavilion and stadium hire.  
Sound financial management is in place with Annual Accounts reviewed by an 
external provider. 
Capital improvements and asset replacement are funded through fundraising, 
sponsorship, and donations. 
Baysport does not receive any operational funds from council or government. 
 
Location 
 
Baysport is located on a Far North District Council owned recreational reserve held 
in 3 titles, in Waipapa/ Kerikeri, and is approx. 6.5 ha in area. 
Located along a narrow access road, shared with adjoining properties. 
Carparking, throughout the complex, sealed and unsealed for aprox. 200 cars.  
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Lease with FNDC 
 
The land is leased to Baysport through a 33-year lease with 2 ROR of 33 Years.  
The Waipapa Sportsground Recreation Reserve Management Plan gives details on 
current use, management, and development. 
Baysport grounds are open to the public and provides an important open space for 
play and recreation. 
 

Buildings 
 
The Pavilion  
 
used as clubhouse by KKFC, and Waipapa Rotary, as well as casual users from the 
community who rent the space for meetings and activities. It has a commercial 
kitchen, changing rooms and storage. There is covered decking, and seating 
available for spectators.  
 
Indoor Stadium 
 
Arena: Shared space can accommodate 4 Badminton courts, 2 Basketball courts, 
Full size Inline skating rink, also used for roller derby. 
There is tiered public seating for 80 Spectators. 
The large foyer also functions as a meeting space. There are toilets, 4 communal 
changing rooms, referee room, disabled toilet/ showers, storage, and a kitchen. 
A mezzanine floor, with judo mats in place. provides space for judo and martial arts.  
 
 

Outdoor facilities 
 
Fields 
2 full sized football fields and 1 junior field. Sports lights on 1 field. 
 
Tennis and Pickleball 
10 tennis courts, lights on 6 courts. Extensive decking and seating, pro-shop on site. 
Also houses 4 Pickleball courts, a new sport, played with paddles on a smaller court, 
gaining popularity both in NZ and overseas. 
Large tennis practice wall with concrete pad, accessible to the public. 
 
Additional users: 
 
Community use:  

✓ The facility is open to the community during Friday night Social Skating; with 
over 100 youngsters attending regularly, organised by Stingrays Inline Hockey 
Club as a fun night for the community, and fund raiser. 

Holiday programs run by our clubs, entry level sport, open to all. 
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The stadium and Football pavilion can be rented for group or private events, like the 
Northland Special Olympics group. 
 
Baysport incorporates change: Pickleball is a new initiative, now part of the tennis 
facility. This year will see growth of the school Softball competition, now based in 
Kaikohe, will also use Baysport fields, to enable Eastern Bay and Whangaroa 
schools to participate. 
 
 
Future  
5-year building management / Asset replacement  Plan  
 
2018/2019  
With support from our local community board Baysport has painted and refurbished 
the Pavilion, as well as providing a gas heat pump for hot water for the changing 
rooms.  
 
2020/ 2021  
The facility has recently installed LED sports lights in the stadium arena, resulting in 
superior sports lighting and a cost saving of 40% on power use. 
Stadium foyer repainted, and carpet and vinyl installed in the dojo. 
 

➢ This year Baysport hopes to complete the stadium arena area by completing 
the lining of the walls. This was never achieved due to lack of funds. 

 
➢ 3 – 5 years / The stadium arena sports floor will need to be replaced. 

 
➢ 3-5 years / Dojo: Judo mats will need to be replaced. 

 
➢ Possible Stadium Extension 

 
The ability exists for the stadium to undergo yet another extension, which would 
result in a sports arena with 3 Basketball courts, 6 Badminton Courts, and a National 
competition sized skating rink. Tiered Spectator seating could then accommodate 
150 spectators. 
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6 /04/ 2021 

                                                                                                                                                     

Submission to FNDC Long Term Plan 2021 - 2031 

Baysport Inc. wishes to lodge a submission to the FNDC Long term Plan 2021- 2031 

Our submission relates to the area of Active Sport and Recreation. 

We would like to speak to our submission. 

 
Submission:  that FNDC review the current Baysport 
operational model to create a partnership which will ensure 
the future sustainability of Baysport. 

 
Current Stand-Alone operational model 
 
In recent Sport Northland/ NRC Facilities Reports, The Baysport facility is listed as a 
regional Sports facility in the Far North. The Baysport stadium is the only regional 
indoor facility, due to its size, the level and variety of activities that take place and its 
geographical position, strategically situated in Waipapa, enabling good access for 
users from the wider BOI and Far North.  
  
Baysport buildings and assets are now valued at $5,000.000.00. 
Tennis Assets are valued at $860.000.00 
 
Baysport owns the buildings: Stadium and Football Pavilion, and is responsible for all 
operational costs, including water supply, wastewater treatment plant, electrical 
systems, sports lights, and other plant, as well as maintenance, improvements, and 
Asset replacement. 
 
Operational costs are funded through member fees and levies. 
 
Major maintenance and improvements are funded through income from grants and 
fund raising. 
 
The operational model is very cost effective. All governance and day to day 
operational management is undertaken by volunteers, with contractor hired to 
undertake cleaning and repairs. There is no on-site facility manager. 
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Financial Sustainability 
 
This operational model has now reached the point of peak performance. 
Long Term the model is not financially sustainable. 
 
Baysport is a victim of its own success; the continued hard work of volunteers, 
actively managing the facility, and financial contributions from FNDC and Grant 
organisations have made this facility what it is today: an important community 
resource, providing sport and recreation facilities for 1200 regular users from 10 
member clubs, not counting visiting teams and casual users. 
 
After 20 years, the stadium remains the only Regional indoor sports facility, and 
continues to be strategically situated for access from all areas of the Far North. 
FNDC has no plans to construct this type of facility in future. 
 
 
Currently there is no financial provision for Baysport within the Annual Plan as a 
district facility. 
 
Unless member levies and user fees are significantly increased to generate more 
income, Baysport will not be able to provide the quality of facility and variety of 
programs now on offer. 
 

➢ Due to the Asset value of the buildings, the cost of compliance and insurance 
are ever increasing and cannot continue to be offset by increased fees for our 
user clubs; this will ultimately make our sports unaffordable. 

 
➢ Due to the role Baysport now performs as a regional facility, which requires a 

high standard of lights, sports flooring, and other equipment. 
 
 
 
FNDC as Stakeholder / Partner of Baysport. 
 
We ask that FNDC recognise the changed circumstances Baysport now operates 
under and acknowledge its position as a stakeholder.  
 
The construction of the complex was completed by volunteers from member clubs, 
with significant financial support from FNDC, as well as other grant organisations. 
 
This original investment has increased in financial value, as well as its value to the 
community, in terms of Place and People. 
 
Baysport asks that FNDC reviews the current operational model, acknowledge its 
position as a stakeholder, and engages in a partnership, in recognition of the 
investment made on behalf of the Far North Community, in terms of Land, Places 
and People. 

Volume 4 202



BAYSPORT INC. 
Harmony Lane Waipapa  
PO Box 549 Kerikeri  

3 
 

 
This would incorporate: Recognition of Baysport as a Regional District Facility  
so that FNDC can contribute financially to the Service Baysport provides for the 
community. 
 
 
 This financial contribution would include:  

 
➢ Ability for Baysport to apply to the Annual Plan or Long-Term Plan, for a 

contribution to the cost of major improvements and or asset replacements. 
This type of partnership funding will contribute significantly to the success of                     
obtaining further grant funding from Grant organisations. 
 
➢ In recognition of the need for equitable funding for all Far Sports hubs, 

Baysport receives an annual operational budget from FNDC, to the equivalent 
of the cost of building insurance for the Stadium and Pavilion. 

 
➢ Council to maintain the loop road linking Baysport with Harmony Lane and to 

refurbish and maintain all the Baysport carparks, including outside pavilion, 
top carpark, stadium parking and Tennis club parking. 

 
 

Baysport look forward to a partnership with FNDC to provide optimal use and 
maximised utilisation of this community facility. 

 
➢ A Facility that is Inclusive, Accessible and Affordable. 
➢ Spaces and Places optimised through partnership. 
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6 /04/ 2021 

                                                                                                                                                     

Submission to FNDC Long Term Plan 2021 - 2031 

Baysport Inc. wishes to lodge a submission to the FNDC Annual Plan 2020-2021. 

Our submission relates to the area of Active Sport and Recreation. 

We would like to speak to our submission. 

❖ To Deepen the sense of Place and Connection.  
 
This vision is listed as one of the Priorities in the Discussion documents. 
To achieve this vision, FNDC seeks support for the Development of a Regional 
Sports and Recreation Strategy, to ensure a consistent approach to the 
management of recreational Facilities. 
 

❖ Submission: Baysport Inc, as a Regional Sports Facility 
supports the proposal to develop a Regional Sports and 
Recreation strategy. 

 

Background 

FNDC owns and invests in several sport and recreation facilities in the district but 

does not have a district wide guiding document on existing and future needs for 

active sports and recreation. 

• We ask that FNDC create and implement an overall strategy for 

Active Sport and Recreation. 

Example is the 2019 Active Sport and Recreation Strategy for the Whangarei 

District. 

This document will assist councillors, council staff, community organisations, clubs, 

funders, and other stakeholders with future development investment decisions. 

• We ask that as part of the Strategy, council identifies a” hierarchy “of 

regional sports hubs. 

(Sports hub is defined as a facility of multiple sports, with shared club room and 

changing room facilities) 

Far North sports hubs are Lindvart Park Kaikohe, Te Hiku, serving Kaitaia area, and 

in Kerikeri The Sports Complex and Baysport. 
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All these facilities are managed by volunteer management committees. 

We ask that with the strategy in place, 

• Council sets out a range of expectations and outcomes for management 

committees, which will apply to all Far North sports hubs. 

 

• In addition, that council create a plan which will provide financial equity for all 

sports hubs, in terms of essential building management costs, like insurance and 

maintenance. 
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Surname Werner 

First name Janice 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I am very happy with the way our housing is managed now. I have 
peace of mind now with my accommodation. I am not very keen on 
outsiders taking control. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Not informed enough to comment. 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

No comment. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 735 

Date and time  07/04/2021 02:40 PM 
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Surname Whittaker 

First name Roslyn 

Organisation K W & R P 
Whittaker 
Family Trust 

Position 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? 

Receipt No 736 

Date and time 08/04/2021 11:38 AM 
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Surname Wilson 

First name Rob 

Organisation Kapiro 
Residents 
Association 

Position chair 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Units should be managed & maintained by a not-for-profit 
organisation, and ownership retained by FNDC so that if the 
organisation does not perform to the specified standard, and FNDC 
can form a partnership with another not-for-profit group. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

In addition, FNDC and the community need to have a stronger 
voice on the Growth Reserve Fund 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

We disagree with the consultative document's assertion that the 
value of a house or CV is a good indicator of a person's ability to 
pay rates.  This is no longer true, because many people's incomes 
have fallen a long way behind house values.  The proposed rates 
will be unaffordable for people in that situation. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

1. Council's LTP spending in the next 10 years, and especially in the 
next 2-4 years, needs to focus MUCH more on activities that will 
reduce carbon emissions - such as constructing networks of cycle 
paths and pedestrian walkways in and around townships, so that 
school kids, commuters, the elderly and others can travel easily and 
safely by cycle, foot, electric scooter, mobility scooter, etc. instead 
of using a car.  (These cycle ways and pedestrian walkways must be 
separated from traffic, for safety reasons, and need low speed 
limits for e-bikes & e-scooters).  Kerikeri in particular needs this 
type of network, to help address our ever-worsening traffic 
congestion and reduce carbon emissions. 
2. The LTP should also allocate funds for: 
2a). Urgently making major improvements to the layout of 
Kerikeri's CBD to reduce congestion, provide large pedestrian-only 
areas, and provide convenient alternative transport options, 
including cycleway & pedestrian networks mentioned above. 
2b)  Kerikeri also needs a wide safe cycleway & pedestrian walkway 
between Waipapa Rd & Kapiro Rd.  We DON'T want a new road 
between Waipapa Rd & Kapiro Rd, because studies have shown 
that new roads usually generate significant new/additional vehicle 
traffic. (There is already too much vehicle traffic in this area, we 
don't want more.) 
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2c). Funds for urgently drawing up a Structural Plan for the greater 
Kerikeri area, for better quality of living, to protect highly 
productive/versatile soils, create more appropriate zoning to 
prevent subdivision/growth in inappropriate areas and separate 
(protect) residential areas from horticultural & emissive industrial 
activities, to protect native bush and native wildlife in the rural 
outskirts of Kerikeri, to protect remaining 'green' areas and stands 
of trees in Kerikeri township, to identify ways in which residential 
areas of the central township can be intensified in an appropriate 
and human-friendly way, to stop further growth in traffic 
congestion, and place a moratorium on new subdivisions that 
would create additional traffic on access roads leading to Kerikeri. 
Note:   Greater Kerikeri has a population of about 16,500, and 
many additional numbers of people come from other parts of the 
District to use services in Kerikeri (eg. schools, doctors, shops, etc.).  
So Kerikeri services are probably used by at least 30% of the 
District's population.  Council has ignored Kerikeri's traffic and 
(inappropriate) growth problems for far too long.  We need funds 
allocated now to address these problems.  
2d. Allocating funds for Growth Plans for other parts of the District 
that are experiencing economic stagnation.  Council needs to make 
plans to ensure that growth & development  are spread across the 
District, focussing on areas that have not experienced growth in 
recent years. (New types of zoning for growth and non-growth 
would help to achieve growth in areas that need growth, and also 
constrain growth in overheated areas like the outskirts of Kerikeri.) 
3. The Council must immediately re-introduce development 
contributions (large financial contributions) for developments in 
areas which have experienced rapid growth, such as Kerikeri.  By 
cancelling development contributions in recent years, the Council 
has in effect subsidised commercial developers, and has created a 
massive financial hole (lack of infrastructure) which they now 
expect ratepayers to pay for!   The individual Councillors who 
supported (voted for) the policy of not taking development 
contributions have created this problem and should be held 
responsible.  (It's a pity there's no mechanism to oblige those 
individual Councillors to pay from their own pockets for the 
financial hole that they have created!) 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 610 

Date and time  06/04/2021 04:05 PM 
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Surname Wilson 

First name Murray 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is 
maintained or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We do become a shareholder and contribute to the wider 
Investment and Growth Reserve Fund (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Change to capital based rating system should be implemented in 3 
years. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 644 

Date and time  06/04/2021 05:06 PM 
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Surname Wood 

First name Andy 

Organisation A C Wood 
family Trust 

Position Trustee 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

see my submission 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

You assert that the average rate increase will be 5.5%. This 
assertion disguises the outliers and your document is silent about 
these and the reasons behind them. I have thus spent many hours 
trying to figure out why, on your current plans, my rates will rise by 
23% next year. My neighbours have similar or larger increases. The 
reason is not the ‘public good’ charges, nor the progressive change 
to rating on capital value. It can be found in the large increase in 
the rating charge/dollar land value, from 0.0046 to 0.0063. I can 
understand the reasoning behind moving away from a regressive 
uniform charge, but suspect that this is not the reason for such a 
spectacular increase either. Instead, I suspect that at least in a 
significant part it is because you, the council, have incurred very 
large capital costs for sewage and water schemes needed to cope 
with significant new housing development for which you do not 
charge a development levy. This is exactly the same problem that 
lead to the Kaipara district council being put into administration: 
perhaps that event looms large in your collective mind? Or is it 
because you plan some very expensive roading and cyclepath 
development that is also associated with housing development? 
Your soft-focus, touchy-feely, superficial graphics hide this problem 
and I find them an insult to my intelligence. A clear explanation of 
the reason for the spectacular increase in my rates would be 
appreciated. Your documents do not give this. 

