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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

DO NOT CHANGE RATING SYSTEM!!! 

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 558 
Date and time 06/04/2021 09:50 AM 

Volume 5 1



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 560 
Date and time 06/04/2021 10:09 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

This proposal to change to Capital Rating does not recognise 
responsible home owners who provide at their own expense (and 
maintenance) water by having rain water collected from their roofs 
and stored in tanks and reticulated using their own pump.  They 
also manage their own sewage removal at their own expense.  This 
proposal is NOT FAIR to those people!  Developers' contributions 
should pay for these initial connections. If a person wishes to have 
town water, they should be expected to pay for it and the cost of 
sewage reticulation.  If a person wishes to live in an expensive area, 
they know they have to pay more to acquire it.  Owners of 
commercial properties make their living from selling to locals.  
Owner-occupiers of private dwellings are not commercial people. It 
is unfair that Private owners should subsidise Commercial property 
owners under Capital Rating. 

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 559 
Date and time 06/04/2021 10:09 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 570 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:02 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 council elderly units should be owned and managed by council. 
Any changes to this will in time lead to further privatization and 
therefore disadvantages for the elderly. 

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 no specific documented benefits for this, so therefore 
please don't spend the money on this initiative. 

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? 

This is not fairer for all, it seems the rural areas will be further 
disadvantaged if we change to capital value rating. The land value 
current system should remain. 
The uniform annual charge should remain to cover district wide 
expenses. 
The current commercial rates should remain status quo as we 
already pay when we pay for their services. 
A reduction in the water availability charge sounds fair as we 
should be encouraging people to catch rain water and use this for 
their water supply. 
I am against the rural ratepayers being charged for urban water 
and waster water systems. We already fund this now on a user 
pays system. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

The FNDC's LTP seems quite fixed on the theme of "for the greater 
good", and the LTP publication is marketed as such. However many 
of the proposed changes don't appear to be "for the greater good", 
rather they appear unfair and discriminatory. I understand some 
peoples expectations are increasing and to meet this the council 
needs to continue to increase rates exorbitantly. However we also 
need to learn to live within our means and try to decrease our 
footprint on climate change- I would like to see Council focus more 
on this. Bigger is not always better! 

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

Receipt No 563 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:13 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

This should be in consultation with hapu. 

Do you support the option 
to enable sustainable 
economic development? 
Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

There is not enough information about this to make an informed 
response. 

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

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Maori land should not be rated. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

The council consultation process is not clear enough and does not 
provide enough information or time to be informed and to give 
proper responses. The consultation process or lack of it is a barrier 
to proper engagement. Do better for your communities. 

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

Receipt No 572 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:17 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 574 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:30 AM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 going to email a detailed response to 
submissions@fndc.govt.nz 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I am going to email a detailed response to 
submissions@fndc.govt.nz 

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

Receipt No 575 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:36 AM 

See attachment next page
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Submission from (Name withheld as requested) on Long Term Plan & District Plan 

In general, both the long term and district plans lack vision, innovation, and long-term planning for growth 
and, in my opinion, are unsustainable. There is also a lack of awareness of cause and effect: if you make 
significant changes, they will have flow-on effects that are likely to be negative and cause issues that are 
worse than the initial problem. If the FNDC’s overall plan is to increase poverty, homelessness, and 
malnourishment, then bravo – you will be well on the way to achieving this with your proposed changes. 

Three Waters 

I have no confidence in a centrally managed water supply, and am strongly opposed to this.  
Look at the debacle in Auckland, with Watercare’s incompetent and overpaid CEO (earning $800k a year), 
and the company not managing to fix water leaks in a reasonable time frame during a drought. And its 
inability to manage stormwater, leaving beaches polluted after a storm. It’s a disgrace to New Zealand, and 
the Far North should have no part in a centrally managed water supply. I am also strongly opposed to water 
supplies being fluoridated.  

Regions need to retain control of their infrastructure, and water is no different. Instead of passing the buck on 
this matter, FNDC should learn how to manage its resources better. You owe it to your ratepayers. 

I have zero confidence in Labour-led initiatives. Their disastrous Kiwi Build and police recruitment campaigns 
speak for themselves. They have failed every performance target they set for themselves. For goodness 
sake don’t let them meddle with something as important as our water. 

So it’s a resounding “no” to Three Waters from me. 

Environment 

There is no mention in the plan about other environmental factors. I would like to see: 
• The promotion and development of organic horticulture and agriculture in the Far North. This type of

sustainable practice should be encouraged, not hindered by red tape and compliance costs.
• Ceasing use of toxic sprays (e.g. glyphosate, hi-cane).

Rates 

Debt levels of $333m by 2031 will create an unsustainable debt burden on ratepayers 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 ratepayers 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. 

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 also in lower rateable areas. 
We cannot have continued increases in rates that far exceed the rate of inflation. 

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 two-fold: 

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. 

(One area for greater efficiency could be around asset management. The Consultation Document 
states that the council isn’t using a live reporting system. Through my work, I know that 
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organisations that use spreadsheets instead of a centralised asset database with reporting 
functionality, make many errors and also waste time and human resources as well as money.) 

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 also a nationwide 
issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There is $3.8bn 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. 

Householders should not pay increased rates so that business’ rates can be reduced. This is just ridiculous. 
Businesses CHOOSE to have premises and pay the rates. Householders are FORCED to pay rates. Many 
householders have fixed incomes. The rates increases suggested are unaffordable, ridiculous, and will 
cause a significant increase in poverty, rents, etc. in a region that’s already struggling. If a householder has 
to pay more rates, they have less disposable income to spend with businesses in the area. So if the concept 
is to help businesses, this idea is very short-sighed and a total failure. I foresee many small businesses in 
the area going bankrupt due a drop in revenue. 

I am opposed to every rateable property paying water and wastewater charges, regardless of whether they 
are connected to a reticulated system or not, this is plain wrong. We are on tank water, and in over 5 years 
of living in the area, we have never needed to call on a water tanker, as we manage our water responsibly. 
Why should we be penalised when we are responsible with our water? Instead, get the tankers to on-charge 
a levy to people who use the council’s water and wastewater services. User pays is a fairer system, e.g. for 
the rich guy down the road who gets three water tankers every day in summer just to irrigate his lawns. I 
shouldn’t have to subsidise his excessive and greedy water usage.  

Now is a really bad time to change the rating methodology. The full economic impact of COVID-19 and the 
lockdowns hasn’t hit yet – and New Zealand is already in a recession. (According to Statistics NZ, the 
country’s GDP dropped by -2.9% annually in December 2020.) We need certainty around utilities and now is 
not the time to rock the boat and hit some people with significant rate increases full stop, including changing 
from LV to CV.  

It is very naïve to assume, for example, that people living in Kerikeri are rich. Many are on fixed incomes. 
And many more may be asset rich and cash poor (like me). I have just over $1k in savings (and my debt far 
exceeds this), and struggle to afford things like going to the dentist. I don’t have the income to pay higher 
rates, either now, or in the future. Looking at the sample rates database, our rates will increase by $600 in 
one year – where are we meant to find that kind of money from? What’s more, that’s a massive 19.1% 
increase, at a time when the rate of inflation in NZ is 1.4%. Who on earth does FNDC think it is to increase 
rates at over 13 times the rate of inflation?! Such a massive increase should actually be illegal. 

Many landlords will have no choice but to increase rents to cover this astronomical increase in rates. This will 
make the situation even harder for renters, and exacerbate the housing crisis in the district. I imagine there 
will be a significant increase in homelessness and poverty as a result. Where is the provision for homeless 
housing in the long-term plan? 

Paying over $5k in rates in 10 years’ time is absolute insanity, and I will be moving out of Kerikeri. I wouldn’t 
be surprised if the high rates in Kerikeri cause an exodus, foiling the Council’s plans to use Kerikeri residents 
as a golden goose. It may become the next ghost town, like Kaikohe. Beware! 

It seems that the Council is unaware of ‘cause and effect’ when it comes to rates increases: if you make 
(dramatic) changes to something, it will have flow-on effects. 

Do you have any idea of how difficult it is just to exist in the Far North, if you’re not a salaried civil servant? 
My partner and I have 3 businesses between us, and we each work 50-60 hours a week, just to keep 
ourselves afloat. Yet on paper the council probably sees us as rich Kerikeri-ites, because our house is worth 
a certain amount, but that couldn’t be further from the truth, and we qualify for the highest level of rates 
rebates due to our low income. 
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I have read that some farmers’ rates will increase 30% to 50% in one year, with similar percentage increases 
each year for the following ten years. What do you think that will do? There will be sharp increases in the 
price of food. There will be bankrupt farms. NZ will have to rely on imported food and be at the mercy of 
overseas forces. There will be hunger, malnourishment, and obesity as more people turn to junk food and 
processed food, and in turn more health problems. Is this really the future FNDC wants for its people? Surely 
producing healthy, NZ grown food should be encouraged, not penalised? 

