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About this summary

Three joint consultations
The Council is making an amendment to the 2024-34 Long-term 
Plan which required public consultation. The Council is also 
updating its Annual Plan via the usual yearly process which also 
required consultation.
On top of this, councils across the country must submit a Water 
Services Delivery Plan by 3 September 2025 under Local Water 
Done Well legislation. Therefore, we consulted on three possible 
models for water service delivery in Wellington to ensure future 
sustainability and reliability. 

The consultation encouraged all residents to have their say on 
these three major issues impacting the future of Wellington.  

The formal consultation went live on Thursday 20 March and closed 
at midnight 21 April. 

The public could submit in multiple formats – online, email, 
hardcopy, verbal, video and audio etc. 

The intention was to accept feedback in as many forms as possible 
to remove barriers to participation.

Individuals/Groups/Organisations could only submit once.

This year we received our first video only submission and also had an 
increase in the submitters requesting to have an oral hearing only. 
Many also chose to submit on single issues via email.
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Section A. Overview of 
engagement act ivit ies



• Engagement activities included the Council hosting 19 hui across the month of 
consultation:

o Two drop-in sessions in each ward at libraries at a variety of times, including day 
and night time sessions.

o Multicultrual Forum

o Meetings with business leaders and residents’ associations.

o Topic specific engagement on Karori Event Centre due to community interest

• Council promotion of the consultation included: 

o City-wide maildrop of the consultation pamphlet to 85,428 commercial and 
residential addresses.

o Radio adverts, played 211 times across five different stations over the 
consultation period. (Newstalk ZB, 531 PI, Magic, Atiawa Toa FM, Breeze.) 

o Ads in student magazines Salient Magazine (Victoria University of 
Wellington) for two issues 25 March and 31 March and Massive 
Magazine (Massey University) for one issue on 23 March.

Public hui and consultation promotion



Promotion: Digital
• Direct emails sent to over 12,000 people, including those 

subscribed on our Let’s Talk website, and 177 community 
organisations and groups, including WCC advisory groups, 
residents’ associations, 19 te ao Māori organisations and 22 
multicultural community groups.

• Campaign on Council social media channels (Facebook, 
Instagram, LinkedIn): 19 organic posts and 13 paid ads – 
482,475 reach, 7,512 engagements, 8,319 link clicks

o The overall sentiment of feedback leaned skeptical and 
fatigued, with signs of consultation weariness and 
questions on if feedback influenced decisions. 

o Those engaged were highly detail focused, with questions 
on specifics particularly on costings. 

o Three waters – tone was particularly negative about 
Wellington Water, not necessarily the consultation topic. 

• Google Display and Google Search digital advertising – 
850,580 impressions, 12,621 clicks 

o Majority of impressions and clicks were from tablets, 
made in the evening and the biggest age group reached 
was under 35.



Website traffic and interactions

• 1,030 people made submissions through the LTP website and 
578 through the Water Reform website.

• Overall, there were 2,930 downloads of LTP/AP and Water 
Reform supporting information.

o The joint Consultation Document was downloaded 1,641 times, 
the LTP/AP submission form was downloaded 300 times and 
the Water submission form downloaded 234 times. 

• We enabled the opportunity to submit questions on the 
consultations to help build understanding of the proposals.

o 55 questions were submitted with 16 on Water Reform and 39 
on the LTP/AP.

o All of these were answered by the end of Thursday 17 April so 
submitters had time to finalise information over Easter 
Weekend. 

• There were 594 views of the overview consultation explainer 
video, 122 views of the explainer video on the LTP 
Amendment and Annual Plan and 270 views of the Water 
Reform explainer video. 

1,641
Joint Consultation 

Doc downloads

12,916 
LTP&AP Website 

page views

4,474 
Water Website 

page views

11,640 
User visiting the Let’s 

Talk site for the first time

7,372 
User a returning visitor 

to the Let’s Talk site

Let’s Talk site page views: 20 March to 21 April



Section B. Consultat ion 
Results Summary



Data for this report

The following data includes feedback on our three topics from two 
separate sources. 

• Consultation feedback
• Representative Survey feedback

Participants for both sources did not need to answer every 
question (including demographics). 

Consultation

The Consultation feedback includes submissions from the Let’s 
Talk website, WCC submission forms (either emailed in or hard 
copies), email submissions, oral hearing only submissions and 
video submissions. 