Additional supporting 
information 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 707 

Date and time 06/04/2021 09:29 PM 
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Surname Yakas 

First name Kelly 

Organisation  Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own and maintain the unit 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Invest in land based waste water schemes now. Do not put any 
more ‘treated’ waste water into our moana. Ensure every 
household can collect their own rain water and ensure new builds 
have water tanks installed. Maori wards must be established to 
uphold the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and rights of tangata 
whenua. Return all parks and reserves ‘owned’ and managed by 
Fndc to hapu. Redirect all budget allocated for the management 
etc of parks and reserves to hapu. 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

 

Receipt No 708 

Date and time  06/04/2021 09:30 PM 
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Surname Zivkovich 

First name Angella 

Organisation Estate of Kaie 
Zivkovich 

Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

We continue to own the units but form a partnership with an 
existing registered community housing provider to manage and 
maintain the units on Council's behalf 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

We don't become a shareholder and don't contribute any 
additional funds 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Please explain. Sounds like a Capital Gains Tax to me with the 
changes you want. Sound unfair. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

 

Receipt No 622 

Date and time  06/04/2021 03:26 PM 
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Surname  

First name  

Organisation Parapara Road 
residents 
group 

Position  

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

Council fully transition its Housing for the Elderly units to another 
party or parties with strict requirements such as protection of 
existing tenant arrangements and the number of units is maintained 
or increased over time (Council's preferred option) 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

If the FNDC can’t afford to look after them, then get a Charitable 
trust to. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing 
fairer and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 
Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services 
to property and community facilities (District Facilities). Council 
proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General 
Rates. 
The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however. Rather it is 
more convenient for Council 

Is there any other 
feedback you would like 
to share? 

Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 
I do wish to be heard in support of my submission 
On the matters of “fairness”and “simplicity” 
It is not clear within the information provided by FNDC, exactly what 
Council identified and accepted as ‘unfair’ about the current rating 
method, other than by inference given the proposed changes. 
The use of Rating Act provisions for raising revenue must be 
considered alongside the proposed “Fees & Charges Policy”, as well 
as the proposed “Remissions Policy”. 
It is noted that fees are charged for activities that are deemed to 
attract private benefit, verses those are deemed to have a ‘public 
good’ component. Consequently, we see a user-pays or cost 
recovery approach to activities such as inspecting properties to 
ensure compliance with various national or local regulations. For 
example, “Fencing of Swimming Pools Act”. The interactions of 
households and businesses with FNDC as a regulatory agency tasked 
with administration of legislation are able to be charged on a cost 
recovery basis. For example, Resource Consenting, Building 
Consenting, and Dog Control. 
I support that approach to fees and charges generally speaking. 
Rates are then used to raise revenue to provide communal services 
to property and community facilities (District Facilities). Council 

Volume 4 214



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
proposed to continue to use a mix of Targeted Rates and General 
Rates. 
The proposed system, arguably is not simpler however. Rather it is 
more convenient for Council and for its contractors to bundle all 
water and wastewater systems together (and potentially 
stormwater networks) for the purpose of setting a price at the 
District level, rather than having to reveal the actual cost associated 
with each scheme and being transparent about the cost of living in 
each settlement. 
This proposed approach is the opposite of “new localism” that FNDC 
and LGNZ have been espousing as the way forward for the local 
government sector. It is the opposite of transparent, and it is the 
opposite of democratic and of a free market. If where one lives, or 
locates their business or home is a private choice, the questions of 
exacerbator (those that give rise to ‘demand’) and of user pays is 
relevant. Council is prepared to charge fees for services deemed to 
deliver a private benefit in other aspects of life choices, why a 
different assumption when it comes to providing water and 
wastewater services. Council has not made a good economic or 
even social or environmental case for socializing the capital costs of 
water and wastewater infrastructure, other than asserting we all 
benefit from diversity of having numerous small settlements across 
the District. While we enjoy diversity, that is not a strong rationale 
for socializing all of the costs of core infrastructure across all SUIPs 
on a sliding scale based on QVs limited view and assessment of 
“improvements”. 
The proposed move to socializing the costs of inefficiencies 
associated with the Far North’s historic settlement pattern, and of 
poor urban form is warranted if it is necessary to protect and 
maintain communities that otherwise allegedly cannot afford to pay 
for their own scheme. But there has been no evidence provided that 
there are any communities that can not afford to service debt to pay 
for their own scheme. Also, if it was simply a matter of socializing 
the costs of all schemes, then Council would have proposed an 
equal share in the form of a targeted rate to apply to all properties, 
regardless of if connected into some scheme or other or not. But 
that isn’t what FNDC has proposed, rather you have suggested a 
sliding scale of Rates be charged based on a limited view of 
‘improvements’ to property as used by QV is setting CV. As one 
participant in the public meeting (held to discuss rates) observed, 
this is ‘wealth redistribution’, whereby some who have invested 
heavily in property are assumed to have higher incomes than those 
who haven’t invested in property. That assumption has not been 
tested, and we consider it doesn’t always hold true. There are 
exceptions. The Far North has a high proportion of over 65yr olds 
(32 – 37% of all residents). These are pensioners, often living in the 
family home purchased decades ago, whose income is 
superannuation, which provides them a net income of just $15,000 
per annum – less than the 
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 average income for the Far North. The fact that they managed to 
remain in their home and it has appreciated in value relative to 
other areas, does not mean they have a greater ability to pay Rates. 
I submit that wealth redistribution on this scale is a question for 
central Government, which is better placed to evaluate real net 
income of households and disposable income available to pay rates, 
along with access to other grants or subsidies via the social welfare 
system, or to bring Government to the table in providing adequate 
infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships. I 
suggest that lateral thinking on development opportunities, in 
partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate 
our small settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the 
issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the cost via a poorly conceived of 
wealth tax. 
The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that 
this new method will conceal, rather than make transparent the 
actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the 
nature of the systems serving each settlement, when it comes to 
attributing operational expenses and CAPEX for renewals and 
upgrades. 
Economists working for Auckland City, where CV is used as the basis 
for general rates, and where the greatest experiment in ‘socialising’ 
costs of infrastructure (by combining what had been 5 separate local 
authorities) have recently calculated that 59% of all households 
served by that City would be charged less Rates if Council moved to 
a Land Value basis of rating. That experiment has also produced no 
evidence that amalgamating or outsourcing to a CCO for water 
services (Metrowater) has improved efficiencies in delivery of 
services or saved Ratepayers any money. 
The Ratepayers of the Far North have not been privy to any 
equivalent analysis by FNDC in promoting we move from LV to CV. 
You have not told us what proportion of households will pay more 
and what proportion will pay less. The tables provided (p23) only 
show figures for ‘residential ratepayers’, which suggest we will all be 
paying much more. This implies other land-uses must be the 
beneficiaries of this proposed change... but that is not the reason 
given for proposing it. 
Where one lives is in part driven by ‘costs’ associated with that 
location, and removing the incentive to retrofit or to relocate into 
more efficient forms, FNDC is potentially perpetuating unsustainable 
forms of development. It is also discounting the need to lobby 
Government to assist in funding necessary renewals and upgrades 
to systems necessitated by regulation and national standards 
established by Government. 
The proposed approach also undermines the necessity for 
innovation to provide more affordable systems for smaller 
communities. Perhaps our contractors (whom you refer to as “our 
partners”) need to be put on notice that the old engineering 
solutions that have proven so expensive to replace and to upgrade 
are no longer fit-for-purpose, and our smaller townships and/or 
poorer communities will be adapting to more affordable, biological 
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solutions for treating waste water, and will be shifting towards a 
greater self-reliance on rain-water harvesting for water supplies. 
I also note that while Government was prepared to increase the 
weight of trucks allowed on NZ rural roads, it did so apparently 
without factoring in the additional costs to be carried by Ratepayers 
to ensure roading infrastructure is able to carry that load. As the 
trucking industry and those it serves presumably enjoy savings as a 
result of the increased weights they can haul, it is fair to expect they 
will pay an additional share towards improving culverts and bridges 
to be able to carry those weights and to pay a greater share towards 
maintaining the extensive rural road network on which they rely, 
along with a minority of residents with low weight private vehicles 
make use of. Indeed those residents frequently submit to Council 
about the negative effects of heavy vehicles on rural roads and the 
difficulties and adverse effects suffered by their families who share 
these roads with heavy vehicles. If Council really is concerned about 
social and economic fairness or equity, it would have calculated the 
true cost of maintaining rural roads vs the cost of urban streets and 
charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles 
using the rural road network. 
 i) Change from Land Value to Capital Value base for General Rates 
I OPPOSE this change. 
The flyer states “this does not increase the total amount we receive 
in rates it just shares it out 
differently.” 
However, it doesn’t illustrate how this ‘different’ way of sharing 
costs is fairer. Nor does it illustrate what has been identified as 
unfair about sharing costs by applying Land Value as the basis for 
the General Rate. Either way, this is a variable amount paid by every 
SUIP based on their relative ranking in either L.V. or C.V. 
There is insufficient information about the ‘spread’ or the 
redistribution curves associated with L.V.s and with C.V. for the 
public to be informed about how this new method of sharing costs 
will see a redistribution in terms of which SUIPs will contribute more 
and which will contribute less during a gradual shift to full (100%) 
C.V. basis – and explanation as to how that is ‘fairer’ in terms of 
access to or receipt of services. 
This proposal does appear to have confounded the matter of ‘capital 
value’ with ‘income’ associated with capital improvements to 
properties – to the extent that it seems to conflate “improvements” 
with income earning potential. 
On the flyer, there is a definition of “Regressive tax” and of 
“Progressive tax” in which reference is made to low-income and 
high-income earners. Yet there is no relationship between those 
definitions and any of the proposed changes to Rating method. If 
there had been a relationship, then land-uses associated with 
businesses of all kinds would have a differential applied (of at least 
1.6x the base rate for ‘residential’ which is NOT income earning, but 
must be paid as an after-tax expense for households). However, you 
have not proposed an equivalent differential to rural- producers, 
which are also commercial enterprises (businesses) able to claim 
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rates as an expense, and so ought to be charged the same 
differential as ‘commercial’ land-use category of ratepayer, to 
provide a fair approach towards all businesses (as distinct to 
residential land uses). 
There would also have been effort made to identify home-based 
businesses, such as Air B&Bs, and charging an additional rate to 
account for income earning potential, such as is being applied in 
Auckland City as a ‘bed tax’. 
https://www.newshub.co.nz/home/new-
zealand/2020/02/auckland-s-controversial-bed-tax-is- here-to-
stay.html 
A similar proposal for Queenstown followed a non-binding 
referendum in that District that saw 80% of respondents supporting 
a bed tax to fund infrastructure. 
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/national/398561/government-
supports-5-percent-bed-tax-in- queenstown 
Similarly, Stewart Island has charged a “visitor tax” of $5/person 
who disembarks on the Island, as a contribution towards 
infrastructure. 
FNDC has not explored any equivalent charge for visitors arriving for 
day trips off cruise ships, or arriving by sea during yachting regatta, 
or by air (at airports), or by road who may not stay in any visitor 
accommodation (and so wouldn’t contribute via a bed-tax, or the 
additional pans charges). 
FNDC has made an assumption that income and therefore an ability 
to pay Rates (affordability) is directly correlated to Capital Value of 
the property. Yet, it is also noted that the Corporate Assumptions 
include that the Far North is expected to continue to have an 
‘ageing’ population, meaning a greater proportion of residents will 
fall into the ‘fixed income’ bracket and likely to have limited earning 
potential as they age. It is also noted in the Corporate Assumptions 
that average household incomes are not expected to rise 
significantly. 
There is a saying with regards to retirees – many are “asset rich but 
capital poor”. FNDC has not shown that those residing in a higher 
value property do have additional disposable income to pay Rates, 
when compared to people residing in lesser valued property. It may 
be that households 
     