Consider what else is happening in the world: China has run out of shipping containers, which has increased 
the costs of shipping. The cost of diesel is skyrocketing – another factor behind dramatic rises in shipping 
costs. Ports all around the world are congested and seriously behind schedule with offloading ships due to 
COVID-19 restrictions. With all this taking place, it really doesn’t make sense to rely on imported food, now 
or in the future. To safeguard a sustainable food supply, our country (and thus our district) should aim to be 
as self sufficient as possible, and have measures in place to encourage this, rather than hinder and tax it - 
whether by rates or other mechanisms. 

Furthermore, there is the strange restriction in some of the new Zoning (e.g. Rural Residential) where indoor 
food production is banned. Other countries support urban/vertical farming of nutrient dense foods such as 
microgreens, hydroponic vegetables, and mushrooms. Why ban it in the Far North? This is very short 
sighted. 

Zoning 

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 be 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 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. 

The single-lane bridge at Waipapa Landing should be widened into a two-lane bridge to cope with the 
increased traffic from the new subdivisions.  

Roading 

Within the capital works program in the LTP I cannot see any budget to improve traffic in Kerikeri CBD, e.g. a 
bypass. Nor any other major roading projects such as the long mooted road from SH10 Bulls Gorge 
connecting Maraenui and 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? 

I think the one-way system should remain, but with roads constructed to create a bypass of the town centre. 
It seems that much of the traffic that clogs the one-way system is actually travelling through, rather than 
stopping in town. The one-way system flows beautifully when it’s not overloaded. 

Developer contributions 

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. 

From speaking with friends, it sounds like the previous approach to developer contributions was erratic and 
badly managed. A friend building a house, for example, had no idea how much the charge would be, or how 
it would be calculated – and she was hit with an unexpectedly large bill, with no explanation or help provided. 
There would need to be much greater transparency and clarity around the process. 
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Elderly care 

The lack of care home spaces in the Far North should be a real concern of all living in the region, and with 
an ageing population this should be addressed in the Council’s plans for the future. It concerns me that a 
number of developers are building so-called ‘retirement villages’ – which will attract more elderly people to 
the area – but none of these developers are installing or contributing towards care beds in the region. How 
about introducing a specific levy for them that will be used for creating or expanding a care home? 

Septic systems and section sizes 

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. 

Dogs 

I can’t see any mention of dogs in the plans. From my own experiences: 
(a) There are a significant number of nuisance dogs in the area, whether it’s wandering dogs or out-of-

control barking at all hours;
(b) There are many irresponsible dog owners. Those who think it’s OK to chain up a dog all day. Those

who don’t train their dogs. And so on.
(c) There are also many responsible dog owners, who are fed up with the above 2 factors, and we

should not be penalised for the actions of irresponsible dog owners.

Other councils offer a discount of dog licences when owners have achieved Responsible Dog Ownership 
status. I can’t understand why FNDC doesn’t offer something like this, which rewards and encourages good 
dog owners, and educates others. The Far North is essentially a rural community, and positive dog 
ownership should be encouraged rather than ignored. It’s also important that the Council remembers that 
companion animals are key to many people: they help people with their physical and mental health, with 
such dogs being part of the family, rather than an animal. I would love this region to be more dog friendly, 
and with more responsible dog owners. 

District Plan re-zoning: Rural Residential 

The rules around RRZ-S7 (Home Business) are draconian and will inhibit economic growth in the region. 
Dictating working hours and only allowing one member of staff etc. is ridiculous. (So you could have a noisy 
family of eight in a property, with young kids screaming at all hours, and teenagers coming and going in their 
cars all the time, plus one staff member… but a childless couple who make no noise can only have one staff 
member too. That makes absolutely no sense.) 

Also, how will this be monitored? Will the Council waste more ratepayers’ funds employing staff to spy on 
ratepayers? Or will neighbours be encouraged to nark on each other, to divide our communities? 

How on earth are people meant to pay the already far-too-high rates when their ability to work and earn is 
being curtailed? This whole section needs to be deleted. Let people work and earn money on their property. 
So long as they don’t make excessive noise, odour or dust, let them earn a crust for heaven’s sake. People 
need to build up a business to a reasonable size before they can justify the additional costs of moving into 
commercial premises, and that’s not going to happen if the Council is prohibiting business growth. 

And if I’m still working at my computer at 9pm at night, is the Council going to spy on me and fine me?! What 
a ridiculous rule. 

I also don’t understand RRZ-S5 (Coverage): “the combined building and impervious surface coverage of the 
gross site area of any site must be no more than 12.5%”. This seems a very small percentage, and it means 
that many people can’t tarmac their driveways – which seems daft in a region where there are already issues 
with dust. (Personally, dust triggers my asthma and all the gravel roads and driveways in the area don’t help. 
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Figures from the Asthma & Respiratory Foundation NZ: 1 in 7 children have asthma; asthma is the 3rd most 
common cause of death in NZ; the cost to the country each year is $6bn.)  

The percentage in the current district plan is 30% (or 5,000m²), which seems far more reasonable and 
realistic. Bear in mind that the zone is RURAL Residential, so as well as housing, people need sheds, 
workshops, greenhouses, and other ancillary buildings to service their property and lifestyle. The 12.5% limit 
doesn’t allow for this, and is at odds with the zone description and purpose. 

RRZ-P5 (Avoiding intensive indoor primary production) makes no sense. Other cities around the world 
encourage urban/vertical farms that produce nutrient rich food such as microgreens, hydroponic vegetables, 
and mushrooms. This is short-sighted, especially when healthy eating should be encouraged at a time of 
soaring obesity rates and high food prices. Growing healthy food indoors, such as microgreens and 
mushrooms, does not create any noise, odour or dust, so the rationale behind banning this eludes me. 

RRZ-R8 (Rural Produce Retail) – PER-2: Council should not have the authority to restrict what someone 
wants to sell. And why on earth should the shop be 30m away from a boundary, this is random and illogical. I 
don’t see any such limitations for Educational Facilities, yet screaming children are far noisier than someone 
buying vegetables, for example. 
Why is the Council so anti small business? 

Some clauses are missing from the proposed new District Plan, that exist in the Rural Living Zone rules of 
the current District Plan: 

• 8.7.5.1.10 – Keeping of Animals: the 50m minimum boundary should be maintained or increased,
having recently experienced issues with a neighbour breeding dogs outside in their garden.

• 8.7.5.1.12 – Helicopter landing area: This rule should be kept.

Better rules and procedures need to be made to cover the problem of dogs barking non-stop and at night. 

Community outcomes 

All cultures should be embraced equally. One culture should not be elevated above others; we are a modern 
society. Equality, please, and no racism. For that reason, I am against Maori wards, as I am anti-apartheid.  

Summary 

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. 
Overcharging residents in Kerikeri for rates could have major negative consequences for the town’s 
continued growth and scupper the Council’s money grab. Moreover, the Council is seriously out of touch with 
the financial challenges and realities of its residents. Many measures in the re-zoning are anti small 
business, yet somehow we are expected to pay for rate increases over 13 times the rate of inflation in the 
space of a year. The proposed changes would see an increase in poverty, homelessness, and 
malnourishment.
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Protection of these tenants who are on fixed incomes is essential.  
Increasing the numbers of this type of housing is also essential with 
the increase in the 'ageing poor' in the region.  Council maintaining 
ownership could be a form of protection for the 

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? 

Capital values have lifted way above the income increases.  Many 
people in the Far North could be rated off their land if it is 
calculated on capital values.  We need to encourage a greater 
number of people to live in the Far North, which already has a 
higher cost of living than a lot of NZ due to distance and scale. 

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 576 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:50 AM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Suggest Outsourced to a reputable Retirment housing organisation 
ie: kerikeri retirement village 

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 578 
Date and time 06/04/2021 12:03 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 

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 581 
Date and time 06/04/2021 12:36 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 am appalled at the recent notification that rates in FNDC are to rise for 
rural properties.  The increase is phenomenal 20 to 40% in some cases 
with those I have spoken to.  There is no reason to penalise the rural 
sector so much when some smaller subdivided adjacent ‘lifestyle’ 
properties have had no increase.  The rural draws, upon minimal services 
no water, sewage or rubbish collection in many cases.  Yet the 3 Waters 
Reform Program cost look to be born primarily with those who don’t use 
the needed service.  https://www.dia.govt.nz/Three-Waters-Reform-
Programme. 
This increase will force those living on larger blocks to forego upgrades 
and plantings on waterways et al projects to enhance the overall land use. 
Please reconsider this egregious misuse of the council rating system. 
Sincerely 
Name withheld
Recent owner of bare land lifestyle block now faced with 40% increase in 
rates and no way to get farm to pay for that increase. 

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 587 
Date and time 06/04/2021 01:00 PM 
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Dear Councillors, 

I am appalled at the recent notification that rates in FNDC are to rise for rural properties only.  The 
increase is phenomenal 20 to 40% in some cases with those I have spoken to.  There is no reason to 
penalise the rural sector so much when some smaller subdivided adjacent ‘lifestyle’ properties have 
had no increase.  The rural draws, upon minimal services no water, sewage or rubbish collection in 
many cases.  Yet the 3 Waters Reform Program cost look to be born primarily with those who don’t 
use the needed service.  https://www.dia.govt.nz/Three-Waters-Reform-Programme. 