It also includes a large amount of feedback on single issues from 
community sources. These are noted in this report where the data 
has been included with that gathered from WCC channels.

Duplicates (where a submitter made more than one submission) 
have been combined where possible, with the quantitative data 
only being counted once.  Overall, 246 duplicates were found, the 

majority being those making a submission on KEC via the Save our 
Centre form and a submission through the Let’s Talk website.

Representative Survey 

The purpose of the Representative Survey was to gather 
feedback from a group of residents broadly representative of 
Wellington (based on age, gender and ward). 

The survey was sent to a randomly selected sample of about 
3,000 people from the Council's Capital Views panel (which 
contains approximately 11,000 emails). 

Throughout the survey fieldwork quota targets for gender, age 
group and ward were monitored to acheive a sample as close to 
representative as possible. Post fieldwork the sample was 
weighted to be in line with gender, age and ward proportions for 
Wellington City (according to Census 2023).

The final sample for the representative survey was 563 resulting in 
a maximum margin of error of 4.1% at 95% confidence level. This 
indicates that we can conclude with 95% confidence that the 
sample results reflect that of the population give or take 4.1%. 
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Consultation feedback: Who has participated – Local Water Done Well reform
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Consultation feedback: Who has participated – Long-term Plan Amendment 
and Annual Plan
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563
Total responses to 

representative 
survey
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Representative survey feedback: Who has participated – Long-term Plan 
Amendment, Annual Plan and Water Reform
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‘Unweighted’ represents proportions 
of each group who took part in the 
survey. 
The data is post-weighted using age, 
gender and ward so the ‘weighted’ 
proportions match proportions for 
adults (18+) within Wellington City 
(based on Census 2023).
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Local Water Done Well Reform options - CONSULTATION

Total responses n=676

72%

15%

13%

Which option do you believe is the best for delivering safe and 
reliable drinking water, wastewater and stormwater services? 

Option 1 – Multi-council-owned water 
organisation (Council’s preferred option)

Option 2 – Wellington City Council sole 
ownership water organisation

Option 3 – Modified version of the 
current Wellington Water model (with a 
new planning, regulatory and 
accountability framework)

16% 46% 17% 15% 6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

How confident are you that the option you chose 
will improve the quality and reliability of water 

services? 

Very confident Fairly confident Neither Not very confident Not at all confident

Total responses n=650
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Which option do you believe is the best for delivering safe and 
reliable drinking water, wastewater and stormwater services? 

Option 1 – Multi-council-owned 
water organisation (Council’s 
preferred option)

Option 2 – Wellington City Council 
sole ownership water organisation

Option 3 – Modified version of the 
current Wellington Water model 
(with a new planning, regulatory and 
accountability 
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Local Water Done Well Reform options – PANEL SURVEY

Total responses n=563

Total responses n=563

7% 36% 29% 21% 7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

How confident are you that the option you chose will 
improve the quality and reliability of water services? 

Very confident Fairly confident Neither Not very confident Not at all confident
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Important factors for delivery model - CONSULTATION

Total responses n=658

74%
70% 69%

64%

52%

41%

29%
24%
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What are the most important factors Council needs to consider when deciding on the best delivery model for our three 
waters services? 

Value for money

Legally compliant

Financial sustainability of the new delivery model

Transparency of decision making and performance

Environmentally responsible and responsive

Quality customer service

Minimise adverse impact on Council’s financial position

Mana whenua preferences

Other

Note this was a multi-choice question and submitters could select all the factors that were important to them. 
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Important factors for delivery model – PANEL SURVEY

Total responses n=563 Note this was a multi-choice question and submitters could select all the factors that were important to them. 
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Local Water Done Well - comments

The questions asked was: Tell us more about why you made this 
choice. Do you have any additional comments or suggestions 
regarding the proposed water services delivery model?