 residing in high value homes are fully committed to maintaining 
that asset and have little additional disposable income, while 
households residing in a lower value property pay less on the 
mortgage and on maintenance and have a greater disposable 
income. 
The ‘working poor’ is another concept NZ has grown familiar with 
this past decade, as incomes have not kept pace with housing costs, 
and as mortgage payments consume an ever-higher proportion of 
household income. I make these points to underscore that the 
supporting material provided to understand FNDC’s rationale for 
proposing a shift from LV basis to CV basis does NOT provide 
sufficient information to allow anyone to deem it is indeed ‘fairer’. 
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The information provided doesn’t illustrate which land-uses 
(property codes for rating purposes or which townships) will benefit 
the most. It is the case though, that forestry and dry stock farming 
will benefit from this shift, as these land uses have relatively low 
value “improvements” as primary production enterprises (according 
to Quotable Value), while dairying will contribute more (due to 
higher value improvements associated with dairy farm operations). 
Most of the rate burden, however, will fall on commercial and 
industrial properties within urban zones as well as on higher value 
residential properties. 
Yet, the Long-Term Plan explains that 17c in every dollar raised is 
contributed to ‘transportation’. The high cost of roading in the Far 
North is not driven by our small residential clusters and more 
intensely developed Central Business Districts and industrial 
precincts, but is due to the extensive rural roading network and high 
costs associated with maintenance associated with heavy vehicles 
use of these rural roads. 
This is further evidenced by the small amount each year towards 
“footpaths” within the ‘transportation budget’, at just $150,000 in 
year 1 of the plan, in each of the Wards. That is a ridiculously small 
amount when the vastly greater share of general Rates are paid by 
urban communities, some of whom have repeatedly submit to 
Council requesting serious consideration be given to improving 
unsafe, deficient pedestrian environments. For example, in central 
Paihia. 
Wouldn’t a fairer rating system take into account who the 
beneficiaries of the rural transportation network are, and endeavour 
to charge them a greater share. Primary-producers are businesses, 
which have proven resilient as a sector during the pandemic, as has 
been noted with FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement. 
As exporters, primary producers have not suffered the downturn 
experienced by Commercial Ratepayers and the many households 
reliant on international tourism for seasonal wages. The primary 
sector’s ability to access national aid or other relief following/during 
a drought or flood sees that sector in a good position to contribute 
fairly towards the transportation network upon which it relies. 
Meanwhile, FNDC’s COVID19 Impact Statement observes that FNDC 
will plan using the BERL forecast “mid-range” – that will see it take 
at least 3 years for the tourism sector to recover. The COVID19 
Impact Statement notes on the last page, quoting TV1 news 
advising, just before Christmas, that there was “no accommodation 
in the Far North for the coming holiday period”. That is an absurd 
statement for FNDC to have accepted, when 6/8 of the back-packer 
hostels in Kings Rd, Paihia are now under contract to MSD (for 2 
years) to provide “emergency accommodation” rather than being 
available for tourists; when the Copthorne Waitangi was only 
operating at 30% of normal capacity; and, the Millenium hotel 
chains “Kingsgate” in Paihia remains closed other than for 
‘emergency accommodation’ (also under contract to MSD). An 
accommodation sector that ‘pivoted’ towards ‘emergency housing’ 
does not support an equivalent economy to the one that had 
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catered to international visitors. It is also becoming apparent that 
the domestic tourism is quite different, in terms of spending 
patterns, to international visitors. The point is, don’t assume 
‘commercial’ ratepayers are able to carry the extra cost associated 
with FNDC’s proposed shift from LV to CV basis for rates, and 
continuing to subsidize rural businesses need for an extensive rural 
road network. 
 ii) Removing the Uniform Annual General Rate (UAGC = $450/SUIP) 
and the Roading Rate ($100/SUIP) 
I OPPOSE this change. 
I request you retain an UAGC (and perhaps absorb the Roading Rate 
into it). It is important that every SUIP be seen to contribute equally 
towards the kitty for the basics, as part of the community that must 
fund our local authority. 
This reflects that 4c in every $1 of Rates taken is for “Governance”, 
while another 10c is for “Regulatory Services” (presumably that 
portion that isn’t charged directly to users, or for the ‘public good’ 
share), while 12c is to be taken for Future Planning. These are core 
functions of the territorial authority that every SUIP must support 
equally, because we all benefit equally as citizens/ratepayers having 
to provide for local government. 
Incidentally, the increase to 12c from just 8c in 2018, represents a 
serious increase for “future planning”. It is presumed this is to 
progress the draft Proposed District Plan, and to undertake place-
based spatial planning to better integrate infrastructure planning 
with development enabled under the new District Plan. 
It is refreshing to read in Council’s “Capital Achievability Statement” 
and in the “Infrastructure Strategy” that FNDC is acknowledging its 
historical failure to adequately lead-in to including Capital projects 
in the Long-Term Plan, by first undertaking the evaluations 
necessary to support a project’s inclusion in the work programme to 
be funded. Effort to undertake the preparatory work, essential to 
progress a Capital project efficiently from financing to delivery, is 
also reinforced by the ‘asset condition assessments’ and ‘project 
Darwin’. It is still surprising though, that these activities are still 
needing to be funded at the high rates forecast, when they are 
initiatives that started some time ago. We have seen GIS and other 
IT improvements funded frequently over the years, with no 
evidence of any gains in productivity or improvements in strategic or 
forward planning. And our communities have not been engaged in 
consultation on the future form and functionality of our townships 
in over 20yrs. 
I note that the release of ‘draft’ Proposed District Plan concurrent to 
the consultation on this Rating Review and the Long Term Plan is 
useful as a reference, to be able to be better informed of the 
Council’s Planners’ thinking, and to be able to compare the ’30 year 
infrastructure strategy’ to the proposed new plan provisions, but it 
is inconsiderate of Council to also call for ‘submissions’ on that draft 
at the same time as we are preparing submissions to this important 
Rating review and the Long Term Plan. 
iii) Reduce the extra charged to commercial properties (SUIPs) 
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I SUPPORT the reduction in the differential charged to commercial 
SUIPs. 
Commercial activities that have located in commercial zoned 
property have for too long paid a much greater share than other 
businesses that locate outside of ‘commercial zone’. The Far North 
has, consequently, seen a lot of businesses establish in the rural-
residential area (in workshops, sheds, as stand-alone secondary 
structures). This is inefficient for customers and undermines FNDC’s 
ability to Rate all businesses fairly and to provide for the levels of 
service required to improve central business districts (such as 
provision of transit hubs and parking structures). 
The Table on p12 reveals that a rural (and lifestyle) property valued 
at $1m will pay $7,861 Rates per annum (in 2030), while an 
equivalent $1m commercial property will pay $21,375 per annum. 
The notes to that table don’t clarify if these example rates are 
assuming the move to CV or is based on retaining the status quo. It’s 
also not clear if those example rates have been based on a fixed 
total rate, or has incrementally increased the size of the pie to 
account for new capital works as per the work program. Either way, 
the inequity should be glaringly apparent. Both land-uses are 
‘enterprise’ engaged in producing and selling wares to customers. 
Both is able to pass on the costs to their customers, and claim 
‘Rates’ as a business expense. The local commercial enterprise is 
most likely to be serving local residents (or visitors). The rural 
enterprise is more likely an exporter, 
 whose produce will be sold offshore. Is there an assumption that 
the off-shore buyers of that produce are less able to pay a fair share 
towards the costs of production (associated with providing for our 
local council and infrastructure) than are local residents? 
I REQUEST that an equivalent differential (i.e. 1.75x ) be applied to 
“rural production” SUIPs – as these activities are enterprises able to 
claim ‘Rates’ as a business expense (i.e. Rates are paid out of before 
tax, gross income). This differential, applied to all forms of 
enterprise (associated with land-use) has the effect of leveling the 
field with residential ratepayers who must pay Rates from the net 
(after-tax) income. The difference in effect on incomes is significant 
– to the tune of 1.6 x as a minimum to level the playing field – or 
making the tax system fairer. 
iv) Move away from the scheme-based CAPEX rates for water & 
wastewater to a District- wide approach 
I OPPOSE the move to a District-wide approach to raising revenue 
for CAPEX via Targeted Rates for all Wastewater and Water 
schemes. 
It remains fair to directly pass on the CAPEX costs to those within 
the Area of Benefit for each scheme. It is also important for local 
democracy, transparency and accountability, that communities 
retain a very direct relationship with their Council, in determining 
what services are required to property, that Ratepayers will have to 
and are prepared to pay for. There is not meant to be a ‘compulsion’ 
of Ratepayers by Council. That is why we have local democracy and 
elected representatives to oversee what will be provided. Elected 
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representatives are to engage with local residents and with the 
assistance of experts, work to find solutions to common problems or 
to provide for communal needs. 
I strongly OPPOSE any move to distance (and potentially alienate) 
communities from their ability to influence directly what 
infrastructure they will or won’t be prepared to fund. 
It is particularly important for those communities based on historical 
pre-European settlements and relationships to the whenua, that 
they maintain a direct ability to influence local Council about what 
they require in the way of ‘communal services’ to be funded by 
Rates. It may be that, if Council is unable to find appropriate 
solutions, that these communities could look to other options for 
meeting their communal needs. 
If there are concerns about affordability of a particular scheme, then 
it may be necessary to look for additional revenue streams or 
subsidies (from Government, or other partners in the development 
of these areas). However, it is important to retain the current ability 
for Council work together with communities to design or to choose 
innovative schemes that reflect the community’s ability to pay 
and/or development potential should a new scheme be established. 
It is preferrable to retain the ability to differentiate between the 
different townships’ schemes and communities of interest, over 
simply spreading costs over all properties throughout the District 
who happen to be connected to any scheme, as though there are no 
differences between them. That is a dis-service to all “communities” 
served, while at the same time claiming to support diverse 
communities. 
The Council’s proposed approach of a District-wise sharing of CAPEX 
would also have the effect of subsidizing inefficient or unsustainable 
(financially unviable) forms of development. Those in larger urban 
centers, which are growing will find themselves having to pay not 
only for development associated with growth, but also to maintain 
other areas that are not developing, but which may be in decline or 
static. Rather than a fate accompli, innovative solutions are needed 
to turn around the fate of these smaller settlements, and the 
provision of infrastructure solutions is a part of that. 
This issue of how to pay for renewals and upgrades would not be as 
relevant if Council had reinstated a Development Contribution 
Policy. There are now a lot of upgrades planned for the next decade, 
and yet rather than identifying the additional capacity to be 
provided for and enabling development in all serviced communities, 
Council has simply proposed to share CAPEX across all connected 
properties. 
 Sharing CAPEX across the District does not make sewerage or water 
more affordable, it is simply making living in the Far North less 
affordable for everyone, even those living with more affordable 
schemes. This would mean, for example, that the people of 
Kawakawa and of Kaeo would be made to help pay for the new 
Kerikeri Scheme, even though they have affordable schemes in their 
own town, not only in terms of CAPEX, but in terms of OPEX. The 
idea that Kerikeri connections will someday help pay CAPEX for a 
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new scheme for Kawakawa and potentially to reticulate Moerewa 
into such a new scheme, in addition to paying for their own new 
scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer 
rating system”, particularly in light of an absence of Development 
Contributions. 
v) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge 
I OPPOSE this change 
The “Availability Rate” charge recognizes sunk communal 
investment, intended to provide a public good and to enable a type 
of urban functionality and form of development than is possible in 
an absence of such schemes. It is not fair to subsidise those who do 
not ‘opt in’ to a communal scheme, while still expecting their share 
to be held for them, potentially indefinitely. The effect of such 
subsidies is land-banking, that can force a community to have to 
further extend expensive infrastructure. The main lever a Council 
has to ‘encourage’ development and dissuade from land- banking is 
to charge the full-share for communal infrastructure provided 
expressly for the purpose of ‘development’. I submit that you 
continue to charge the full “availability rate” (i.e. 100%). 
vi) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater 
to every rateable property 
I SUPPORT this change 
All properties in the District benefit from the provision of town 
supply water and sewage schemes. When drought hits and tanks are 
dry, rural residents rely on potable water schemes supplying water. 
When one towns sewage system fails, there is a potential for other 
systems to assist. When Waipapa private water scheme needed to 
close, that entire community was able to be connected into the 
Kerikeri scheme. 
Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see 
Schools, Hospitals, Police stations, Fire Stations, Courts and the like 
located in townships served by FNDC provided water and 
wastewater infrastructure. That all residents across the District, 
whether rural or urban, avail themselves of Government provided 
services is reason to introduce a small public good charge for these 
services. 
vii) Change the stormwater targeted rate so that rating units in the 
area of benefit cover most of the cost 
I SUPPORT the continued use of Targeted Rates for connections to 
Water and Wastewater, and the addition of a Targeted Rate for 
properties within the Area of Benefit for stormwater networks, 
where such networks are provided. 
However, when properties have historically been required to 
provide their own stormwater management systems as an adjunct 
to development consents, then they ought to be exempt from 
contributing to any new communal scheme, until such time as they 
are able to retire their private on-site stormwater systems. 
Furthermore, on-site stormwater systems are an improvement to 
property that would attract a higher share of Rates, should FNDC 
shift to a Capital Value basis for rates. Similarly, rainwater harvesting 
tanks to compliment the town supply, requiring less draw on the 
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communal system, is an improvement to property that would 
attract a higher share of Rates if FNDC shifts to a CV basis for Rates. 
Retaining walls, to prevent private property falling onto public roads 
similarly, are improvements that would attract higher rates. These 
examples serve to illustrate that it is NOT 
 fairer to share costs according to ‘improvements’. It is in fact fairer 
to share costs according to land value, as land value is a better proxy 
for the levels of service and state of development of an area. 
viii) Additional Comments 
The first table on page 23 of the consultation document purports to 
compare the original methodology to the potential change of 
moving to CV. Yet the top table contains targeted rates... without 
explanation as to why they are all increasing considerably. I assume 
that table is showing the effect of combining all the CAPEX costs 
identified in the 10 year work program into a District Wide targeted 
rate, rather than illustrating the cost per connection for each of the 
communities served by a particular scheme. 
The second table on page 23 of the consultation document is 
insufficient to be able to compare and consider the impact of the 
shift from LV to CV basis for general rates, as it fails to provide 
information on all types of rates, in only showing “example 
residential rates by ward and community”. It is not clear if the total 
amount being taken is held constant, so that it is just the effect of 
moving from LV to CV that is shown. I suspect that the Total Rates is 
not held constant, however, as all rates increase significantly for 
every community – suggesting that either the Total Rate take is 
much higher, or some other category of Ratepayer is paying much 
less. 
 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live 
in? 