This increase will force those living on larger blocks to forego upgrades and plantings on waterways 
et al projects to enhance the overall land use.  Selling might be an option and my understating with 
Agenda 2030 that is the desired outcome, albeit a short sighted one in the long term for rate 
revenues. 

Please reconsider this egregious misuse of the council rating system. 

As a recent owner of bare land lifestyle block now faced with 40% increase in rates and no way to 
get farm to pay for that increase I am appalled and frustrated.  In my case the lot was subdivided off 
from approx. 130 HA, of which I own 41HA bare land with pockets of totara trees and run-down 
fences that couldn’t hold an animal in.  The road to my property is an unsealed paper road – single 
car width with no council maintenance.  No services are to my boundary. There are now approx. 10 
properties along this paper road all paying pretty high rates for no council benefits.  Increased rates 
should come with some benefit, and be fair across the board.  

Rural landowners should not fund city infrastructure entirely on their own. 

Sincerely 

Name and contact details withheld 
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Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Continue ownership because another party will raise the rent for 
sure 

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? 

Why are there empty units around Kaitaia,some since last 
year,there's homeless elderly people,or people on withing list 

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

Receipt No 588 
Date and time 06/04/2021 01:14 PM 

Volume 5 19



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Such a great initiative to provide fairer rates and make 
farming land accountable. 

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 591 
Date and time 06/04/2021 01:26 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Maori  own  their own units 

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? 

Commercial rating should be fairer.  Large corporates eg: 
Warehouse take more responsibility and paying more rates.  
Encourage smaller business owners and less rates. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? 

Receipt No 593 
Date and time 06/04/2021 01:36 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 totally object to capital value rating. Why should those who have 
worked hard be penalized for those who do not pay there rates. 
Those people and property that are currently not paying rates  
need to be contributing before any rate increases are seriously 
considered. 
Most productive businesses are already laboring with costs such as 
health and safety, health and wellbeing and of course 
environmental requirements. 

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 594 
Date and time 06/04/2021 01:52 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
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 595 
Date and time 06/04/2021 01:56 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

However, I do not agree with "6. Introduce a small public good 
charge for water 
and wastewater to every rateable property". We are completely off 
the grid, catching and filtering all our own water and only have 
greywater, which we safely filter back into our own land (feeding 
trees etc.). I do not see any reason why we should have to pay for 
something we will never use. Please reconsider. Thank you. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 597 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:01 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 600 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:08 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Great idea. 

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 601 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:09 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

It is a great initiative to provide fairer 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 602 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:11 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Changing to capital value rating would increase rates on the first of 
our rating accounts which we have looked at by >19%. Show me 
where my income has increased by the equivalent 19%. 
Council would do better to have everyone pay their rates as all use 
the same facilities. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

With the rates - why should people who have worked hard to 
improve their properties be penalised and subsidise those who are 
not making any effort. 

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

Receipt No 599 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:13 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
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 604 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:17 PM 

Volume 5 29



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Our rates would increase by approx $300 on both of our Northland 
Properties.  Services provided by Council in Taupo Bay are limited 
to a playground and rubbish collection.  Believe there should be a 
rebate for ratepayers that pay for facilities twice in the same area?  
We do not believe properties should be rated at all on the capital 
improvements.  Owners that keep there properties well 
maintained or add value to the capital value should not be 
disadvantaged by this with an increase in rates.  Also believe there 
should be a council levy applied to all tourist operators to ensure 
visitors to our area contribute to the services they use whilst they 
are here. 

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

Receipt No 605 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:22 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

This will eventually  drive landowners off their land, day light 
robbery, absolutely appalling 

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 607 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:27 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 608 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:31 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
Organisati
on 

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? 

if it is not broken why try to fix it. 
Leave as it is 

Do you 
support 
the option 
to enable 
sustainabl
e 
economic 
developm
ent? 
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 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 
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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. 
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 
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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 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 
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and charged a differential to rural properties reliant on heavy vehicles using the 
rural road network. 

Is there 
any other 
feedback 
you would 
like to 
share? 
Additional 
supporting 
informatio
n 

See attachment next page

Which 
ward do 
you live 
in? 

Outside Far North 

Receipt No 606 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:35 PM 
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112

Submission on the Proposed new Rating method 
I do not  wish to be heard in support of my submission 

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’. 

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.  
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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.   

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. 
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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)

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 
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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.  

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. 
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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 
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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 connec�ons will someday help pay CAPEX for a new scheme for 
Kawakawa and poten�ally to re�culate Moerewa into such a new scheme, in addi�on to paying for their own 
new scheme and another expansion in 7yrs time does not shout “fairer ra�ng system”, par�cularly in light of 
an absence of Development Contribu�ons. 

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 func�onality 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 s�ll expec�ng their 
share to be held for them, poten�ally 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 con�nue 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 proper�es 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 poten�al for other systems to assist.  When Waipapa private water 
scheme needed to close, that en�re community was able to be connected into the Kerikeri scheme.  

Furthermore, Crown land does not contribute to Rates, yet we see Schools, Hospitals, Police sta�ons, Fire 
Sta�ons, 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. 
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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. 

Name and contact details withheld 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

I think it is important for the Council to continue to own and 
maintain the units as they provide affordable housing for our older 
people and are located in central areas of our communities.  By the 
Council keeping control of the management of these units 

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 Council states that 'Let's be clear, rates are a TAX' in their Long 
Term Plan brochure.  The money collected by Rate Payers is to pay 
for services that are needed for our community.  The Council is not 
a business to profit. The Council is giving a false prospective to the 
ratepayers by suggesting they be referred to as shareholders.  The 
Council it appears needs more capital for big projects and sees the 
way of getting this is by taxing the people who supposingly have 
the money so hence wanting to change to the capital values of 
properties ratings saying this is a fairer system.  This is a Capital Tax 
on properties by local authorities which is so wrong.  It should be 
land values and user pays - that is a fairer system.The Council is 
promoting to change to capital value rating based on the problem 
of affordability which brings the risk that it will become too costly 
for some people to live where they have lived and chose to live for 
years.  There are areas that are asset rich and cash poor because of 
the market values  being pushed so high because of the high 
demand on properties in a particular area or because they are 
farming properties.  Well that is going to become more of a 
problem for some that have lived in an area for 30 years or more 
who now find themselves on decling incomes or limited incomes 
and then faced with having to pay more rates (TAXES) on their 
property because all of a sudden the Council has decided that 
Capital Value suits their budget and land values now don't bring in 
enough revenue.  It is not going to have much of an impact on the 
property owners whose Capital hasn't increased significantly but 
for those whose capital has increased substantially it is going to 
have a huge impact.  There are people who live in an area because 
they love the area and it has been homefor them for many years 
now  being forced out because they can't afford the rates!  How 
fair is that?  
I think it is now time for tourists to pay for some of the infra-
structure/services/resources that is provided  to accommodate 
their visits which has been free to them in the past.  If they can 
afford to travel then they can afford to pay 
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as it is in other countries.  The Far North has been a struggling 
district for ever but it still hosts thousand of tourists which is 
unsustainable for our existing services and it is unfair to put the 
burden on the Far North Ratepayers. 

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? 

As I mentioned in my previous statement.  

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 579 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:40 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 oppose the change to a rating system based on capital values. as a 
business we already pay 3x rates and these will increase even 
more. This is unsustainable after already being hit by Covid 

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 609 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:42 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

Rural people do not get all the services as town and city rate payers 
do so there should be an insensitive for paying our own sewage 
emptying and we supply our own water, pay for our rubbish 
disposal by traveling. Why should hard working people with low 
income have to pay twice. 

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 611 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:49 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

1. Move to capital value rating
We OPPOSE the move to a capital value rating system for the
following reasons:

 An assumption has been made that rate payers who own more 
expensive houses can afford to pay more rates because their 
income is higher e.g. “owners, of an old, single-bathroom house 
next door are rated at the same level as the more expensive house, 
even though their footprint (and perhaps income) is much less”. 
This is not necessarily the case. Our property maybe valued at $1M 
but that does not mean we have the income to match. 

 We purchased our property in 1988 and at the time it was the 
cheapest house in town. We already pay excessive rates (over 
$4000pa) for which we see little investment from Council in storm 
water management, improvements, etc. in our area. We feel 
strongly that paying excessive rates via a capital value rating 
system would not guarantee an investment by council in our area 
to improve storm water issues, roads, footpaths, lighting, etc. We 
have notified Council on numerous occasions in relation to storm 
water issues affecting us, and these requests for service have been 
ignored, with no improvements planned for Russell in the LTP. 
The big question regarding capital value rating is around 
affordability. If the rating system moves from land value to capital 
value we are at risk that it will become too costly to live where and 
how we have chosen. We simply could no longer afford to live 
where we have chosen to for the past 33 years and would be 
forced out of the area. 
The proposed changes may simplify the rating system, but we do 
not believe it is fairer, especially when the assumption is that 
because your property is worth more you should pay more. 
2. Reduce commercial Rates
We OPPOSE the commercial rate being reduced so significantly. A
commercial ratepayer is making a living from their business and
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can deduct commercial rates as an expense, whereas the home 
owner cannot. Residential ratepayers should not have to subsidise 
Commercial ratepayers. 
3. Reduce availability charge
We OPPOSE the reduction of the availability charge. If a property
owner can connect to a Council water or wastewater scheme, but
they choose not to, then the status quo should remain and the
property owner should pay $271 without a reduction.
Property owners who are connected should not have to subsidise
those who do not wish to connect, when they have the option to,
and the service has been provided to their boundary.