• 534 submitters provided 782 comments (across two separate 
questions)

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes 
are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for 
ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/sQZI7a0y

0 30 60 90 120 150 180 210

Prefer regional CCO approach
Increased efficiency/ lower costs possible
Water supply runs across city boundaries

Increased borrowing capacity/ funding options
Support for a new water delivery entity

Best option for the future/ long-term planning
Separates water from Council/ off balance sheets

New entity owns the assets
Will improve management, decision making and infrastructure…

Strong leadership and accountability important
Concerns about performance of new organization

Transparency of decisions and costs important
Concern about Council oversight/ political involvement

Concern about public involvement/ influence
Need to ensure funding needs are met

Voices of local iwi must be involved
Concerns about cost of setting up new entity

Concern about iwi involvement in governance
Voices of vulnerable communities must be involved

Wellington Water has performed poorly
Complaints about performance of WCC

Concerns about contractor costs
Oppose option 3

Current model underfunded
Concern about cost/affordability for residents

Prefer rates funded water
Council needs to cut costs

Lowest cost option should proceed
Oppose option 2 - not feasible/ affordable for Councils

Need to invest in water infrastructure
Support water meters

Deliver reliable; safe; and climate-resilient water services
Water a core service/ essential

Support option 2/ Council should own water assets & delivery
Oppose privatization

Oppose water meters
Cost benefit of water meters not clear

Need clear communication about water meters
Focus should be in fixing Wellington Water

Support for previous 3 Waters plan
Support option 3

Don't support option 1
Complaints about consultation information/ proposed options

No comments/ comments in attachment
Support for WCC's performance on water

Sort out water services quickly
All factors important

Support for centralisation/ multi-council model 

Concerns about new entity structure & management

Complaints about current model

Affordability & funding

Support for increased investment/ improved services

Concern about ownership

Concern about water meters

Support for alternatives

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/sQZI7a0y
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Local Water Done Well – PANEL 
SURVEY comments

The questions asked was: Tell us more about why you made this 
choice. and Do you have any additional comments or suggestions 
regarding the proposed water services delivery model?

• 184 survey respondents provided 230 comments (across two 
separate questions)

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes 
are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for 
ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/APKHfdpM
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Concerns about cost of setting up new entity

Concern about iwi involvement in governance

Need to ensure funding needs are met

Need to invest in water infrastructure

Water a core service/ essential

Oppose privatization

Oppose option 2 - not feasible/ affordable for…

Lowest cost option should proceed

Support for previous 3 Waters plan

Cost benefit of water meters not clear

Unsure/ need more information

All factors important

Sort out water services quickly

Support for centralisation/ multi-council model 

Complaints about current model

Concerns about new entity structure & management

Support for increased investment/ improved services

Concern about ownership

Affordability & funding

Support for alternatives

Concern about water meters

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/APKHfdpM
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Long-term Amendment options – insurance and investment (CONSULTATION)

Total responses n=1,082

Total responses n=253

36%

24%

18%

16%

5%

Which of these options do you prefer for our Long-term Plan 
Amendment?

Option 1 (Council preferred): Create large debt
headroom and a $68m investment fund.

Option 2: Create medium debt headroom and a
medium investment fund.

Option 3: Existing smaller debt headroom and
a large investment fund.

None of these options

Don't know

66%

25%

6%

4%

For Option 2: Which of these options do you prefer 
for establishing the investment fund? 

Option 1: Partial sale of airport
shares plus nine ground leases -
$314m
Option 2: Sell most of the ground
leases - $202m

None of these options

Don't know
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Long-term Amendment options – insurance and investment (PANEL SURVEY)

Total responses n=563

Total responses n=150

37%

25%

15%

8%

14%

Which of these options do you prefer for our Long-term Plan 
Amendment?

Option 1 (Council preferred): Create
large debt headroom and a $68m
investment fund.

Option 2: Create medium debt
headroom and a medium investment
fund.

Option 3: Existing smaller debt
headroom and a large investment
fund.

None of these options

Don’t know

66%

26%

5% 3%

For Option 2: Which of these options do you 
prefer for establishing the investment fund?

Option 1: Partial sale of
airport shares plus nine
ground leases - $314m

Option 2: Sell most of the
ground leases - $202m

None of these options

Don’t know
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Long-term Plan amendment options 
overall – CONSULTATION comments
• The question asked was: Do you have any comments to share on why 

you selected your preferred option for any of these decisions, or 
why you don’t support any of the options we proposed?