Te Hiku (North) 

 

Receipt No 466 

Date and time  06/04/2021 02:40 PM 
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Surname 

First name 

Organisation FNHL Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support the 
option to enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachments next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 620 

Date and time 06/04/2021 03:22 PM 
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FNHL Submission to LTP – FNDC Maritime 

 

FNHL manage all new, renewal and maintenance for FNDC’s recreational Maritime portfolio. This 

consists of 77 ramps, pontoons, jetties and related structures. 

FNHL has prepared a program of works that it recommends to Council for the coming 1-10 years. 

This program maximises existing renewal funds and combines new works to deliver the best 

outcomes for its maritime assets. This has been assessed based on demand, structure safety, and 

being efficient in utilising water based plant to do as much work in each harbour as possible and to 

create savings on establishment. 

The attached program varies slightly from the original consultation. 

Our submission also draws Council to consider some related issues: 

1. Taipa Seawall to the north of the Ramp and Jetty is not funded. This is a section of 90m of 

seawall which will protect the adjacent reserve area and the abutment to the jetty and 

ramp. It is supported Iwi but has not found support in this LTP. Physical works would cost 

$90K. FNHL would seek an RC for the work and it is recommended that this project be 

supported to prevent further erosion. 

2. FNHL supports the allocation of funds to reshape and seal both Waipapa Landing and 

Pukenui car Parks and asks that Council considers this work being done by FNHL. We 

currently work in these areas on Council’s maritime assets, and we can provide a cost 

effective solution to these developments. 

3. Maritime Facilities Bylaw – this needs to be updated and also needs to re-introduce an 

element of user pays. This is a large issue however we believe Council needs to review both 

funding for maritime facilities development and also review enforcement elements to 

ensure fair and equitable use of facilities can be achieved. FNHL is happy to do this work. 

4. Coastal access for our communities is a large issue and is becoming increasingly difficult to 

achieve. Council needs to have a strategy to improve coastal access which means looking at 

land acquisition or reclamation to provide for car and trailer parking. This work can be 

supported by user pays in part and needs to be incorporated with the Bylaw review. 

5. Council needs to look at land acquisition for trailer parking in Omapere/Opononi. 

6. Council needs to consider support for a marina development in Mangonui. 
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NEW WORKS NEW WORKS

Hokianga new works 2,000,000.00$   Hokianga new works 600,000.00$      109,000.00$  

Maritime minor upgrades 51,771.00$        58,627.00$        66,139.00$        Maritime minor upgrades 51,771.00$        58,627.00$        66,139.00$    

Whangaroa 1,711,995.00$   122,032.00$      -$                    Whangaroa 2,000,000.00$   840,797.00$      -$                 

Windsor Landing 261,195.00$      -$                    -$                    Windsor Landing 301,000.00$      -$                    -$                 

Maritime recreation district wide -$                    608,521.00$      -$                    Maritime recreation district wide 200,000.00$      608,521.00$      -$                 

Kerikeri Renewals -$                    -$                    -$                    Kerikeri Renewals -$                    -$                    -$                 

TOTAL NEW WORKS 4,024,961.00$   789,180.00$      66,139.00$        TOTAL NEW WORKS 3,152,771.00$   1,507,945.00$   175,139.00$  

RENEWALS RENEWALS

Hokianga 245,700.00$      21,733.00$        -$                    Hokianga 245,700.00$      21,733.00$        65,000.00$    

Planned Renewals DW -$                    -$                    251,624.00$      Planned Renewals DW -$                    -$                    251,624.00$  

Hihi 19,336.00$        -$                    -$                    Hihi -$                    -$                 

Kerikeri -$                    65,366.00$        5,601.00$           Kerikeri -$                    65,366.00$        5,601.00$       

Mangonui 363,000.00$      4,841.00$           -$                    Mangonui 363,000.00$      4,841.00$           -$                 

Paihia -$                    10,300.00$        -$                    Paihia -$                    10,300.00$        -$                 

Russell -$                    2,266.00$           -$                    Russell -$                    2,266.00$           -$                 

Taipa 12,100.00$        -$                    -$                    Taipa -$                    10,000.00$    

Unahi -$                    -$                    22,616.00$        Unahi -$                    -$                    22,616.00$    

Whangaroa -$                    613,601.00$      -$                    Whangaroa -$                    613,601.00$      -$                 

TOTAL RENEWALS 640,136.00$      718,107.00$      279,841.00$      TOTAL RENEWALS 608,700.00$      718,107.00$      354,841.00$  

GRAND TOTAL 4,665,097.00$   1,507,287.00$   345,980.00$      6,518,364.00$   GRAND TOTAL 3,761,471.00$   2,226,052.00$   529,980.00$  6,517,503.00$   

GRAND TOTAL- Consultation LTP 4,665,097.00$   1,507,287.00$   345,980.00$      

GRAND TOTAL- Proposed LTP 3,761,471.00$   2,226,052.00$   529,980.00$      

Variance 903,626.00-$      718,765.00$      184,000.00$      861.00-$              

LTP for Consultation Proposed LTP
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Submissions 

Surname 

First name 

Organisation Water Safety New 
Zealand 

Position Manager: Capability and Investment 

Which option do 
you think will 
work best for our 
147 Housing for 
the elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support 
the option to 
enable 
sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do 
you live in? 

Outside Far North 

Receipt No 630 

Date and time 06/04/2021 04:09 PM 
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Submission to Far North District Council 

 

Executive Summary 

1. Preventable drowning fatalities costs the NZ economy around $320 million per year. WSNZ 
wants to reduce the number of preventable drownings in the Far North District and believes 
this can be achieved by ensuring more drowning prevention activity is undertaken, and there 
is better coordination and direction of the water safety effort. Ultimately, WSNZ wants 
residents of the Far North District to be safe in, on and around water. 

2. The focus of the first part of this submission is to draw to the Far North District Council’s 
attention the need for drowning prevention and water safety and highlight the relevant 
legislation and strategy.  

3. This submission then comments on some of the key issues in the 10-year Consultation 
Document -Te Pae Tawhiti -including the: 

• relevance of water safety and drowning prevention to the Far North District’s 
community well-being – social, economic, cultural and environmental; 

• need to invest in the on-going maintenance of waste and storm water infrastructure 
to ensure water quality (swimmability and manoeuvrability) in the Far North 
District’s aquatic environments; 

• need to adapt and mitigate the impacts of climate change on aquatic environments 
in the Far North District; and 

• possibility of working with Council (and other stakeholders) to expand the 
awareness of Māori water safety issues, and potential ways to reduce the Māori 
drowning toll in the Far North District.  
 

4. What WSNZ wants to achieve from this submission is: 

• to work with the Far North District Council to help broaden Council’s approach for 
reducing drowning fatalities and improving water safety awareness – a broader 
approach that is focused on community well-being;  

• the Far North District Council to consider water safety and drowning prevention a 
key component of maintaining the community well-being of its residents; 

• the Far North District Council to continue to invest in water safety and drowning 
prevention activities, including improving safety messages at beaches and through 
web-based channels; 
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• the Far North District Council to continue to work with WSNZ (and the broader 
water safety sector) on water safety and drowning prevention issues, including 
expanding awareness of Māori water safety issues, and potential ways to reduce the 
Māori drowning toll in the Far North District. 

Introduction 

5. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Far North District Consultation Document 
– Te Pae Tawhiti Long Term Plan 2021-31.  

6. Water Safety New Zealand (WSNZ) is the leadership agency for the water safety sector and 
wants to reduce the number of preventable drownings in the Far North District. We believe 
this can be achieved by ensuring more drowning prevention activity is undertaken, and better 
coordination and direction of the water safety effort by all responsible parties.  

7. It is towards these objectives that the following submission is made. Further information 
about WSNZ can be found in attachment 1. 

Context 

8. The World Health Organisation characterises drowning as a serious and neglected public 
health threat and a highly preventable public health challenge.  

9. Drowning is a growing public health and well-being problem with drowning being the number 
one cause of recreational death and the third highest cause of accidental death (behind road 
accidents and falls) in New Zealand. 1 From 2010 to 2019 there were 965 preventable 
drowning fatalities in New Zealand and injuries are increasing sharply; in 2018 alone there 
were over 36,000 claims for water related injuries (an average of around 100 a day).2 

10. It has been estimated that preventable drowning costs the NZ economy around $320 million 
per year. (Based on an average of 80 fatalities per year at $4.0 million per fatality). In 2016 
the economic cost of water related hospitalisations was $83.6 million. In addition, a drowning 
incident may require a response from several agencies including: Police, NZ Search and 
Rescue responders or ambulance and medical service. Intervening early, or preventing the 
need to respond to a drowning, will provide cost savings to the New Zealand economy. 

11. In 2019 the Government-appointed Water Safety Working Group concluded the 
responsibility for water safety, drowning prevention and frontline rescue services is shared 
between central and local government, the community, and water safety NGOs. In essence, 
their message was that central government has a partial responsibility for water safety and 
further effort is required to ensure all responsible parties are actively involved in the 
prevention of drowning. 

12. In response, through Budget 2020 the Government provided multi-year funding for frontline 
rescue services, and to grow WSNZ’s capability to lead and support the wider water safety 
sector. The Government is now looking to other parties responsible for water safety, such as 
local government, to see what role they can play. To this end WSNZ recently briefed the 
Minister of Local Government on the state of the water safety sector, Wai Ora Aotearoa (our 
new Water Safety Sector Strategy 2025), and our intentions to work with local government to 
improve water safety and prevent drownings.   

 

 

 
1 WSNZ Drowning Report, 2018.  
2 ACC, 2020 
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Wai Ora Aotearoa – Water Safety Sector Strategy 2025 

13.  WSNZ recently launched Wai Ora Aotearoa which is the result of a year’s collaborative work 
by water safety sector leaders. The strategy represents a consensual view of the best way 
forward for drowning prevention in New Zealand. Moreover, the strategy reflects the need 
for a step change in the way the sector operates. This change will enable the sector to meet 
the major challenges it is facing over the next few years.  

14. Key actions for the sector to implement over the term of the strategy include: 

 
Develop a water safety sector local government engagement strategy that focuses on 
relationship building and engaging with local government planning. 
 
Complete the Implementation of the Regional Strategy pilots and develop a Freshwater 
Strategy for the sector. 

15. Both these actions are relevant to WSNZ’s relationship with Far North District Council and are 
reflected in the content of this submission.  

Community well-being  

16. The Local Government (Community Well-being) Amendment Act 2019 restored the 
promotion of social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being to the purpose of local 
government.  

17. The amendments to the Act are intended to enable local authorities, and ensure local 
authorities are responsible for, playing a broad role in promoting and improving the social, 
economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of their communities-the four aspects of 
well-being. 3  

18. The Minister for local Government, Nanaia Mahuta, stated that this emphasis on well-being 
will engage councils and communities in an intergenerational approach to improving quality 
of life outcomes in towns and cities. 4 

19. As shown in figure 1 below, water safety and drowning prevention connects with all four 
components of community well-being – economic, social, cultural and environment. A fuller 
discussion of the connections between well-being and water safety, that is consistent with 
the SOLGM Community Well-being indicator framework, is included in attachment 1.  

20. What this means is to fully contribute to the well-being of their community, local authorities 
must place greater importance on, and dedicate resources to, a wider range of initiatives 
relating to water safety and drowning prevention in all aquatic environments (pools, beaches, 
rivers, lakes, and the sea).  

21. Local government needs to broaden its approach of providing community facilities and 
infrastructure, such as swimming pools, to a focus on community well-being. For example, 
focusing on providing and supporting water safety services to help reduce the social cost of 
drowning and allow New Zealanders to develop skills to feel safe in, on, and around the 
water. Other examples include a focus on managing the retreat of water safety services and 
infrastructure from the foreshore (required by climate change), and reducing public safety 
risks, particularly for high-risk groups and environments (under-fives; underwater activities; 
males aged 15-35 Years; Asians and male boaties aged 50+).  

 
3 SOLGM, 2020 
4 Mahuta, 2018 
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22. WSNZ wants to work with the Far North District Council (and its partners and stakeholders) to 
help broaden their approach and reduce drowning fatalities and improve water safety 
awareness in the Far North District.  

Figure 1: Water safety and community well-being 

 

Response to key issues and opportunities in Council’s 2021-2031 consultation 

document 

23. Reducing preventable drownings, and improving water safety, will improve the well-being of 
Far North District Council’s residents. WSNZ wants Council to consider the following points in 
relation to the issues identified in their 10-year consultation document. 

Water safety and drowning prevention - ensuring the Far North District community well-being 

24. WSNZ supports Council’s vision He Whenua Rangatira – a district of sustainable prosperity 
and well-being. We also support your strategic priorities of better asset management and 
adaptation to climate change. Both of these priorities are relevant to water safety and 
drowning prevention as they enable water quality (through improved asset management), 
and allow for a planned retreat from coastal water safety infrastructure (eg. surf lifesaving 
clubs). 