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 612 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:54 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

I would very much like to see the Elderly Service transitioned to Iwi 
to administer and operate. 

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? 

Unfortunately the economic reality of a 'ratepayer' to find further 
funds to invest are unrealistic and really only serve those who are 
not struggling with unemployment, homelessness and social issues. 
This suggestion highlights for me how out of touch council are with 
our community. 

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 agree with the changes notion, but am not sold on the system 
being proposed.  I possibly need to consider the proposed process 
further. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 613 
Date and time 06/04/2021 02:55 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to 
expand on your 
answer? 
Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

To change the rating system or not. Firstly the two options above are too 
broad.   Perhaps the wording should reflect a review of the rating system, 
with the potential of more than one or two changes. 
We support the Rating system stay as a land value based system as 
changing to a capital value system greatly disincentivise's those who wish 
to continue to improve their land.  Land based rating systems enables 
enterprise and egalitarianism (equality of opportunity) while a capital 
based rating system is a shift towards speculation and land owning 
privilege.   
A land value based rates system has several strengths, 
 It incentivises efficient use of land and doesn’t reward those who do not 
develop their land.   It is easy to administer.    It is difficult to evade. 
It doesn’t distort production in the economy – land is fixed and a tax on it 
won’t mean less of it is produced. 
We already pay an exorbitant amount of rates for little to no services as 
compared to town dwellers.  We pay in the vicinity of $65000 in rates, and 
looking to have that increased to $90000 for what exactly?  The unit per 
$1 we are charged is the highest in the country.   A property in the 
Waikato valued at $1M would pay rates of $2364.80, whereas here in the 
Far North that same property would be $6288.30. 
The trouble with valuation based rates of any kind (CV/LV) is they are 
completely out of kilter with either services supplied/used or the actual 
value of the land as is the case here in the FNDC.   However, to move from 
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a Land Value to a Capital Value is going to cripple an already struggling 
Agricultural and Horticultural industry.  
We strongly disagree in removing the Flat rates for the UAGC as well.  It is 
unfair to continue to charge landowners for services that are available to 
all and to then consider charging them an amount based on the value of 
their land is grossly unfair. 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 617 
Date and time 06/04/2021 03:23 PM 
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To change the rating system or not. Firstly the two options above are too broad.   Perhaps the 
wording should reflect a review of the rating system, with the potential of more than one or two 
changes. 

We support the Rating system stay as a land value based system as changing to a capital value 
system greatly disincentivise's those who wish to continue to improve their land.  Land based rating 
systems enables enterprise and egalitarianism (equality of opportunity) while a capital based rating 
system is a shift towards speculation and land owning privilege.   

A land value based rates system has several strengths, 

 It incentivises efficient use of land and doesn’t reward those who do not develop their land.   It is 
easy to administer.    It is difficult to evade. 

It doesn’t distort production in the economy – land is fixed and a tax on it won’t mean less of it is 
produced. 

We already pay an exorbitant amount of rates for little to no services as compared to town dwellers.  
We pay in the vicinity of $65000 in rates, and looking to have that increased to $90000 for what 
exactly?  The unit per $1 we are charged is the highest in the country.   A property in the Waikato 
valued at $1M would pay rates of $2364.80, whereas here in the Far North that same property 
would be $6288.30. 

The trouble with valuation based rates of any kind (CV/LV) is they are completely out of kilter with 
either services supplied/used or the actual value of the land as is the case here in the FNDC.   
However, to move from a Land Value to a Capital Value is going to cripple an already struggling 
Agricultural and Horticultural industry.  

We strongly disagree in removing the Flat rates for the UAGC as well.  It is unfair to continue to 
charge landowners for services that are available to all and to then consider charging them an 
amount based on the value of their land is grossly unfair. 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Receipt No 621 
Date and time 06/04/2021 03:24 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.”
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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.

Name withheld 
Local Kerikeri businessman and concerned community member 

I am affiliated with Our Kerikeri Community Trust 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

This submission is on behalf of Purerua Station Limited Partnership which 
owns a farm on the Purerua Peninsula near Kerikeri.  As a result of the 
proposed rates review PSLP would see it's rates rise by almost $50,000 
which is simply unsupportable. 
A more detailed submission is attached. 

Is there any other 
feedback you would 
like to share? 

Please see attached submission 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

Attachment withheld as per request for privacy and confidentiality.

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 624 
Date and time 06/04/2021 03:34 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 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? 

The capital value on a rural "primary production" property will be 
higher due to the investment in "productivity related" assets. 
Primary production (including tourism) benefits everyone. All 
persons benefit from council facilities, provisions and services. All 
adults should contribute to the "rates" tax, not just those who have 
invested in primary production. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 631 
Date and time 06/04/2021 04:09 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 
Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

In areas such as ours where we do not have sewerage water sealed 
roads The rates system should remain the same 

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 634 
Date and time 06/04/2021 04:23 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 oppose the change to a rating system based on capital values. as a 
business we already pay 3x rates and these will increase even 
more. This is unsustainable after already being hit by Covid 

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 635 
Date and time 06/04/2021 04:29 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

I support the submission by Vincent Buxton as attached 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward do you 
live in? 

Receipt No 641 
Date and time 06/04/2021 04:52 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.”
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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.

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 Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? 

Receipt No 643 
Date and time 06/04/2021 05:04 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 645 
Date and time 06/04/2021 05:08 PM 
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Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

As long as the other entity was local and not based either overseas 
or even in Auckland. We need to keep our dollars as local as we can 
and also our labour force. 

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? 

those of us who do not have reticulated water in our area will be 
paying for other areas to have a 'scheme' and I do not support this. 
User pays. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 649 
Date and time 06/04/2021 05:21 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

If council intends to expand its community/elderly housing then it 
should stay in house, but if it only wants to maintain the status quo 
it would be better placed to have a community housing provider 
take over the governance as they would have better skil 

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? 

If Council wants to take on this role, then it must result in a profit 
otherwise, as there is an opportunity cost for council which impacts 
the district. 

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 has not been demonstrated that this model is "fairer", as the 
change to the rating system is tangled up with "rates increases".  
There is no ability to compare apples with apples.  It seems to 
benefit urban environments over the rural sector, or anyone 
operating a business.  There is no information that demonstrates 
what impact this will have on our farming sector for example.  Is it 
fairer to ask those that do not use council services on the same 
regular basis as urban / semi urban properties to pay a greater 
share?  If you live 50mins away from a main centre, why should you 
end up paying thousands of more dollars as a farmer.  While its 
stated the pie is just cut up differently, it appears that the pie is 
growing each year, requiring you to pay for a greater slice, even if 
you are not using that slice to the same extent as someone with a 
smaller piece.  More analysis needs to be undertaken and given to 
the community to demonstrate that is fairer and simpler.  For 
exmaple rates would not need to increase so much if Council 
collected development contributions, vs the rate payer.  This 
appears to be a large gap in council creating a fairer rating 
system...alternative sources of income should be part of that 
model creation not simply changing who pays a larger share. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Climate change is stated as being the most significant risk facing 
the district, yet how we are going to find the management of these 
risk is lacking in this document.  While we may not be ready to 
jump to a solution there should be a target fund and topic dealing 
with working with our communities on adaptive management, and 
how we will provide for people's well being by ensuring they having 
a transport network that is being protected or altered to ensure 
their health and safety and not undermine the economic viability of 
certain areas of our district.  It stated we are part of a wider 
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Submissions 

Northland Strategy and there is a roadmap but there is no detail on 
timeframes or what resources are required.  This raises concerns 
that there will be alot of talking or writing reports vs resources 
being assigned to get things moving and working with our 
communities and affected landowners.  Right now properties 
already have access issues.  For example Orira Road is not usable 
during certain weather events and high tides.  Climate change is 
not something to plan for in the future it is already occurring and 
affecting communities.  I'm sure you can apperaite asking a 
landowner to contribute more rates and not dealing with issue 
actually of interest or affecting them makes it difficult for us to 
understand why we should contribute more.  We would just be 
happy to be able to leave our property vs increasing rates by 
building new sports facilities or dog parks.  We need to focus on 
the real issues vs spending money on the "wants" vs the needs. 

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

Receipt No 652 
Date and time 06/04/2021 05:38 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 answer completely assumes that the criteria of fairer and 
simpler are ruthlessly adopted 

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 655 
Date and time 06/04/2021 05:43 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 
Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 
Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

1. The comic book format adopted to present and explain the Plan
is not easy to follow and sometimes oversimplifies issues.
2. The Plan appears to adopt a somewhat naive notion of what
constitutes 'equity' and ignores notions of economic efficiency and
economic effectiveness.  These, together with 'equity' goals, should
contribute towards any platform for planning.
2. The reveal a clear acquiescence bias strongly as well as, perhaps,
evidence of some sample bias.  No mention is made of survey
design methodology and reference to a pilot survey.
3. The Plan, with its biased survey instruments,  makes me wonder
whether the Council is seriously interested in my opinion or simply
going through the motions before launching its favoured 'capital
based' rating system.
4. However, I am sympathetic to Council's revenue oriented Plan.
My experience is that Council is struggling to simply fulfil its
mandated obligations (my Request for Service from October 2020
is still hanging) let alone being able to cope with ramped up
population inflows and associated infrastructure needs.