• 633 submitters provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 
arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/vLMEMs6a

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200

Cut unnecessary spending/ projects
Concern about rates/ impact of rates on households

Reduce debt
Cut cycleway spending

Cut Golden Mile upgrades
Reduce staff/ internal costs

Complaints about previous Council projects/spending
Cut City Streets projects

Cut spending on civic precinct
Cut Begonia House spending

Sell airport shares
Diversify asset portfolio

Sell ground leases
Support striking a balance/ partial sale

Sell other assets/ loss making assets
Manage insurance/ earthquake risks

Improve financial sustainability
Complaints about Council direction/ management

Council needs to listen to ratepayers
Retain airport ownership

Generally opposed to asset sales
Retain ground leases

Council needs influence at Airport
Maintain core infrastructure

Maintain community facilities
Prioritize essential services

Support spending/ investing in the capital programme
Increase rates

Establish investment fund
Need to have a long-term focus

Small investment fund not enough
Need to grow the fund overtime

General Wellington economy and cost of living concerns
Wellington becoming less popular/ people leaving

Concerns around investment fund management
Not supportive or unsure about investment fund

General concerns about proposed options/consultation
Generally support of preferred option

No specific comment
Concerns about City to Sea bridge

Prefer higher debt ceiling/ don't reduce debt ceiling
Concern about specific proposals in LTP/AP

Calls to cut spending & debt/ lower rates

Sell/ diversify assets
Council financial/ management concerns
Retain asset ownership

Calls to focus on “core” infrastructure & services

Support for maintained or increased spending
Support for long-term investment fund
Concerns about Wellington

Concerns about investment fund
Other comments

https://ascribe.it/vLMEMs6a
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Long-term Plan amendment options 
overall – SURVEY comments
• The question asked was: Do you have any comments to share on why 

you selected your preferred option for any of these decisions, or 
why you don’t support any of the options we proposed?  Is there 
another alternative solution you would support for mitigating our 
under-insurance and investment risks?

• 273 survey respondents provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 
arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/EBZJfheu
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Desire for more information/ don't know enough to…
General concerns about proposed options/consultation

Preference for alternative approaches
Prefer higher debt ceiling/ don't reduce debt ceiling

Cut unnecessary spending/ projects
Reduce debt

Cut cycleway spending
Reduce staff/ internal costs

Cut Golden Mile upgrades
Concern about rates/ impact of rates on households

Cut spending on civic precinct
Manage insurance/ earthquake risks

Improve financial sustainability
Complaints about Council direction/ management

Council needs to listen to ratepayers
Establish investment fund

Small investment fund not enough
Need to have a long-term focus

Support spending/ investing in the capital programme
Increase rates

Prioritize essential services
Maintain core infrastructure

Maintain community facilities
Concerns around investment fund management

Not supportive or unsure about investment fund
General Wellington economy and cost of living concerns

Wellington becoming less popular/ people leaving

Calls to cut spending & debt/ lower rates

Sell/ diversify assets

Council financial/ management 
concerns
Retain asset ownership

Calls to focus on “core” infrastructure & services

Support for maintained or increased spending

Support for long-term investment fund

Concerns about Wellington

Concerns about investment fund

Comments and concerns about consultation

https://ascribe.it/EBZJfheu
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Begonia House options

61%18%

12%

5%
4%

CONSULTATION - Which of these options do you prefer for 
Begonia House? 

Option C Do Minimum (preferred), 
increase budget from $8.1m to $11m – 
increase of $2.9m

Option A Demolish, reduce budget 
from $8.1m to $3m – decrease of $5.1m

Option E Meets scope, increase budget 
from $8.1m to $20m – increase of 
$11.9m

None of these options

Don't know

* Submission total for consultation includes 78 submissions received via email on the Begonia House 
project that stated a preference for one of the set Begonia House options so could therefore be 
included in the data.
There are a further 31 email submissions on Begonia House that state they support retaining the 
facility, but do not indicate an exact option.

50%

26%

14%

4%
5%

PANEL SURVEY - Which of these options do you prefer for 
Begonia House?

Option C Do Minimum (preferred), 
increase budget from $8.1m to 
$11m – increase of $2.9m

Option A Demolish, reduce budget 
from $8.1m to $3m – decrease of 
$5.1m

Option E Meets scope, increase 
budget from $8.1m to $20m – 
increase of $11.9m

None of these options

Don’t know

Total responses n=563
Total responses n=1,191*



20%
1%

3%

62%

3%
6%

CONSULTATION – Which of these options do you prefer for 
Karori Event Centre?  Total

Option 1 (preferred): Sell the site
as it is

Option 2: Demolition and
remediation of the site

Option 3: Demolition and
remediation of the site, followed
by sale

Option 4: Do repairs to achieve
building compliance

None of these options

Don't know
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Karori Event Centre options

Total responses n=2,469*

* Consultation Submission total includes 1,369 submissions received via the Save Our Centre website 
that indicated an option that matched the WCC options. 
On the Save our Centre page submitters could select more than one option for this question – 40 
submitters indicated more than one preference. A breakdown of Consultation submission results by 
source is on the next page.