25. Located at the tip of the North Island the Far North District Council’s aquatic environment is 
varied – with inlets, harbours, rivers, lakes, and community freshwater pools (Kaikohe, 
Kerikeri, Kawakawa and Kaitaia) all available for locals and visitors to use and enjoy. This 

•Improves water quality 
(swimmability and 
manoeverability ) which 
improves water safety 

•Managed retreat of water 
safety services and 
infrastructure required by 
climate change 

•Acquatic sport and 
recreation is part of 'NZ 
way of life' - our culture 
and identity

•Māori connection to 
water and natural world 
through their whakapapa

•Improves water safety skills

•Acquatic participation 
improves quality of life

•Reduces risky behaviours in 
specific groups of NZers

•Feeling 'safe' has health 
benefits

• Reduces public safety risks

•Improves awareness of 
tourists

•Generates local 
employment eg. instructors

•Reduces the social cost of 
drownings

•Generates revenue in 
Council facilities

ECONOMIC SOCIAL

ENVIRONMENTALCULTURAL
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means Council’s water safety risk profile is variable with users carrying out a large number of 
water activities such as swimming, kayaking, boating, diving, or surfing. As noted above, a 
broad approach to water safety and drowning prevention is required, an approach beyond 
the provision of facilities like swimming pools.  

26. For the reasons noted in figure 1 above, WSNZ considers water safety and drowning 
prevention a key part of maintaining the community well-being of the Far North District 
Councils residents. For example, the swim school in the Recreation Centre in Kawakawa 
provides social benefits through its water safety skills classes. This improves the quality of life 
for your residents as it helps them feel safer in, around and above water. Water safety classes 
will also help reduce the social cost of drowning – direct and indirect costs to families, 
whanau, emergency services, hospitals, and medical facilities. Council’s community pools also 
provide economic benefits to the Far North District as they employ staff, who then spend 
money in the local economy. Far North District Council’s water safety and drowning 
prevention activities also provide for the cultural well-being of your residents. Being on, in or 
around water is an important part of New Zealand’s psyche – part of our cultural identity. 
This is particularly relevant for the Māori connection to water and the natural world through 
their whakapapa.  

27. For these community well-being reasons, WSNZ would like to see Council’s continued 
investment in water safety and drowning prevention activities. For example, as noted by the 
Coroner Mary-Anne Borrowdale, regarding the 2018 drowning at Cable Bay, more signage 
about the hazards at Cable Bay (and other beaches with similar hazards), and more web-
based water safety information is needed. 

28. We encourage Council to take a broad community well-being view and continue to work with 
WSNZ and the broader water safety sector on these issues. 

Water quality – maintaining waste and storm water infrastructure  

29. WSNZ supports Council’s infrastructure strategy to improve the way they manage assets and 
use better information to improve the way they adapt and respond to change. (p.7) 

30. These improvements are important because the maintenance and renewal of existing waste 
and storm water assets helps ensure water quality is maintained for recreation and sport 
users. Contaminated water, or water filled with weed or floating objects impacts on both the 
‘swimmability’ and ‘manoeuvrability’ of people and vessels in aquatic environments. This in 
turn may cause or impact on water safety risks and/ or drownings.  

Adapting and mitigating climate change and sea level rise 

31. WSNZ also support Council’s approach in its financial strategy to ‘recognise the financial 
implications of climate change and sea level rise in planning decisions and provide sufficient 
funding to local and regional adaptation initiatives’(p. 9). We are pleased to note Council has 
made assumptions about the effect of climate change on the Far North District’s 
environment (p.5).  

32. Climate change may result in rising temperatures and sea levels, changes in wind patterns, 
storm tracks, and droughts and the frequent heavy rainfall events. These changes may 
require: 

• an increased demand on water safety services (rescues, medical support) from higher 
temperatures; 

• a requirement to replace, move or protect the water sector’s physical assets (eg. surf 
lifesaving facilities) located on the coastline (because of sea level rise); 
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• a need for better monitoring of coastal and river conditions to identify changes in water 
safety risks attributable to climate change-related phenomenon; and 

• an increasing requirement for the effective communication of the risks to the public 
from the changing conditions. 

33. WSNZ is also pleased to note the existence of the Tai Tokerau Climate change Adaptation 
Working Group (who are developing a climate change strategy and programme for 
Northland) and Council’s own 2020 Climate Change Roadmap. We believe preparing for 
climate change requires a collective effort and we would like to be kept informed about (and 
participate as appropriate) in relevant climate change initiatives.  

Māori water safety strategy 

34. Drowning rates for Māori are high and reducing and preventing Māori drownings are one of 
WSNZ’s strategic priorities. 

35. Working with a group of key Māori stakeholders, we recently refreshed Kia Maanu, Kia Ora 
strategy. Our new sector strategy (Wai Ora Aotearoa) also includes a focus on improving the 
connection to water for Māori as well as supporting greater use of a kaupapa Māori approach 
to water safety for tangata whenua.  

36. WSNZ wants to work with Council, and your other stakeholders to expand the awareness of 
Māori water safety issues, and potential ways to reduce the Māori drowning toll in the Far 
North District.  
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Attachment 1: About Water Safety New Zealand 

Water Safety New Zealand (WSNZ) is the water safety sector leadership organisation for Aotearoa, 
New Zealand. We work with water safety sector organisations, individuals, and the public to reduce 
the incidence of drowning and injury. Our work contributes to the reduction in drownings by 
ensuring evidence-based water safety policies, investment funding, initiatives and aquatic education 
are delivered throughout the country. 

WSNZ is an incorporated society with charitable status that was established in 1949. Our 
membership structure comprises 37 general members, 3 core members (Surf Life Saving New 
Zealand, Coastguard New Zealand, and Swimming New Zealand), and a partially elected board. The 
WSNZ Board includes delegates from each of our core members.  

The WSNZ annual operating budget is funded by Sport New Zealand and ACC. We provide both 
agencies with accountability reports half-yearly. Thus, while we are an incorporated society, Sport 
New Zealand is the ‘government home’ for water safety policy and our reporting agency. Sport New 
Zealand oversees our governance appointments. 

The New Zealand Lotteries Grants Board, via Sport New Zealand, provides WSNZ with funds to 
distribute to water safety providers through our annual funding round. We also provide funds 
received from charitable trusts and foundations, commercial sponsorship, and other funding 
partnerships. 

In 2020/21 we distributed $2.5 million across New Zealand to water safety providers. These 
providers included: drowning prevention and rescue NGOs, professional and national sport and 
recreation organisations, child and youth support organisations, Māori organisations, swim schools, 
local authorities, and regional sports trusts. 

This partnership funding is focused on two main areas - water survival skills training and water safety 
awareness raising and behaviour change. Water Skills for Life (WSFL) is WSNZ’s flagship water 
survival skills program and it reaches over 200,000 primary school children each year. A range of 
water safety behaviour change initiatives are funded by WSNZ with emphasis placed on reaching 
demographic groups with high drowning risk (eg. males aged 15-34). 
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Attachment 2: Community well-being and water safety and drowning 
prevention 

WSNZ community well-being statement 

WSNZ has, at the heart of its operations, a commitment to enabling the community well-being of all 

New Zealanders participating in aquatic sport and recreation or living near bodies of water. Our 

leadership, advocacy, policies, initiatives, and funding of programmes work to reduce the incidence 

of preventable drowning and injury in Aotearoa, New Zealand. Our work strives to contribute to a 

thriving society for individuals, families, and communities. A society where local communities inter-

connecting economic, social, cultural, and environmental well-being needs are all met. 

The Four Well-beings in the Local Government Act 

Most definitions of well-being focus on the quality of life, a healthy human condition as well as 

happiness and prosperity. Social science research suggests that well integrated individuals with 

shared community goals have better health and well-being outcomes. Research also indicates the 

four domains of well-being are all interconnected, and all connect in some way with water safety. 

 

The following outlines how water safety and drowning prevention infrastructure, services and 

activities provide local government with several opportunities to improve the community well-being 

of their community. 

Cultural Well-being and Water Safety 

Cultural well-being is defined by the Ministry for Culture and Heritage as: 

‘The vitality that communities and individuals enjoy through: 

• Participation in recreation, creative and cultural activities; and 

• The freedom to retain, interpret and express their arts, history, heritage, and traditions’5. 

Water is at the heart of our culture and identity as New Zealanders. New Zealander’s have important 

connections to water through their history, experiences and practices that are important to them. 

Whether it is a connection to places that people swim, or swam as children, regular camping spots or 

mountain streams that people have encountered on tramps or hikes, many people have particular 

bodies of water that are important to them. These bodies of water can be important to a person’s 

sense of identity, and from a Māori perspective, people are connected to water and to the natural 

world though their whakapapa.  Aquatic recreation is a large part of the kiwi culture with many 

 
5 Te Manatu Taonga Ministry for Culture and Heritage (date unknown)  
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families and individuals enjoying spending time at their local beach, river, or lake and being able to 

safely enjoy taking part in aquatic activities such as, swimming, fishing, jet skiing, or boating is 

hugely important to New Zealanders.6 

Water safety knowledge and skills, gained from WSNZ’s aquatic education programs, promote New 

Zealanders cultural well-being by allowing individuals to participate in aquatic recreation in a safe, 

enjoyable, and culturally sensitive way. This sense of feeling ‘safe’ is also relevant to New Zealanders 

social well-being in that it benefits our physical and mental health.  

Environmental Well-being and Water safety 

Environmental well-being promotes interactions with nature; for New Zealander’s to be able to enjoy 

and maintain their connections with water throughout New Zealand it is important that the quality 

of the water is maintained.  The benefits of improving water quality of lakes and rivers throughout 

New Zealand benefit many activities from swimming to kayaking to mahinga kai. Environmental 

wellness can inspire individuals to live a lifestyle that is respectful of their surroundings and this in 

turn results in them assisting in maintaining and caring for waterway.7  

Protection of mauri (life force or essence) is a principal issue for freshwater management, Māori 

throughout New Zealand are increasingly concerned with the integrity of waterways. A healthy body 

of water that has healthy mauri sustains healthy eco systems and supports a range of cultural 

environmental activities (mahinga kai or waka ama for example) and reinforces the cultural identity 

of the people.8 

Aquatic water, free from hazards such as bacteria, weeds, and floating objects, benefits New 

Zealanders well-being as it allows them to safely swim, dive, boat and gather food. Environmental 

well-being and water safety are interrelated, one does not exist in isolation of the other. 

Environmental well-being also re-enforces New Zealanders cultural identity. 

Economic Well-being and Water Safety 

Over the past ten years preventable drownings and injuries have incurred social and economic costs 

of over $5 Billion. However, this financial figure does not illustrate the real cost in pain and suffering 

and disruption to families and work. 

Social costs of fatal preventable drownings and water related injuries can be difficult to isolate and 

measure. The individual victim is usually the person most directly affected; however, accidents can 

potentially impact on family members, coworkers, medical care providers and a host of other 

individuals.  Socio demographic differences potentially modify the type and extent of a fatal 

preventable drowning or injury’s social costs. An individual’s age, gender, race, ethnicity, nationality, 

education, and their socioeconomic status all can influence the responses of the individual as well as 

others in their social circle. Multifarious impacts are possible and may include vocational, 

psychological, behavioral, social, economic, and functional effects. These costs and their impacts are 

varied, wide reaching and include both direct and indirect costs, costs at the micro and macro levels.9  

Water safety and drowning prevention services, activities and infrastructure reduce the social cost of 

drowning.  Preventable drownings save the economy costs in terms of reduced hospitalisations, on-

going medical attention, and the attendance of police, ambulance etc. at events. Preventable 

 
6 Ministry for the Environment, Manatu Mo Te Taiao, 2020 
7 U C Davis, 2020 
8 Tipa and Tierney, 2006 
9 Dembe, 2001 
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drownings also reduce family and whanau economic, social, and cultural costs resulting from loss of 

household income, a primary care giver, and that person’s broader contribution to their community. 

Reduced social costs benefit the economic well-being of local communities. 

WSNZ’s awareness and behavioral change programs also provide economic well-being benefits to 

international visitors, who unaware of the risks in some of our popular aquatic environments, are 

often included in New Zealand’s drowning statistics.  

Water safety and drowning prevention services, activities and infrastructure also benefit the 

economic well-being of local communities.  These benefits can be seen in the revenue generated 

through fees and local employment (which has an economic multiplier effect).  

Social Well-being and Water Safety 

Social connections play an important role across many aspects of people’s lives, from employment 

opportunities and advice on important life decisions, to receiving support during hard times and 

having someone to enjoy life and relax with. There is a growing body of evidence supporting the 

notion that healthy social networks are important for health and well-being. 10  

Aquatic activities are often undertaken as social activities and allow for social connections to be 

formed and maintained. Aquatic recreation is both a means to an end (contributes to health and 

fitness) and an end in itself (enjoyment and satisfaction). Recreation is a useful tool for social 

connection and social well-being.11   

WSNZ’s awareness and behavioral change programs allow individuals (and their families) to be able 

to safely partake in aquatic recreation activities. These programs equip them with water safety skills 

to ensure they can keep themselves and their families safe in, on, and around the water. Community 

education, and the use of safety/warning signage, also promotes awareness of the risks and dangers 

inherent at popular aquatic recreation spots. 