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

Receipt No 632 
Date and time 06/04/2021 05:45 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

On behalf of my grandparents who aren’t online they wish also for 
it to remain as it is. Their pension isn’t increasing and they will get 
rated out of their home which that have lived in for 5 
40+ years 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Two votes for don’t change the rating system 

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

Receipt No 658 
Date and time 06/04/2021 06:00 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Details are in the submissions document that I will email to you. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Details are in the submissions document that I will email to you. 

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

Receipt No 660 
Date and time 06/04/2021 06:16 PM 

See attachment next page
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Submission from (name withheld as requested) on Long Term Plan & District Plan 

In general, both the long term and district plans lack vision, innovation, and long-term planning for growth 
and, in my opinion, are unsustainable. There is also a lack of awareness of cause and effect: if you make 
significant changes, they will have flow-on effects that are likely to be negative and cause issues that are 
worse than the initial problem. If the FNDC’s overall plan is to increase poverty, homelessness, and 
malnourishment, then bravo – you will be well on the way to achieving this with your proposed changes. 

Three Waters 

I have no confidence in a centrally managed water supply, and am strongly opposed to this. 
Look at the debacle in Auckland, with Watercare’s incompetent and overpaid CEO (earning $800k a year), 
and the company not managing to fix water leaks in a reasonable time frame during a drought. And its 
inability to manage stormwater, leaving beaches polluted after a storm. It’s a disgrace to New Zealand, and 
the Far North should have no part in a centrally managed water supply. I am also strongly opposed to water 
supplies being fluoridated. 

Regions need to retain control of their infrastructure, and water is no different. Instead of passing the buck on 
this matter, FNDC should learn how to manage its resources better. You owe it to your ratepayers. 

I have zero confidence in Labour-led initiatives. Their disastrous Kiwi Build and police recruitment campaigns 
speak for themselves. They have failed every performance target they set for themselves. For goodness 
sake don’t let them meddle with something as important as our water. 

So it’s a resounding “no” to Three Waters from me. 

Environment 

There is no mention in the plan about other environmental factors. I would like to see: 
• The promotion and development of organic horticulture and agriculture in the Far North. This type of

sustainable practice should be encouraged, not hindered by red tape and compliance costs.
• Ceasing use of toxic sprays (e.g. glyphosate, hi-cane).

Rates 

Debt levels of $333m by 2031 will create an unsustainable debt burden on ratepayers 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 ratepayers 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. 

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 also in lower rateable areas. 
We cannot have continued increases in rates that far exceed the rate of inflation. 

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 two-fold: 

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. 

(One area for greater efficiency could be around asset management. The Consultation Document 
states that the council isn’t using a live reporting system. Through my work, I know that 
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organisations that use spreadsheets instead of a centralised asset database with reporting 
functionality, make many errors and also waste time and human resources as well as money.) 

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 also a nationwide 
issue, but it needs to be addressed and start somewhere. There is $3.8bn 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. 

Householders should not pay increased rates so that business’ rates can be reduced. This is just ridiculous. 
Businesses CHOOSE to have premises and pay the rates. Householders are FORCED to pay rates. Many 
householders have fixed incomes. The rates increases suggested are unaffordable, ridiculous, and will 
cause a significant increase in poverty, rents, etc. in a region that’s already struggling. If a householder has 
to pay more rates, they have less disposable income to spend with businesses in the area. So if the concept 
is to help businesses, this idea is very short-sighed and a total failure. I foresee many small businesses in 
the area going bankrupt due a drop in revenue. 

I am opposed to every rateable property paying water and wastewater charges, regardless of whether they 
are connected to a reticulated system or not, this is plain wrong. We are on tank water, and in over 5 years 
of living in the area, we have never needed to call on a water tanker, as we manage our water responsibly. 
Why should we be penalised when we are responsible with our water? Instead, get the tankers to on-charge 
a levy to people who use the council’s water and wastewater services. User pays is a fairer system, e.g. for 
the rich guy down the road who gets three water tankers every day in summer just to irrigate his lawns. I 
shouldn’t have to subsidise his excessive and greedy water usage.  

Now is a really bad time to change the rating methodology. The full economic impact of COVID-19 and the 
lockdowns hasn’t hit yet – and New Zealand is already in a recession. (According to Statistics NZ, the 
country’s GDP dropped by -2.9% annually in December 2020.) We need certainty around utilities and now is 
not the time to rock the boat and hit some people with significant rate increases full stop, including changing 
from LV to CV.  

It is very naïve to assume, for example, that people living in Kerikeri are rich. Many are on fixed incomes. 
And many more may be asset rich and cash poor. I don’t have the income to pay higher rates, either now, or 
in the future, and am due to retire in 5 years. Looking at the sample rates database, our rates will increase 
by $600 in one year – where are we meant to find that kind of money from? What’s more, that’s a massive 
19.1% increase, at a time when the rate of inflation in NZ is 1.4%. Who on earth does FNDC think it is to 
increase rates at over 13 times the rate of inflation?! Such a massive increase should actually be illegal. 

Many landlords will have no choice but to increase rents to cover this astronomical increase in rates. This will 
make the situation even harder for renters, and exacerbate the housing crisis in the district. I imagine there 
will be a significant increase in homelessness and poverty as a result. Where is the provision for homeless 
housing in the long-term plan? 

Paying over $5k in rates in 10 years’ time is absolute insanity, and I will be moving out of Kerikeri. I wouldn’t 
be surprised if the high rates in Kerikeri cause an exodus, foiling the Council’s plans to use Kerikeri residents 
as a golden goose. It may become the next ghost town, like Kaikohe. Beware! 

It seems that the Council is unaware of ‘cause and effect’ when it comes to rates increases: if you make 
(dramatic) changes to something, it will have flow-on effects. 

Do you have any idea of how difficult it is just to exist in the Far North, if you’re not a salaried civil servant? 
My partner and I have 3 businesses between us, and we each work 50-60 hours a week, just to keep 
ourselves afloat. Yet on paper the council probably sees us as rich Kerikeri-ites, because our house is worth 
a certain amount, but that couldn’t be further from the truth, and we qualify for the highest level of rates 
rebates due to our low income. 
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I have read that some farmers’ rates will increase 30% to 50% in one year, with similar percentage increases 
each year for the following ten years. What do you think that will do? There will be sharp increases in the 
price of food. There will be bankrupt farms. NZ will have to rely on imported food and be at the mercy of 
overseas forces. There will be hunger, malnourishment, and obesity as more people turn to junk food and 
processed food, and in turn more health problems. Is this really the future FNDC wants for its people? Surely 
producing healthy, NZ grown food should be encouraged, not penalised? 

Consider what else is happening in the world: China has run out of shipping containers, which has increased 
the costs of shipping. The cost of diesel is skyrocketing – another factor behind dramatic rises in shipping 
costs. Ports all around the world are congested and seriously behind schedule with offloading ships due to 
COVID-19 restrictions. With all this taking place, it really doesn’t make sense to rely on imported food, now 
or in the future. To safeguard a sustainable food supply, our country (and thus our district) should aim to be 
as self sufficient as possible, and have measures in place to encourage this, rather than hinder and tax it - 
whether by rates or other mechanisms. 

Furthermore, there is the strange restriction in some of the new Zoning (e.g. Rural Residential) where indoor 
food production is banned. Other countries support urban/vertical farming of nutrient dense foods such as 
microgreens, hydroponic vegetables, and mushrooms. Why ban it in the Far North? This is very short 
sighted. 

Zoning 

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 be 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 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. 

The single-lane bridge at Waipapa Landing should be widened into a two-lane bridge to cope with the 
increased traffic from the new subdivisions.  

Roading 

Within the capital works program in the LTP I cannot see any budget to improve traffic in Kerikeri CBD, e.g. a 
bypass. Nor any other major roading projects such as the long mooted road from SH10 Bulls Gorge 
connecting Maraenui and 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? 

I think the one-way system should remain, but with roads constructed to create a bypass of the town centre. 
It seems that much of the traffic that clogs the one-way system is actually travelling through, rather than 
stopping in town. The one-way system flows beautifully when it’s not overloaded. 

Developer contributions 

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. 

From speaking with friends, it sounds like the previous approach to developer contributions was erratic and 
badly managed. A friend building a house, for example, had no idea how much the charge would be, or how 
it would be calculated – and she was hit with an unexpectedly large bill, with no explanation or help provided. 
There would need to be much greater transparency and clarity around the process. 
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Elderly care 

The lack of care home spaces in the Far North should be a real concern of all living in the region, and with 
an ageing population this should be addressed in the Council’s plans for the future. It concerns me that a 
number of developers are building so-called ‘retirement villages’ – which will attract more elderly people to 
the area – but none of these developers are installing or contributing towards care beds in the region. How 
about introducing a specific levy for them that will be used for creating or expanding a care home? 

Septic systems and section sizes 

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. 

Dogs 

I can’t see any mention of dogs in the plans. From my own experiences: 
(a) There are a significant number of nuisance dogs in the area, whether it’s wandering dogs or out-of-

control barking at all hours;
(b) There are many irresponsible dog owners. Those who think it’s OK to chain up a dog all day. Those

who don’t train their dogs. And so on.
(c) There are also many responsible dog owners, who are fed up with the above 2 factors, and we

should not be penalised for the actions of irresponsible dog owners.

Other councils offer a discount of dog licences when owners have achieved Responsible Dog Ownership 
status. I can’t understand why FNDC doesn’t offer something like this, which rewards and encourages good 
dog owners, and educates others. The Far North is essentially a rural community, and positive dog 
ownership should be encouraged rather than ignored. It’s also important that the Council remembers that 
companion animals are key to many people: they help people with their physical and mental health, with 
such dogs being part of the family, rather than an animal. I would love this region to be more dog friendly, 
and with more responsible dog owners. 

District Plan re-zoning: Rural Residential 

The rules around RRZ-S7 (Home Business) are draconian and will inhibit economic growth in the region. 
Dictating working hours and only allowing one member of staff etc. is ridiculous. (So you could have a noisy 
family of eight in a property, with young kids screaming at all hours, and teenagers coming and going in their 
cars all the time, plus one staff member… but a childless couple who make no noise can only have one staff 
member too. That makes absolutely no sense.) 

Also, how will this be monitored? Will the Council waste more ratepayers’ funds employing staff to spy on 
ratepayers? Or will neighbours be encouraged to nark on each other, to divide our communities? 

How on earth are people meant to pay the already far-too-high rates when their ability to work and earn is 
being curtailed? This whole section needs to be deleted. Let people work and earn money on their property. 
So long as they don’t make excessive noise, odour or dust, let them earn a crust for heaven’s sake. People 
need to build up a business to a reasonable size before they can justify the additional costs of moving into 
commercial premises, and that’s not going to happen if the Council is prohibiting business growth. 

And if I’m still working at my computer at 9pm at night, is the Council going to spy on me and fine me?! What 
a ridiculous rule. 

I also don’t understand RRZ-S5 (Coverage): “the combined building and impervious surface coverage of the 
gross site area of any site must be no more than 12.5%”. This seems a very small percentage, and it means 
that many people can’t tarmac their driveways – which seems daft in a region where there are already issues 
with dust.   
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The percentage in the current district plan is 30% (or 5,000m²), which seems far more reasonable and 
realistic. Bear in mind that the zone is RURAL Residential, so as well as housing, people need sheds, 
workshops, greenhouses, and other ancillary buildings to service their property and lifestyle. The 12.5% limit 
doesn’t allow for this, and is at odds with the zone description and purpose. 

RRZ-P5 (Avoiding intensive indoor primary production) makes no sense. Other cities around the world 
encourage urban/vertical farms that produce nutrient rich food such as microgreens, hydroponic vegetables, 
and mushrooms. This is short-sighted, especially when healthy eating should be encouraged at a time of 
soaring obesity rates and high food prices. Growing healthy food indoors, such as microgreens and 
mushrooms, does not create any noise, odour or dust, so the rationale behind banning this eludes me. 

RRZ-R8 (Rural Produce Retail) – PER-2: Council should not have the authority to restrict what someone 
wants to sell. And why on earth should the shop be 30m away from a boundary, this is random and illogical. I 
don’t see any such limitations for Educational Facilities, yet screaming children are far noisier than someone 
buying vegetables, for example. 
Why is the Council so anti small business? 

Some clauses are missing from the proposed new District Plan, that exist in the Rural Living Zone rules of 
the current District Plan: 

• 8.7.5.1.10 – Keeping of Animals: the 50m minimum boundary should be maintained or increased,
having recently experienced issues with a neighbour breeding dogs outside in their garden.

• 8.7.5.1.12 – Helicopter landing area: This rule should be kept.

Better rules and procedures need to be made to cover the problem of dogs barking non-stop and at night. 

Community outcomes 

All cultures should be embraced equally. One culture should not be elevated above others; we are a modern 
society. Equality, please, and no racism. For that reason, I am against Maori wards, as I am anti-apartheid.  

Summary 

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. 
Overcharging residents in Kerikeri for rates could have major negative consequences for the town’s 
continued growth and scupper the Council’s money grab. Moreover, the Council is seriously out of touch with 
the financial challenges and realities of its residents. Many measures in the re-zoning are anti small 
business, yet somehow we are expected to pay for rate increases over 13 times the rate of inflation in the 
space of a year. The proposed changes would see an increase in poverty, homelessness, and 
malnourishment.
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

I believe people living rurally already live a sustainable life because 
we have too.  I don’t believe we should pay more money because 
we already bare the costs of living rurally having no street light, no 
rubbish collection, maintaining and emptying our septics tanks, fuel 
to access any services in town along with ware and tare on our 
vehicles.  I do believe there should be more effort in town for 
sustainable living, perhaps the council should allow residents in 
town to have water tanks to learn to monitor their own usage? 

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? 

Absolutely not.  My husband and myself work hard to pay off our 
mortgage, we have made our home something we love and should 
not be penalised because  our home value has increased over 
years, we should not be heading towards retirement and then 
needing to sell our home because we can’t afford the rates.  Where 
is the money we pay now for our rates going?  I see improvements 
in kerikeri, Paihia but not much in kaitaia or towns like morewa.  
How can you ask people to trust you will distribute the money to 
the community fairly when history has shown it has never been the 
case?  You agreed to do up the oruru hall then did nothing with the 
promised money.  You then ask the community to pay for 10 years 
stating it’s going to cost more, how can the community trust you 
won’t do this each year with rates until it is only affordable for rich 
people to live rurally and we’ve all had to sell our homes? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 661 
Date and time 06/04/2021 06:31 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First 
name 
Organisati
on 

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 
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? 

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.  
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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 
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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 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 
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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. 
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’.
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).
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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’. 
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 
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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. 
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. 
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. 
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. 
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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. 
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%). 
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 
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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. 

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
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:  Withheld as requested
ADDRESS: Withheld as requested

Is there 
any other 
feedback 

The classification for all the properties along the Kerikeri Inlet such as Yacht Drives, 
Anchorage Heights etc etc etc should be banded as residential as this is what they all 
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you 
would like 
to share? 

are and have been for many years, it is bizarre to have them classified as any form of 
agriculture - and penalised accordingly for any home improvements. 

Additional 
supportin
g 
informati
on 

See attachment next page

Which 
ward do 
you live 
in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 662 
Date and time 06/04/2021 06:39 PM 
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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 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 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. 
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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’. 

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 
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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.   

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 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. 
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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)

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, 
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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.  

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. 
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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. 

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 
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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. 

NAME:  Name withheld as requested

ADDRESS: Withheld as requested
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 663 
Date and time 06/04/2021 06:55 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Transitioning to CV will have an unfair impact on areas where 
values have increased dramatically 
Te Aupouri peninsular has seen huge increases in the value of 
properties over the last few years. The impact of allowing large 
Avocado businesses to set up and the fact that Covid has made the 
far north a holiday hot spot 
I don’t agree with the payments for the greater good as most 
people are on tank and septic. We have to pay huge fee to get the 
septics emptied 
The rating system needs looking at - but I don’t think business rates 
should be reduced. The area is in debt and the forecast debt over 
the next 10 years shows that council can not afford to reduce 
business rates. Business are doing well post Covid I don’t believe it 
is necessary to reduce their rates - business should be supported 
through central government if needed rather than through local 
rate taxation which affects residents 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I have read through the LTP and looked at the agenda passed at a 
recent Council meeting  
I am stunned by the prioritisation 
142 million dollars to be spent on creating new cycleways  
40 million on upgrading the Opua Horeke cycleways  
Yet only 15 million spend on sealing critical unsealed roads that 
affect the health and well being of ratepayers  
Please stop attracting more tourists to the area - your planning on 
reducing business rates so I really don’t see the benefit of more 
tourists using an already broken infrastructure  
Fix the roads get small rural communities connected first  
Seek monies from Central government to get this done. The Far 
North can not afford that level of debt. It has suffered years of long 
time neglect  
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 

Receipt No 664 
Date and time 06/04/2021 06:57 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

We need to have a ballot box at the Kawakawa Service centre so 
low income whanau wont have to pay to travel to vote in Kerikeri 
or Kaikohe. Special voters in Waikare, Maromaku, Motatau etc had 
to travel 45mins to cast their vote. 
Children who use the Moerewa playground in the summer have 
been burning their hands on the hot metal fixtures because there is 
no shade sail. We need a shade sail for the Moerewa playground 
asap. 