Social well-being can also be enabled through the concept of safe communities.  Safe communities 

are a World Health Organisation (WHO) concept that recognises safety as a universal concern and a 

responsibility for all.  A safe community is a livable community where people can go about their 

activities in an environment that is without fear, risk of harm, or injury. Twenty-two communities in 

New Zealand are accredited as Safe Communities by the Safe Communities Foundation New Zealand 

(SCFNZ).  A further five are currently working towards accreditation which is based on the WHO 

endorsed Safe Communities model. The safe community’s website states: 

Community safety is not only about reducing and preventing injury and violence. It is about well-
being, building strong, cohesive, vibrant, participatory communities. Homes, the roads, public spaces 
and the workplace are safe for everyone to enjoy. This is exactly what the Safe Communities 
Foundation New Zealand (SCFNZ) does for community development, through leadership and 

collaboration, to create safer communities to work, play and live. The majority of community-based 
injuries and accidents are preventable and predictable – it is this premise that forms the basis for 
everyone’s safety. Each community or local area is different - each safety approach meets the unique 
needs of the people, their goals, and the community values, working together for better outcomes. 
SCFNZ specifically supports communities to adopt the Safe Community model to increase well-being 
and become effective advocates and enablers of injury and violence prevention12. 

 
10 Frieling, Krassoi, & Cording, 2018 
11 Recreation Aotearoa, 2019 
12 Safe Communities Foundation NZ, 2020 
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This approach to community safety encourages greater co-operation and collaboration between 
non-government organisations, the business sector, and local and central government agencies. It 
increases community well-being by creating an infrastructure in local communities to increase action 
by building local partnerships and collaborative relationships. Currently, some Councils in New 
Zealand incorporate water safety and injury prevention into ensuring the well-being of the 
community. WSNZ encourages all councils to consider the benefits to the well-being of their 
communities of becoming an accredited safe community. WSNZ also encourages all existing 
accredited communities to place greater emphasis on water safety in their regions. 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 

Submissions 
 

Surname  

First name  

Organisation Friends of 
Rangitane 
river 

Position Friend 

Which option do you think 
will work best for our 147 
Housing for the elderly 
units? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 

 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

 

Do you agree with the 
changes to providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Don't change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

We looking at 25% increase in rates. We are one family, on 7 acres, 
5 min drive from town. We pay  a significant amount more than 
people in central Kerikeri but we receive a lot less, ie no water or 
sewerage etc. We manage a lot of the reserve areas near our place, 
with helping to instal & monitor 200 rat traps all on the Rangitane 
river bank queens chain area,  We have planted about 500 trees on 
reserve areas, some of which we paid for ourselves. We maintain & 
mow grass, spray weeds  along road frontage in our area, not just  
in front of our property. All at our on costs, We have seen no 
interaction from council in our area & us our neighbours have 
taken responsibility to care for a lot in our area. We are one family, 
with only 1.5 income, with the increase in rates we are looking at 
over $100 a week in rates alone, it is actually un affordable. This 
needs to be re evaluated as we are paying more than enough as it 
is. Kind regards, Emma, Rangitane river park 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Please do not increase our rates. They are high enough already, it is 
unfair that we live 5 min from town, yet we have no sewerage or 
water connection but we are expected to contribute. We already 
pay a significant amount more than central Kerikeri residents. 
There is also a pest control rate, well we installed & monitor at our 
own cost, a part of 200 traps set along the Rangitane river, on 
queens chain & reserve areas, we are already doing our part, The 
rates as they are we can deal with that, but a 25% increase is just 
horrendous. Please do not do it, kind regards Emma / Rangitane 
river park 

Additional supporting 
information 

 

Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Submissions 
Receipt No 656 

Date and time  06/04/2021 05:45 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname 

First name 

Organisation Our Kerikeri 
Community 
Charitable Trust 

Position 

Which option do 
you think will work 
best for our 147 
Housing for the 
elderly units? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you support 
the option to 
enable sustainable 
economic 
development? 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Do you agree with 
the changes to 
providing fairer 
and simpler rates 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 

Is there any other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

This is a submission from Our Kerikeri Community Charitable Trust.  

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachments next page

Which ward do 
you live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 705 

Date and time 06/04/2021 09:21 PM 
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Q11 Do you have any other comments with regards to the FNDC Long
Term Plan, District Plan, FN2100 Vision Document or the Representation

Review?
Answered: 88 Skipped: 152

# RESPONSES DATE

1 We have had various strategic plans over the years with little accountability when not
implemented. Too much money spent on planning e.g what became or the marketing campaign
‘ let’s talk crap’

4/5/2021 10:13 PM

2 By 2031 the average residential rate payer in Kerikeri will be paying well in excess of $100 per
week in rates including connected services but not including the NRC levy, no matter what
rates model is used going forward. This will be unaffordable for many, not just in Kerikeri or
Russell but even in lower rateable areas. We cannot have continued increases in rates that far
exceed the rate of inflation and on the current inflation rate would be more than double. Within
the capital works program in the LTP I cannot see any budget for the change to the Kerikeri
one way system or to create a bypass. Nor any other major roading projects such as the long
mooted road from SH10 Bulls Gorge connecting Maraenui, Hall roads and through to Mill Lane.
This is a long term plan is it not? Kerikeri is one of the fastest growing small towns in New
Zealand and yet as far as I can see there is no substantial investment in new roads to divert
traffic from the CBD.

4/5/2021 7:47 PM

3 Kerikeri is a great community and it needs more support from council with funding to help with
the growing population, rather than relying on the residents putting their hands in their pockets
to get things needed.

4/5/2021 7:15 PM

4 no 4/5/2021 4:46 PM

5 Rates need a major review as you will be rating a lot of people off their property because they
can't afford to pay them

4/5/2021 12:25 PM

6 WATER. Who and how is our community water concerns being addressed and what actions
have been put in place? The TTWT is only spending its millions on water access for
horticulture, possibly agriculture, business needs and have to have shares in water catchment.
Mostly, if not all for, foreign investors. A kick in the guts after being set up straight after our
community water crisis' jan 2020. So what's the fndc's solution to avoid dire droughts again?
WATER. NO TO WATER CONSENTS. New developments as mentioned above ie investing in
farming/horticultural or agricultural, need to have their own water catchment plans. How will
THEY or are THEY planning to water their investments. Not reply on town supply or bores.
This NO also applies to consents for water bottling plants as well. RECYCLING. This is a
disaster. Only number 1 and 2 are being collected now. If that's the case collection should be
free! How is throwing away the rest of it into landfill helping? We need to rethink and
restructure our recycling. The best plan is to put pressure on the companies that aren't
producing recyclable packaging. If you dont, wont or cant then my suggestion is to have
"mother bins" ie all of the packaging from companies like meadow fresh, yoplait, nestle, coke,
fonterra, have their own bins which our total recycling collection gets sorted into at the yard
and returned back to them to sort or reuse putting pressure back on them to rethink of smarter
packaging. Why am I having to pay for their cheapness while they still make millions. Fndc
can be a leading govt agency in this space and say to them they need to deal with it and not
the ppl. YOUTH. Great we have a skate park but the playground is pretty minimalistic. The
schools have better playgrounds which better cater for different age groups too. Kids need a
place to burn off energy, hangout, play and learn. INFRASTRUCTURE. Omg I remember
submitting a petition years ago about the fndc lack of planning, spending on sewage and still
all the build went ahead. You like collecting it but you need to soend it on where its needed too.
Water and sewage! You want the ppl but then this means pressure on pre schools, schools,
doctors, hospitals, roads, water/sewage, etc. Addressing these is important and top priority.
ROAD SIGNS/SPEED LIMIT REDUCTIONS. Get real. Only 133 submissions and you lower
speed limits on our roads? You put up 5 new road signs at the beginning of our dead end street
which wouldve taken at least 4 trips and a few men plus the costs!! Yet when youre asked to

4/5/2021 11:27 AM
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come to service the easements because of flooding concerns you dont do a thing. You
published that the road crashes were only "...20% of northlands 7400 crashes..." so what were
the causes of the other 80%. Probavly the roads themselves! Fix those instead of spending it
on useless signs. Actually the signs should be changed to remind slow drivers holding up
traffic to remember to pull to the left. The coromandal district have them up on their roads.
Last time we looked our roads were windy and in bad shape too. KERIKERI CONGESTION.
??!! Its growing at a massive rate. Just move a shopping centre to waipapa and another school
and hopefully this might help. What happened to the bypass from hall rd/mill lane plan. Or the
shepherd rd/wakelin rd plan? WHAT ARE GOING TO DO WITH THE LAND PURCHASED
OPPOSITE THE WAREHOUSE ON SH10. That would've cost us ratepayers a hefty package.
What's the plan here? Transparency needed.

7 With the upgrade of the kerikeri domain to happen soon...you have indicated that the walking
track in this area is going to be made wider. Can you PLEASE widen towards the OUTSIDE
edge of the existing track.....Please DO NOT WIDEN TO THE INSIDE.....and take more grass
land.

4/5/2021 11:25 AM

8 The re zoning of the kerikeri area from rural production to horticultural is irresponsible and will
not be paying rates if this goes through I brought in rural production because that is what I
needed for my work/livelihood

4/5/2021 10:47 AM

9 Regardless of which plan is implemented, if it doesn't fix the preposterous traffic jam situationn
in Kerikeri, then don't waste our rates money. How a succession of councillors allowed this to
eventuate is a clear derilection of duty.

4/5/2021 8:53 AM

10 No 4/5/2021 7:29 AM

11 Council must find other ways to fund projects. Year on year rate rises are not sustainable.
Focus on infrastructure, connectivity and community sports as these are things that cannot be
done by private individuals.

4/4/2021 8:24 PM

12 People living intowns get more for their rate money ...provide more for framers or lower their
rates

4/4/2021 8:41 AM

13 There seems limited notification & lead time for meetings & for such important issues several
options would be beneficial

4/3/2021 11:30 AM

14 Priorities necessities. Water and waste 4/3/2021 6:59 AM

15 I’m strongly opposed to the new rates system that Council is proposing (moving from land
value to capital value). I think that this is an unfair assessment on rates, particularly towards
certain groups such as farmers who already carry the lions share. One example of many is a
friend who owns a farm on the outskirts of Kerikeri towards Paihia (so it is a very accessible
farm and not far in distance for services to reach, as well as his many residential neighbours).
He is a young farmer who works incredibly hard to pay off his mortgage and keep everything
running. As it is, he pays over $25k in rates. He does not receive the postal service, waste
collection, or any other service for that matter, yet he’d stand to be charged an incredible
amount more on rates. For all that land area too from which he makes a living, there is just him
and his partner that use roading etc. therefore the ratio of their impact is disproportionate. This
is blatantly unfair on the many individuals just like him, as well as a number of other
households. I don’t believe this is a balanced and fair system to move towards.

4/2/2021 7:16 PM

16 I believe the FNDC should revise all of these items but do it one at a time over a longer period,
therefore not bombarding the community with multiple badly formulated proposals without
giving realistic time frames for public response and comment.

4/2/2021 4:07 PM

17 FNDC should secure small 5m wide boarder easments around new developments to allow easy
quick walking and cycle acces to town / schools or nearby roads

4/1/2021 10:34 PM

18 Long term plan and specific funding, should be aligned to these population growth in certain
areas. There is obviously a significant influx of people/families moving to the area and not
enough housing, infrastructure, medical facilities, land, community/sports facilities, dog
friendly parks etc. Recommend stake holders visit other cities for ideas and inspiration, even
international locations.

4/1/2021 7:32 PM

19 Maybe - we need traffic lights? Kerikeri has some terrible drivers! 4/1/2021 5:38 PM

20 Not great. They pretend to listen. But do they really? 4/1/2021 5:19 PM
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21 Kerikeri needs shops to be open every day and not close early on weekends as it's not fair to
the public

4/1/2021 4:07 PM

22 More visibility, transparency and information from the FNDC. 4/1/2021 3:43 PM

23 What about our smaller towns and rural communities. It's not just Kerikeri. It's NORTHLAND! 4/1/2021 2:06 PM

24 no 4/1/2021 1:35 PM

25 QV val will increase next yr Covid and unemployment have hit all of us - not a time to increase
from 12 to 30 per cent per house hold (17 per cent in house values nationwide mar 20 -21 How
will the elderly manage to pay ... Remission Policy - die and pay from estate omg ? Tiered rate
system based on ie less than 600,000 lower, 600,000 to say 1.5 million same, and over 2
million increase? Increased rate rebates!

4/1/2021 12:50 PM

26 FNDC should have a motto of "We will not destroy something old to make something new" 4/1/2021 11:10 AM

27 Fndc needs to pass a by law requiring proper owners in retail areas to keep their properties
modern. The town is derelict. As the population increases pushing demand up for road side
rentals, property owners feel no need to make improvements to attract and retain tenants. This
is at the cost of the residence who have to look at this. They they need To spend the money
while they have it. If people start to leave for a more modern and vibrant town as they do, then
rents go down and they will no longer have the money or incentive to update their buildings.
Towns with Tidy and modern buildings also enjoy a lower rate of petty crime. Statistically
speaking

4/1/2021 10:21 AM

28 It would be good to see funds diverted from plans, reviews and yet more plans and reviews,
into some constructive action. Also, remember the high proportion of residents over 65 and
their needs.

4/1/2021 10:20 AM

29 On the whole I think the FNDC does a good job. Perhaps we should have a "Council
appreciation day"

4/1/2021 8:42 AM

30 FNDC & FNHL need to take lessons in consultation and transparency. Expecting ratepayers to
respond to four consecutive FNDC survey/submissions was very poorly planned and
inappropriate. FNHL's recent projects are based on clandestine & dishonest dealings, and
obfuscation (lies) combined with blatantly ignoring the need for open and effective public
consultation. Shameful!

3/31/2021 10:37 PM

31 I think new houses should be incentivised to provide their own own site potable water.
Encourage the installation of water tanks in new builds. This would reduce demand on
expensive reticulated water systems and reduce stormwater runoff.

3/31/2021 10:01 PM

32 To be more proactive in addressing the metal roads close to Kerikeri, especially if they are
already partly tarred. Increasing Traffic with rural growth and the required regular road
maintenance ( grading/throwing bits of gravel in a band aid attempt to deal with the
deteriorating conditions these is becoming ridiculous & often always short term. These roads
are used by our school bus routes and often dangerous when maintenance is overdue.