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

Receipt No 666 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:05 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

The proposed system is not fare 
Some areas have increased in value disproportionally 
Maybe look at getting input from IRD to make rates fairer for all 
Old people will not ge able to afford their rates 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I am disabled and would like to see more money spent on 
upgrading the roading system  
Too little money is being allocated to fixing and upgrading the 
transport system in rural areas of the far north  
Please no more cycleways - roads should be the priority - elderly 
and disabled people won’t be using the proposed upgrades and 
new cycleways. Get the infrastructure sorted before increasing 
tourists - or put a levy on tourism 

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

Receipt No 667 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:10 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

The current NZ CPI is running at approx 2% your proposed 30+% on 
our rural properties which have no benefit from council waste 
water and are serviced by unsealed roads is unjust particularly in 
the light of the extremely difficult economic climate which is cause 
by the Covid pandemic.  A number of the rural land owners have 
assets which are encumbered by debt and very limited free cash 
flow.  These proposal exorbitant rate rises will create considerable 
economic hardship for the rural ratepayers and can not be justified 
based upon some theoretical study. 

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 668 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:11 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Receipt No 670 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:34 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.”
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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.

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 Anonymous 
First name 
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 671 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:37 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

My concern is around rates, yet how it has been framed or worded 
in this survey, doesn’t clarify that a change will see a lot of 
constituents rates dramatically increase.  Yet we reside in a low 
decile region that has the largest deficits in the country, and don’t 
receive many of the services that those who pay rates according to 
their property value. In rural Kaeo we don’t receive 10 of the 14 
services you say our rates dollar pays for.  So how is that fairer? 

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

Receipt No 672 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:45 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

No the way the house market is, my rates will increase 2-3times 
more. I already struggle to pay the current rates and I don't want to 
have to pay more because houses are selling at ludicrous amounts. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Look at upper management getting paycuts or look at internal 
savings if theres budgeting problems. 

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

Receipt No 673 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:47 PM 

Volume 5Volume 5 110



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 
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 675 
Date and time 06/04/2021 07:49 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

The changes are blatantly unfair as shown by the sample rating 
database as we show a 22% increase due to the large increase in 
the General Rate General Differential Land Value from 0.00462110 
to 0.00628830. This adversely affects land based businesses 
(farming) that have most of their value in land, not capital value. 
These business are unable to pass their costs on and do not 
generate the income that say an accountancy firm can to cover 
increases. It would be fairer to load up the Capital value differential 
and heavily reduce the land value differential as people use 
services that councils provide not the land, should the rating 
system be required to be changed. This should much more fairly 
distribute the cost of services to the people who benefit from these 
rather than targeting a small section of the community who cannot 
absorb more costs and are unable to pass them on. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Much more work needs to be done on the purposed rating system 
if we wish to maintain a rural community that is viable and able to 
look after the environment, improve the water ways and provide 
employment for people without being rated out of existence, 
especially as the purposed increases are annual for a significant 
number of years. As it stands the annual increases would make our 
farming business unsustainable within a short period of time. No 
business can stand a rating bill that doubles in 4 years and triples in 
8 when they  are already high, especially when balanced against 
services received. 

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

Receipt No 674 
Date and time 06/04/2021 08:09 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 331 
Date and time 06/04/2021 08:12 PM 
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 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 680 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 

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 681 
Date and time 06/04/2021 08:17 PM 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Fairer and Simpler Rates 
This is a misleading title - this rate change is neither fairer not 
simpler and targets the rural land holder in a most unfair manner. 
We are farmers, not billionaires. We personally will see a 35% and 
29% increase in our two Rate bills on the farm - how is this "fairer" 
?  We are beef farmers and we cannot physically produce enough 
income from the farm to sustain such an increase. Our land is ideal 
for beef farming, it is not suitable for dairy nor for horticulture so 
we have no options to increase our profitability to support such a 
dramatic increase in expenses. We will not be alone in this 
economic ratio and a rates increase to this extent will see many 
farmers bankrupt. FNDC will single handedly cause a massive 
economic disaster in the Far North rural sector. And to consider 
that the 2022 figures are only 10% of the proposed increase is 
totally unbelievable and dangerously ill-considered. 
The value of our product is not determined by us but by market 
forces, the Beef sector is under considerable pressure due to 
competitive markets and changes in consumer behaviour. We are 
unlikely to see Beef as a commodity make substantial gains in the 
coming years. 
We are primary producers and we are not developing our land for 
housing. FNDC are allowing developers to build and thereby 
increase the pressure on existing infrastructure. Surely this is 
where you should look for increased revenue. A contribution from 
those developing houses should be made hand in hand with 
infrastructure development. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

The land doesn't  use the services, the people do. Under the 
proposed rating change my farm rates will go up by approximatley  
22% per year. Yet of my two lifestyle neighbour's ones rates stay 
the same, the others go down. This is called Fairer Rating? 

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 678 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

No overseas interest in ownership ever. 

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? 

Receipt No 684 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 
Which ward do you live in? Kaikohe-Hokianga (West) 

Receipt No 685 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

No to foreign ownership 

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 687 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I have no support from council for any of the so called things they 
are meant to supply me at my property at 424B Statehighway 10 
Oromahoe. I pay for my own sewerage tank to be cleaned. I pay for 
my own costs of the road to be graded and metal applied every 
year.Bad weather means more roading costs.I pay for 3 water tanks 
to collect rainwater to supply my household. I pay for rubbish 
collection at the end of the drive for my property so you tell me 
what does my rates pay for? Nothing for me!The rati g system is 
just another way for government to collect money that does not 
support me now over 60 years old to work twice as hard with rates 
we get charged that are not beneficial for me.5 years to go and I 
will be on my retirement. This issue needs to be addressed asap! 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? 

Receipt No 689 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

An insane idea to rate farms on capital value, there is no way for 
farmers to pass on the costs of these rises, in effect you will be 
driving the people who drive the country off their land. 

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 692 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I would like to know how you come to the calculations. I have just 
checked all of my neighbours rates & I am paying over 5k pa with 
the proposed changes & some of them are only paying 3k pa. You 
say that it is based on land value plus improvements, but they have 
very similar value to us but we are paying a lot more. How is this 
fair? And I have just read that your proposed changes “will be 
implemented over the next 10 years” so what can I expect? A 1k 
increase each year for 10 years? We are 1 family paying rates. We 
generate NO income from our house, we simply live here. We 
contribute immensely to the area we live in, by planting, weeding, 
mowing, paying for this out of our own pocket. Council never does 
any of it. Yet we are stung in fairly and how is that so different to 
our neighbouring properties? I need an explication on this. As if 
Covid wasn’t bad enough,  now I’m looking at $100 a week in rates. 
How is this affordable? How can you justify this? Please contact 
me. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

I need clarification on how my rates differ so much from my 
neighbours with a similar value? Please do not implement these 
proposed changes. I cannot afford 25% increase each year for the 
next 10 years, hell I cannot afford it this year. 

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

Receipt No 695 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

This is not a fairer system. 
The rural Far North will see rates increases of 30%, 40% and more. 
This is neither justifiable not acceptable. Dairy and dry stock 
farmers are being unfairly targeted to support the general Rate. In 
the rural sector, the value of a property is definitely not the best 
way to determine a person's ability to pay rates and it is wrong to 
consider that it might be. Consider the farmer who has been on the 
property for many years - their income will have remained fairly 
consistent - their land value increased. These farmers will not be 
able to afford increases of 20-40% on their rates. This is a floored 
and ill considered proposed change to the rating system. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 for Elderly would be best administered by a trust 
appropriate to the area the housing is located in.  However Council 
should be responsible to inspect on a regular basis to make sure 
that the property is kept to a high standard. 

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? 

This will work if the Council  is transparent, honest and open in all 
its dealings. 

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

Change the rating system 

Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

It would seem very difficult to fairly calculate the capital value of 
property in an area without each property being visited by a valuer.  
At present the calculation of the capital value is  already 
questionable and you are considering using this figure for 
calculating  the rates.  I can't see how it can be fair to charge the 
regressive tax according to the capital value of the property. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

Rates in Northland are already higher than many comparable 
areas, and without the facilities enjoyed by many others, mainly 
because of the sparce population but that is changing rapidly in 
some areas.  It is unfair that properties outside of the urban area 
should be rated at the same rate as those who are on town supply 
water and sewerage.  Regular maintenance of resources is 
required.  Kerikeri which is the fastest growing town in the area is 
abysmal.  Nothing has changed regarding the roading and parking 
in the last 7 years ( the time we have lived here) in spite of its rapid 
growth.  Spending money on parking in the township seems to be a 
priority that all residents can benefit from. or even just tidying it up 
especially that paddock at the back of the John Butler centre where 
cars are spread out like a sale yard.  You seem to be more intent on 
spending money on a superfluous sculpture at the entrance to 
town or providing launching and parking facilities for large boats 
for a very limited number of wealthy people. 

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

Receipt No 693 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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) 
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Date and time 06/04/2021 09:12 PM 

Volume 5Volume 5 127



 Long Term Plan 2021-31 
Submissions 

Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

I do not agree with your thought process of why you think it is 
Farah and the way the questions have been asked a very 
misleading 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 

As a right pair and owning a home and he he it is disappointing to 
see the money that was allocated to upgrading our waste water 
treatment system has evaporated and not being disclosed or 
discussed in the next 10 year plan so I would really like to 
understand who and why it has been taken out of the spend for 
our specific waste water treatment plant that has been deemed to 
be unsafe 

Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Te Hiku (North) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 strongly disagree with the proposed changes to the rating system, 
this will lead to a significant increase in rates for individual 
households. Pensioners in particular will struggle to afford such a 
rate hike. Being penalized for being asset rich but with no income 
other than a pension is inequitable and unsustainable, especially 
when the Council is in charge of sending out valuers to increase the 
CV of properties which becomes an never ending spiral of 
increasing the cost of living in the district to people who struggle to 
support themselves and their families on wages which can't keep 
up with the extraordinary level of increases  . Providing a level of 
service to the community is a good thing, but when we see grossly 
overpaid salaries being given to the senior executive it seems that 
that Executive is very clear on overpaying it's own team while 
bankrupting the people who actually pay these wages, i.e. the 
Ratepayer.  Wages are necessary to attract a competent team to 
oversee the work of Council but there has to be a limit to what can 
be deemed a fair wage  for senior staff. The argument that this 
level of remuneration is needed to attract the caliber of candidate 
to these positions is ridiculous and totally unfounded, especially 
when it appears to the Public at large that this appears to be 
nothing more than Empire building. I agree in principle to finding a 
way to provide a fairer and simpler system to sustain the work of 
Council into the future, but I believe that what is being proposed 
will inevitable penalize those with limited means and make life 
much more difficult for those families and senior citizens who fall 
into this category. Continually increasing remuneration for public 
servants while at the same time increasing the burden on those 
they are there to serve is a gross misuse of funds and will inevitably 
lead to a great deal of resentment and hardship. I urge the Council 
to significantly review it's plans and to look at making better use of 
public money to best serve the community they claim to represent. 
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Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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 
Would you like to expand 
on your answer? 

I strongly disagree with the proposed changes to the rating system, 
this will lead to a significant increase in rates for individual 
households. Pensioners in particular will struggle to afford such a 
rate hike. Being penalized for being asset rich but with no income 
other than a pension is inequitable and unsustainable, especially 
when the Council is in charge of sending out valuers to increase the 
CV of properties which becomes an never ending spiral of 
increasing the cost of living in the district to people who struggle to 
support themselves and their families on wages which can't keep 
up with the extraordinary level of increases. A better rating system 
that is both sustainable, affordable and equitable should be 
proposed, the one contained within the LTP 2021-31 does not 
meet these fundamental requirements. 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Councils aren't tenants, transition out is the best option for all. 
Ideally come to an arrangement with the many retirement villages 
to allocate a small percentage of their buildings to this need in their 
purpose built facilities. 

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? 

Very unsure, I would expect to see improvements made in our area 
and money on focused on one part of Northland. ie Auckland Super 
City 

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? 

Agree on some but not all. 
1) Capital value - yes
2) Flat Rates  - Keep , Value of property doesn't indicate how many
cars they have etc
3) Commercial properties - No, they have the option to increase
prices to offset changes. Property owners don't have that ability
4) Rates for water and wastewater - Yes
5) Reduce the water and wastewater availability charge - Yes
6) Introduce a small public good charge for water and wastewater
to every rateable property - No people not connected to the
system already paid a large amount to have the tanks etc installed.
We also pay yearly services which are unnecessary. We don't use
the piped services and if we do for tank fills we pay for it. Yes I use
the toilet in town, but the company I work for pays for that.
7) Stormwater targeted rate - Yes, although I would expect
improvements in my area of rate goes up

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

Take a pay cut and get our rates down. Ridiculous amounts we pay 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

You are punishing those who live rurally and have a nice place if 
you change the rating system. Where I live I don’t have many 
council services. I have my own water and wastewater I’m on solar 
power, there are no footpaths. I have a non council owned 
driveway I have to maintain..I have to pay for rubbish collection 
and recycling myself..as it is, I don’t know why I pay exorbitant 
rates for where I live! And now it’ll change where I have to pay 
more! Why should I have to pay for the “collective”. Why am I 
being punished for building a nice place? 

Is there any other feedback 
you would like to share? 
Additional supporting 
information 
Which ward do you live in? Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 
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Surname Anonymous 
First name 
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? 

To begin with - the timing of the introduction of these planned changes to our 
rates, which will lead to an increase for FNDC ratepayers, is not good. This is a 
time when many are experiencing cost cutting and loss due to the ongoing fallout 
from the pandemic -  especially for those who have worked in tourist related 
industries and those who operate businesses that rely on international tourists. 
While kiwifruit/horticulture and other sectors of the business world may be doing 
reasonably well - others have been hit harder. 
The change from basing rates on land value to capital value alone will lead to a 
large increase and although brought in gradually over 10 years will add to the 
financial burden of many residents. Also the sample rates tables showing the 
forecasted yearly increase in rates over the next 10 years due to this proposed 
change, does not appear to have taken into account other increasing factors - 
such as the likely rise in property values and the plan to shift a large percentage 
of commercial rates to the general ratepayer. 
We understand the need to help and encourage businesses (especially those 
affected by the state of the economy and lack of tourism) and therefore 
commercial property rates to be reduced, but this would be better offset by cost 
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cutting in other areas of spending - postponing any non-urgent projects and other 
plans that can practically be put on hold or cut back, so that most if not all of the 
shortfall does not need to be picked up by the rate payer. Perhaps if a larger 
percentage of rates were collectedwhere possible and fairly so (instead of being 
overlooked and written off) this could also help any shortfall and reduce the need 
to increase the rates of those that do pay. 
The NRC are also planning a 20% rates increase and this portion of our rates, 
combined with the increase that the planned FNDC changes to rates will bring 
about, will add further to the hardship that many residents are already 
experiencing. 
We propose that the planned change from land value based rates to capital value 
based rates should not be adopted and that the other changes that will increase 
rates be minimised if not postponed for the meantime. These proposed changes 
could then be re-looked at when the present economic uncertainty has passed. 
While we appreciate long term vision, planning and progress -  it would be good 
for our local government to consider every ratepayers plight, especially during 
this time of increased uncertainty. 

Is there any 
other 
feedback you 
would like to 
share? 

I question the plan to introduce charges to be added to our rates for both water 
supply and waste water disposal for all rateable properties.  
To quote the FNDC statement  - "This recognises that those who are not 
connected to a scheme still benefit from reticulated systems either through 
buying potable water by tanker or emptying septic tanks into sewage plants."  
While at this point of time this proposed charge is small, the reason for making it 
is puzzling given that we have always had to pay for the stated services on a user 
pays basis. So why are they being added to our rates on top of this? Many 
property owners such as ourselves, who live outside of the town water supply 
area, already pay for irrigation water (which is no small charge) and their own 
private filter systems, tanks, pumps, etc and have no need to purchase town 
water (via the water tanker). And surely those who aren't hooked up to the 
Irrigation supply and who need the water tanker at any time will be paying a fee 
for this service of which a portion will be passed onto the FNDC. Likewise for 
those not connected to the town waste water sytem - the septic tank 
emptying/cleaning services already include in their invoicing the cost of the 
disposal of the sewage (these fees are no doubt passed on to the FNDC by the 
contractors). In other words the user already pays. So any further charges/fees 
would be a double up for those property owners outside of the town services 
area. 

Additional 
supporting 
information 

See attachment next page

Which ward 
do you live 
in? 

Bay of Islands-Whangaroa (East) 

Receipt No 718 
Date and time 06/04/2021 11:21 PM 
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To begin with - the timing of the introduction of these planned changes to our rates, which will lead to an 
increase for FNDC ratepayers, is not good. This is a time when many are experiencing cost cutting and loss 
due to the ongoing fallout from the pandemic -  especially for those who have worked in tourist related 
industries and those who operate businesses that rely on international tourists. While kiwifruit/horticulture 
and other sectors of the business world may be doing reasonably well - others have been hit harder. 

The change from basing rates on land value to capital value alone will lead to a large increase and although 
brought in gradually over 10 years will add to the financial burden of many residents. Also the sample rates 
tables showing the forecasted yearly increase in rates over the next 10 years due to this proposed change, 
does not appear to have taken into account other increasing factors - such as the likely rise in property values 
and the plan to shift a large percentage of commercial rates to the general ratepayer. 

We understand the need to help and encourage businesses (especially those affected by the state of the 
economy and lack of tourism) and therefore commercial property rates to be reduced, but this would be 
better offset by cost cutting in other areas of spending - postponing any non-urgent projects and other plans 
that can practically be put on hold or cut back, so that most if not all of the shortfall does not need to be 
picked up by the rate payer. Perhaps if a larger percentage of rates were collected where possible and fairly 
so (instead of being overlooked and written off) this could also help any shortfall and reduce the need to 
increase the rates of those that do pay. 

The NRC are also planning a 20% rates increase and this portion of our rates, combined with the increase 
that the planned FNDC changes to rates will bring about, will add further to the hardship that many residents 
are already experiencing. 

We propose that the planned change from land value based rates to capital value based rates should not be 
adopted and that the other changes that will increase rates be minimised if not postponed for the meantime. 
These proposed changes could then be re-looked at when the present economic uncertainty has passed.  

While we appreciate long term vision, planning and progress -  it would be good for our local government to 
consider every ratepayers plight, especially during this time of increased uncertainty. 

Thank you 

Name withheld as requested 

Volume 5Volume 5 137