3/31/2021 9:57 PM

33 We are aware of a proposal of spreading cost of sewage and storm water management should
be shared across all ratepayers. For this of us with no access to this system this is a grossly
unfair proposal

3/31/2021 7:40 PM

34 no 3/31/2021 6:52 PM

35 make the retirement villages build their hospital care facilities as a matter of urgency, there is a
woeful lack of space now and it is only going to get worse and fast.

3/31/2021 6:34 PM

36 Don't spend too much time discussing a bypass for Kerikeri. Get on with it. 3/31/2021 6:29 PM

37 Stick to priorities that are urgent and that will benefit the greater community, not small minority
groups. Stick to priorities that we can see, not the climate which we cannot control. There is
no climate emergency, but there are many more things to be done with urgency. We need a
road that will bypass central Kerikeri and school congestion.

3/31/2021 6:02 PM

38 Kerikeri south inlet zone should be gone 3/31/2021 5:43 PM

39 No 3/31/2021 5:24 PM

40 Lots of waffle and feel-good sketches but no detail that allows me to figure out why my rates 3/31/2021 4:51 PM
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are set to increase by 23% in the first year and why I should feel OK with that. It feels like a
social engineering experiment conducted by sleight-of-hand

41 For residents & businesses in central Kerikeri, Parking is needing to be a priority. A multi
storey car park would be the answer on available land close to town

3/31/2021 4:49 PM

42 Make a better safe more efficient reading plan to fix the conjestion resulting from all the current
roads feeding directly onto Kerikeris Main Road

3/31/2021 4:35 PM

43 Long term vision of land zones . Make things easier to subdivide , build dwellings etc 3/31/2021 4:20 PM

44 General comment is that it is unreasonable to expect good, engaged general public
engagement on so many plans at once plus the track record of FNDC is poor vis-a-vis using
and acting on the community input. This results in people being reluctant to spend the time
and energy contributing. Whilst there is a requirement by government for Council to "consult"
unfortunately history has not resulted in good outcomes for the community and has largely
been a "box ticking" effort. Additionally transparency by FNDC on the spend of the rate payer
dollar should be a priority with accountability being paramount. Inflated salaries and costs for
consultant reports is not a good use of rate payer funds in a region with many challenges from
a needs perspective.

3/31/2021 3:51 PM

45 Kerikeri needs more public parking 3/31/2021 3:35 PM

46 ROADING LINK TOP OF BULL"S GORGE TO SHEPHERD ROAD IS ESSENTIAL> Doonside
Road link to WAIPAPA ROAD should be developed forthwith.

3/31/2021 3:27 PM

47 Less gas, more action please. 3/31/2021 3:26 PM

48 Let's all work together to start achieving these things instead of just talking about them! 3/31/2021 3:19 PM

49 - 3/31/2021 3:11 PM

50 Afterhours pharmacy , including emergency after hours health care within the Kerikeri CBD
Botanical Gardens within the CBD Outdoor festivals and entertainment areas

3/31/2021 3:08 PM

51 Provision for more public seats on walkways, footpaths, and in recreation area like the domain.
At present the lack of seating makes it very difficult for those in the community that need to
rest as they walk.

3/31/2021 3:07 PM

52 Think the FNDC should be looked into by the Government Ombudsman - having worked at
FNDC I have seen the exhorbitant waste. Management of FNDC is very poor and the culture
there is extremely defective. Staff morale very low and people stay in jobs only because they
pay better than others in the local area and they have mortgages to pay and families to raise.
There is a strong bullying culture in which you are told quite clearly to keep quiet and not
speak out about what you see as being inappropriate and unprofessional behaviour.
Management positions are often filled by taps on the shoulder and those being appointed to the
roles who don't even have the necessary qualifications to lead a team! It is possibly the
poorest management I have seen and hence the huge staff turnover which occurs there. Those
who can find alternative gainful employment do and those who can't or who are 'in the club' so
to speak stay and hence the poisonous culture continues. Numerous complaints have been
made via Unison and the Ombudsman but nothing has been done or investigated fully by the
Local Government Ombudsman. I fear with this new rates proposal that the perceived 'wealthy'
of Kerikeri will be hammered in their rates and yet we will see very little of the income spent on
the town.

3/31/2021 3:02 PM

53 Do not change the Rural Production zoning criteria 3/31/2021 2:57 PM

54 Need to look at their staffing issue. Too many in one department & not enough in others. Also
pay rates & travel money

3/31/2021 2:08 PM

55 How are meetings advertised? Are the meetings advertised to people not on any internet
platforms? What's good for Maori is good for all.

3/31/2021 9:54 AM

56 I'm concerned about the proposed rate increase, not giving much thought to those connecting
to sewage treatment and their already increased rates of up to 70% will push people out of
town. Individuals on super already paying almost 2 months of super on rates. It's
unsustainable.

3/31/2021 6:41 AM

57 Sewage planing has got to become a maker concern in the overall future planning of Kerikeri 3/31/2021 1:13 AM
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58 Not long enough to review, digest, discuss & submit. I found comparing zone changes very
difficult on proposal.

3/30/2021 9:45 PM

59 No 3/30/2021 9:02 PM

60 Way too conservative. Not enough visionary planning to encourage and facility growth in
residential development. No zone changes proposed in Kerikeri is a shocking mistake that will
stifle growth. Lazy boring thinking is what it appears to be.

3/30/2021 8:30 PM

61 The council do not understand what the people want and how to acheive it . Communities and
people wants change and the council only look after the no change people

3/30/2021 8:13 PM

62 It would be beneficial for FNDC to hire someone to translate council information for
consultation into everyday language in the same way we do for health related information.
Jargon won’t create engagement

3/30/2021 7:26 PM

63 I would not be happy to see more horticulture amongst houses and notice that many areas are
proposed to become zoned horticulture when they are already fairly highly populated . I can
only see this having a negative impact on the health of our community

3/30/2021 6:49 PM

64 In the current economic climate any expenditure on FN2100 seems unwise. Actually
progressing other things like the Doonside Road link, town centre bypass and parking options
would have far greater short term benefit to the community.

3/30/2021 6:18 PM

65 I think any and all funding for public structures including monuments need to be advertised and
publicly discussed before any monies are spent....

3/30/2021 5:40 PM

66 The plan is unfair and there is nothing within it that benefits the Kerikeri community or anything
that we have asked for for many years. I work in the town centre and I CANNOT park and the
congestion is making it difficult to carry out my business as I cannot get clients (especially
with walking disabilities) into the office. The distribution of collected funds is unfair. This needs
reconsideration.

3/30/2021 1:52 PM

67 Get rid of red tape and high costs to build new homes, allow for tiny homes and or second
small dwelling on properties for both family and or rentals . Especially on rural properties..

3/30/2021 1:30 PM

68 Local government have no need to provide social housing for elderly. My rates should not be
subsidisina selected few elderly in the community. National government intervene with
housing, not local government. Sell all houses owned by fndc now! Its not their business and
its abhorrent to charge rate payers to fund a few privileged people who get allocated a house.
Its not fair,its not equitable and its ridiculous! Stop meddling in housing. Sell now. Get out and
keep out. Stick to what is your business. Nga mihi

3/30/2021 1:05 PM

69 I would like to see future consultations by FNDC get up with the 21st century. Something as
simple as this survey for feedback, would be another tool that could be used by council to
engage feedback. I would like to see more interaction with our leaders on facebook, breaking
down some of the more complex areas in discussion, down into simple terms for our
community (especially the younger generation who are not always engaged except over social
media). Lastly I would like to see a whole lot more transparency around everything at FNDC
including decision making (could facebook live meetings) to spending. Thank you for doing this
survey!

3/30/2021 1:00 PM

70 The consultation process is very confusing and too short for the community to effectively
respond. The LTP needs to more accurately reflect the relative size and disproportionately
large growth in Kerikeri compared to other part of the district.

3/30/2021 12:25 PM

71 Complicated, hard to interpret,to the point that most ratepayers I spoke to gave up trying to
wade through it

3/30/2021 9:43 AM

72 A suggestion: No further housing projects permitted without them having basic amenities at
their centre: small shops etc ... to avoid people having to drive into town

3/30/2021 9:26 AM

73 Thanks to Our Kerikeri for running these surveys to back up submissions to encourage FNDC
to provide what our community needs and wants

3/30/2021 7:46 AM

74 I’m very concerned about the “Gish gallop” that the council has foisted on the electorate. To
request our views on such a huge range of topics can only be accomplished with openness,
clarity and honesty. I feel that the council are, instead being difficult, over-complicated (on
purpose) and attempting to confuse us, whilst, at the same time, claiming that they have

3/29/2021 11:55 PM
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consulted with us and we only have ourselves to blame if the plans don’t suit us. We don’t
know what we don’t know, and I am sure that in years to come we will look back and wonder
how well we really knew their intentions.

75 Council needs to invest in the creative arts 3/29/2021 10:40 PM

76 From what I've heard. Everything feels rushed. 3/29/2021 10:24 PM

77 Do not go from LV to CV you thieving @#@#$@@! 3/29/2021 9:52 PM

78 Make Kerikeri a prettier more attractive town with plantings of large flower planters entering the
town modeled off UK towns, give KK its own identity with beautification. Maintain the current
weed infested round snouts and gardens snd Bypass. Quite disgusting to see current state.

3/29/2021 9:47 PM

79 Love to see a BMX track similar to Whangarei facility. 3/29/2021 9:44 PM

80 Change back to 100 km on all through roads from state highway one to 10. That just dump who
came up with that. Also stop lifting rates farming house holds that don't get the fill range of
services that the towns get

3/29/2021 9:40 PM

81 The rates are terrible! A friend owns a property in Auckland with land value the same as our
farm, his rates are just over $1000 annually. Where as ours are 4 times that. Grated we live
rural and I could never live in Auckland, but when you look at property land worth vs rates. It’s
ridiculous

3/29/2021 9:21 PM

82 Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback. 3/29/2021 8:44 PM

83 The fact that the whole Far North is being rezoned in the District Plan and the FNDC have
failed to mention this anywhere is staggering. It’s a very detailed multilayered map and
incredibly difficult for a lay person to understand. If it turns out that the majority of ratepayers
are totally confused (if they indeed know this is happening) it would be amazing if someone
with an understanding of it all could educate us ordinary folk!!

3/29/2021 8:22 PM

84 Salaries need to be reduced the contractors need to be made to do better with less $ There
has to be less bureacrats This all leads to lower rates Northland is a low decile area with too
many of the population on less than $30k pa so cannot afford to eat let alone pay more rates
Rates increasing are the only item increasing inflation so have to be lowered to 0% increase to
stop inflation

3/29/2021 8:02 PM

85 I wont be holding my breath 3/29/2021 7:10 PM

86 We need to expand the area of benefit for the sewerage scheme & bring forward the expansion
of the plant. Rezoned more land close to Kerikeri & Waipapa from rural production to rural
living.

3/29/2021 6:03 PM

87 Yeah. They’re not very good. Climate crisis poorly addressed. Car dependence poorly
addressed. Future vision and effective plan to boost prosperity and well-being is lacking and
unfocused.

3/29/2021 3:17 PM

88 Too little focus on Climate Change as the overarching issue. 3/29/2021 3:03 PM
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Our Kerikeri Community Charitable Trust.  
Charity Register no. 50050140 
Registered Office: 10 Fairway Drive, 0230 Kerikeri 
 

 
         Date: 06 April 2021 
 
Far North District Council 
Memorial Avenue 
Kaikohe 0440 
 
Subject: Submission to the draft FNDC Long Term Plan 2021-2031 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
Our Kerikeri is a community-led movement that focuses on unlocking the potential that exists in 
Kerikeri. As a volunteer group, we promote positive change across the 4 well beings - environmental, 
cultural, social and economic - in order to create a better future for our children. We empower 
individuals, businesses, community groups, prospective investors and visitors to make their voices 
heard and then act, in order to create a community that is thriving, healthy, sustainable and easy to 
live in and work in. 
 
In August 2020, Our Kerikeri was registered as a charity (Our Kerikeri Community Charitable Trust) and 
presently holds 7 trustees of whom Annika Dickey is the elected Chairperson. 
 
Our Submission 
For the sake of clarity, we have divided our submission into 4 sections: 
 

1. Comments on the consultation process 
2. Specific comments 
3. Other comments 
4. Research findings - summary 
5. Appendix - Online survey results 

 
We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Long-Term Plan. As a community-wide 
group, we are mindful of the need to advocate on behalf of those with a small voice all the way 
through to the majority of residents living in the township and immediate surroundings.  
 
We recognise the diversity that exists across the Far North region and understand that each 
community is facing very different challenges. Our focus is on Kerikeri and the surrounding area where 
we live and play. There is significant research that shows the wide scope of benefit to an entire region, 
as individual communities grow and prosper. Kerikeri continues to experience strong growth and as 
this is supported, it flows through to adjacent towns such as Paihia, Kawakawa, Moerewa, Kaikohe and 
Kaitaia. In turn, Kerikeri is also seeing the positive outcomes from private and government investment 
in Kawakawa, Kaikohe and Kaitaia. We believe the key to continued regional prosperity is identifying, 
supporting and investing in the unique opportunities that reside in each community and leveraging 
those for the benefit of the whole region, rather than playing each community off against each other.    
 
 

1. Comments on the consultation process 
We applaud the Council for taking a different approach to consultation, compared with prior planning 
periods. The extensive roadshows, anecdotally appear to be very well received, generating significant 
engagement with the community. However, the time frame has been very short (4 weeks). For such a 
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significant number of works as well as their complexity, more time is required to unbundle the 
information, simplify it without loss of integrity and assist the community to engage with it. This 
challenge is amplified by the geographic distances between communities.   
 
Additionally, it feels like key information has been excluded from marketing literature and is only 
visible to people who have extensive knowledge about town planning and the time and energy to 
locate it.  
 
Our recommendations: 
 
1.a Develop a longer term schedule for the consultation process, to ensure ample time is available and 
doesn’t conflict with other key events such as local elections etc. This schedule should be published in 
public-facing media.  We also strongly encourage the consultation of such major pieces of work should 
be completed separately, rather then bundled together in a 4 week consultation window.  
 
1.b Our research has indicated that ratepayers feel the Council lacks transparency. We recommend all  
marketing material be more upfront and honest about potential changes explaining the rationale and 
including the pros and cons e.g. the rates calculator on the website only allows you to estimate the 
rates for the years 2021-2022 which does not show the full (and long term) effect of the recommended 
changes to the rating calculation.   
 
1.c Develop a bi-lingual one-page easy guide to explain the various documents and the sorts of 
information you may find in these. 
 
1.d The question in the consultation document “Do you agree with the changes to providing fairer and 
simpler rates” is a leading question and in fact misleads the general public to answer “yes” to support 
the proposed changes. If a person answers “no” then, by inference, they might be viewed as 
supporting something unfair or complicated. Who would want to feel that insensitive? The Council has 
not provided clear evidence that the current system is unfair or complicated. Nor have they made clear 
how or to whom the proposed system is simpler or fairer to? This, in our opinion, is the most serious 
breach of genuine consultation in the process and needs to be reviewed. It potentially destroys the 
legitimacy of consultation on this particular issue and could leave some in the community feeling that 
the Council is merely paying “lip service” to the consultation process.  
 
 

2. Specific Comments regarding LTP 
 
2.a We oppose the proposed changes to the rating formula and see no evidence of them being fairer 
or simpler.  
 
Rates will significantly increase for Kerikeri ratepaters due to the 3 main rating formula changes 
proposed in the LTP: changing from Land Value (LV) rating to Capital Value (CV) rating, the 
abandonment of the uniform rate(s) and the shifting effect to the residential rate payer of lowering the 
commercial rate loads.  
 
The premise behind the change appears to be an assumption that ratepayers in higher value 
properties have the means to pay higher percentage of the districts rates. This premise does not 
consider that many ratepayers who own higher value properties are retired and have fixed incomes to 
live on. Many are struggling to cover living costs due to lower interest in their retirement savings. This 
extra burden is unfair and will likely force some to have to sell.  
 
The Council’s goal appears to be to provide financial support to “deprived” aka "lower socioeconomic" 
areas in the district. Effectively cost shifting a large portion of the district rate take to wealthier areas. 
It is essentially a wealth tax disguised as a "fairer and simpler" rating system.  

Volume 4 250



 

                            COMMUNITY LEADS CHANGE 
 

 

We agree with the comments made by the Kerikeri ratepayers association that “wealth redistribution 

on this scale is a question for central Government, which is better placed to evaluate real net income 

of households and disposable income available to pay rates, along with access to other grants or 

subsidies via the social welfare system, or to bring Government to the table in providing adequate 

infrastructure for struggling (arguably, unsustainable) townships.  I suggest that lateral thinking on 

development opportunities, in partnership with Government and Iwi is necessary, to reinvigorate our 

small settlements and communities, rather than sweeping the issue under the rug by ‘socialising’ the 

cost via a poorly conceived of wealth tax.  

The effect of the proposals, from a Ratepayer perspective, is that this new method will conceal, rather 

than make transparent the actual variable costs arising from different settlements and from the nature 

of the systems serving each settlement, when it comes to attributing operational expenses and CAPEX 

for renewals and upgrades.” 

 
 

2.b We submit that Council re-evaluate its prioritization of capital expenditure on key elements of 

Kerikeri’s infrastructure. In particular, to address the traffic issues in the central township and ensure 

adequate connections for town-water and wastewater to meet the demand.  

Projected growth studies used by Council for planning purposes were produced some time ago and do 

not reflect the shift in migration caused by recent Covid 19 events. More people are working from 

home and can now choose to work where they want to live versus stay in the city near the office. This 

has created a phenomenon some have coined as “Zoomtowns”, where small attractive provincial 

towns are attracting younger working people who can work from anywhere and commute via the 

Internet. Kerikeri is particularly attractive because of its location just 3 hours from our largest city, its 

airport, climate, and desirable lifestyle opportunities with the Bay of Islands an inviting playground for 

many. No longer are job opportunities a limiting factor on Kerikeri’s growth. In addition, ex pats are 

migrating back to New Zealand and choosing the Far North and particularly Kerikeri as their home, 

which provides the services and elements of the cosmopolitan culture they are used to.  

We feel that the proposed LTP does not adequately plan for the impacts of this migration and that 

constraints on growth will result with potential negative consequences for the whole district. 

2.c We are concerned with the continuous delays in investing in the roading infrastructure in Kerikeri, 

in particular Kerikeri central.  Throughout our community consultation process, there was 

overwhelming support and feedback on the desire to have a more people-first CBD.   Currently, the 

primary route for vehicles is through the main street, often congested between 8am and 6pm and 

becoming increasingly worse as sustained growth continues.  

We agree and support Vision Kerikeri’s comments in their submission to NRC Regional Transport plan 

“In fact, greater Kerikeri has a population of about 15,500 and population is growing. This far exceeds 

the figure often quoted for Kerikeri of about 7,500 which comprises just the town ship and township 

surrounds and erroneously excludes many areas where people consider themselves to be a part of 

Kerikeri. This population is about 26% of the entire Far North districts population. 

Population growth in the Kerikeri and environs community area from 2013 to 2018 represents 42% of 

the growth of the entire Far North district. Further it is projected to be 55% of the growth of the FN 
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district from 2013 to 2023. Using ids assumptions, the Kerikeri and environs community area will be 

30% of the Far North by 2043 and twice the size of our next largest town Kaitaia.  

 

● Only $1.2M is allocated for the Kerikeri Strategic Network Plan in 2021-2024. 

● Kerikeri has extended week day congestion at morning, evening peaks and mid-afternoon at 

school closure and, at weekends at the market, which is exacerbated by lack of connectivity 

with numerous “dead end” roads feeding into Kerikeri and Waipapa roads. 

● Kerikeri and Wanaka have been the two fastest growing smaller towns in N.Z. in the last 30 

years. For historical reasons Kerikeri does not have a grid road system. Development has been 

linear spreading along Kerikeri Road, which now has 11000 traffic movements daily. Much of 

Kerikeri has evolved in an ad hoc, unplanned way and much subdivision under our permissive 

District Plan has taken place without necessary infrastructure.  

● There is now considerable building and population increase and now is the time to invest in 

improving Kerikeri’s traffic circulation as well as a necessary precondition to planning our 

vehicle dominated town centre and making it safer for pedestrians. 

● It is critical that a second main street parallel to the existing one be built from Butler Road to 

Clark Road and eventually beyond to the Heritage Bypass to enable development of the CBD 

as outlined in the Kerikeri/Waipapa Structure Plan 2007.  This is a local road but it is 

understood that an NZTA subsidy may be applied for and this project is included for 

consideration by NZTA. 

 

We request that the priority of the programmed Kerikeri Strategic Road network be raised 

and, including granting a subsidy for a CBD bypass so that traffic management in the CBD and 

pedestrian can be funded.” 

The reason that our community, local groups and Our Kerikeri have such a strong desire to see the 

parallel road be finally implement is not just about finding a solution to “reducing congestion”.  It is 

much bigger than that.  This is also about improving the wellbeing of our citizens and community 

through improved social connections, opportunities, arts/culture, events, environment, increasing the 

demand and opportunity to improve health outcomes, encouraging children’s independence and 

resilience through increasing their ability and right to be able to safely walk and cycle to school and to 

simply unlock the huge potential in our town.  We ask that you do not look at the bypass only through 

the lens of “congestion” or “daily traffic movement”.  According to the Integrated Transport Strategy 

longlist 10-year Implementation Plan, other than the $1.2m over the next 3 years in creating yet 

another “plan” for the Kerikeri Road network, “implementation” of it then spans an additional 7 years, 

taking it out to 2030.  It also states that “not all of the outcomes may be delivered”.   

Although we cannot see the implementation in the 2021 LTP Capital Works programme budget, we 

assume it is incorporated in the line item “Road Improvements”.   The community is extremely 

disappointed, yet again, of the lack of progress. 

2.d  Whilst the draft capital budget shows a whopping $31m being invested into tourism/recreational 

cycling (Twin coast Cycle trail and Northland Integrated Cycling plan), very little is being invested in 

direct cycleways for our communities - in fact, there is little to no funding at all in the Active Mode 

transport for Kerikeri in the 10-year Implementation Plan other than the Waitangi to Kerikeri route.   

Where is the Kerikeri active modes investment in these lists? 
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Considering we are the highest growth area in the North, this is so disappointing for our community 

and we are deeply frustrated and saddened by the lack of investment here.   

2.e We are excited about the Bay of Islands (BOI) Sports Hub development located in Waipapa and are 

pleased to have a Trustee as an active member of the community working group.  

However, we are deeply concerned that Council’s proposed capital works funding for this project stops 

next year and does not show further funding allocations until 2029 and 2030. The project is tracking to 

only have two field sports (cricket and football) delivered by 2022, which will mean a significant gap for 

other outdoor and indoor sports development. There is also no clear strategy for how FNDC will work 

with the community, sports codes, Sport Northland and Northland Regional Council to achieve the 

completion of the sports hub. 

We are also concerned about the impact on the Kerikeri Sports Community with regard to FNDC 

strategic relationships and sector partnerships with Sport Northland, Northland Sports Coalition, and 

Northland Regional Council. An apparent disconnect was highlighted by the lack of representation 

from FNDC at the Northland Sports Coalition during the development of two specific strategies 

(Northland Play, Sport and Recreation 2021-2030, and Far North Spaces and Place Plan). Whereas 

there were representatives from Whangarei, Kaipara and Northland Regional Councils actively 

participating. The building of these relationships is vital to projects such as the BOI Sports Hub. 

Therefore, as part of this submission, we support the proposal by Northland Sports Coalition that 

provision is made in the LTP for a dedicated liaison from Council with the Sport and Recreation sector. 

We feel this would also be beneficial for working towards the BOI Sports Hub being prioritised in the 

next round of the regional sporting facilities targeted rate (2024). 

 

3. Other comments 
3.a The FN2100 and Long Term Plan broadly discusses the need for a deeper sense of place and 
connection, embracing our rich bi-cultural environment to further embed strong cultural identities. 
However, in the Long Term Plan we have not found any specific proposals or funding allocation to 
support this journey. 
 
We recommend Council and Waka Kotahi work together with local hapu and the community to 
embrace bi-lingual public signage. This is particularly timely with new large residential subdivisions 
being developed. We have the opportunity to capture some of the history and meanings when 
deciding on street names and at prominent entrance ways to Kerikeri. This would just be a smaller 
initiative, but the impact it has in perception cannot be underestimated and we feel Council has to 
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take on lead on it. Becoming a truly bi-lingual community was a goal set by the community through our 
consultation process.   
 
3.b Our Kerikeri supports the increase of contestable funds that enable community-led initiatives and 
provide outcomes that align with Council’s strategic priorities and the wellbeing of our community.  An 
increase to the community funding, particularly the placemaking fund would allow community-led 
projects that contribute to beautifying towns and communicating their unique points of difference.   
 
The funding criteria could be a 2-5 dollar return for every dollar spent, to encourage community buy-in 
and assistance. For every $1 of Council fund, the community must return $2-$5 in asset/placemaking 
value which would encourage community collaboration, expertise and skills to be contributed.  Each 
town could be allocated a fixed amount each year for a placemaking project, which could be used or 
accumulated for a larger project.   Kerikeri should receive the largest amount due to its size of 
ratepayer base, area, growth rate and strategic ability to contribute to the wider region.  An example 
may be that each town is allocated $10,000 per year, with the balance going to Kerikeri/Waipapa. 
 

4.      Research Findings - Summary 

 
Our Kerikeri Community Charitable Trust conducted an online survey from 29 March 2021 to 6 April 
2021. The survey was promoted via email to our database of 400+ opted in individuals as well as on 
the charity’s Facebook page. This post was further shared across multiple community group pages and 
private pages to optimise reach. 

 
Summary of Methodology 

● The survey was open for 8 days 
● Questions were developed based on gaps between the proposed LTP and the vision and goals 

outlined by the community (and adopted by FNDC and the BOI-Whangaroa Community 
Board) 

● There were 11 questions 
● The question format was a combination of multi-choice, sliding scales and comments 
● The survey took 6 minutes (on average) to complete  

 
Summary of Findings 

● 240 unique individuals completed the survey 
● 80% want an infrastructure in the central Kerikeri shopping area that makes it safer for people 

to move and socialise 
● 78% want a solution to roading congestion by creating a bypass road linking Waipapa and 

Kapiro Roads 
● 85% want an urgent solution to reduce traffic congestion in the current one-way roading 

system 
● 70% want FNDC to prioritise sustainable, ‘green’ initiatives e.g. infrastructure for safe biking 
● 68% do not want to change the current rating calculation to Capital Value 
● Respondents rated the need for FNDC to be more transparent a 4.35 out of 5 where 5 = 

strongly agree and 0 = strongly disagree 
● 72% disagree with allocating 3% of the tourism budget to Kerikeri and the balance to other 

communities 
● 78% want dedicated cycleways that connect facilities across the town 
● 84% want the reintroduction of Development Contributions 
● 71% want indoor sporting facilities prioritised, starting with a funding strategy 
● The last question was for respondent comments. These can be seen in the appendix.   
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We have enclosed the full complete report as an appendix to this submission. We do feel this survey 
gives an updated view from the community on some key elements of the Long Term Plan and hope 
that elected members and council officials will take the time to read and reflect on its findings.  
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Appendix One: Survey Question Summaries for Questions 1 - 10 
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