46%

4%6%

24%

5%

14%

PANEL SURVEY – Which of these options do you prefer for 
Karori Events Centre? Total

Option 1 (preferred): Sell the site 
as it is, reduce budget from $2m 
to $1m – decrease of $1m, plus 
revenue from sale 

Option 2: Demolition and 
remediation of the site, reduce 
budget from $2m to $1.3m – 
saving of $0.7m

Option 3: Demolition and 
remediation of the site, followed 
by sale, reduce budget from $2m 
to $1.3m – saving of $0.7m 

Option 4: Do repairs to achieve 
building compliance, increase 
budget from $2m to $3.3m – 
increase of $1.3m

None of these options

Don’t know

Total responses n=563
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Karori Event Centre options breakdown - CONSULTATION

Save our Centre submissions only: n=1,369 (Total 1,420 submissions, some with no option selected.) 
We also received a further 189 submissions through the Save Our Centre form where the submitter had 
either already submitted via WCC channels or already completed the community form. The KEC form 
will be placed with the WCC submission, but the option selected is only counted once.

WCC channel submissions only: n=1,100

43%

3%
6%

33%

4%

12%

Karori Events Centre options – Website or other 
WCC submission channels

Option 1 (preferred):
Sell the site as it is

Option 2: Demolition
and remediation of the
site

Option 3: Demolition
and remediation of the
site, followed by sale

Option 4: Do repairs to
achieve building
compliance

None of these options

Don't know

1.0% 0.4%
0.4%

84.8%

1.6%
1.6%

Karori Events Centre options – Save our Centre form

Option 1 (preferred): Sell the
site as it is

Option 2: Demolition and
remediation of the site

Option 3: Demolition and
remediation of the site,
followed by sale

Option 4: Do repairs to
achieve building compliance

None of these options

Don't know
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Paneke Pōneke bike network options

Total responses n=1,121

25%

22%34%

17%

2%

CONSULTATION – Which of these options do you prefer for 
the Paneke Pōneke bike network? 

Option 1 - 20 years (preferred):
Rephase and reduce the
programme to occur over 20
years instead of 10 years

Option 2 – 10 years: Continue to 
deliver the programme as planned 
over 10 years

Option 3 – finish what’s started: 
finish projects that are approved 
and either under construction or 
in pre-implementation

None of these options

Don't know

* Submission total for consultation includes 10 submissions that were received via email in 
support of retaining the current cycleways programme – Option 2. A further 8 submissions 
were received about the Paneke Pōneke Bike Network about half in support and half in 
opposition.

36%

19%

32%

11%

2%

PANEL SURVEY – Which of these options do you prefer for 
Paneke Pōneke Bike Network?

Option 1 - 20 years (preferred):
Rephase and reduce the
programme to occur over 20
years instead of 10 years,
decrease b

Option 2 – 10 years: Continue to 
deliver the programme as 
planned over 10 years, 
increasing the amount we need 
to borr

Option 3 – finish what’s started: 
finish projects that are approved 
and either under construction or 
in pre-implemen

None of these options

Don’t know

Total responses n=563
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Other capital programme proposals - CONSULTATION

Total responses n=1,050

36%

34%

42%

30%

41%

33%

27%

28%

41%

24%

23%

24%

27%

22%

29%

24%

25%

23%

10%

11%

9%

17%

14%

19%

20%

20%

10%

9%

10%

6%

9%

9%

4%

8%

9%

8%

11%

12%

11%

10%

7%

5%

7%

9%

11%

10%

11%

7%

6%

7%

10%

14%

9%

7%
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City Streets projects

Low-cost, low-risk transport projects

Frank Kitts Park redevelopment

Wellington Zoo Upgrades

Venues Upgrades

Bond Store upgrade

Te Awe Māpara

Suburban Town Centres
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Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose
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Other capital programme proposals 
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Somewhat oppose
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Don't know
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Other capital programme proposals – PANEL SURVEY

Total responses n=563
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Capital programme – CONSULTATION 
comments
• The question asked was: Please provide any comments about your level of 

support or opposition for these proposals?

• 834 submitters provided 1200 comments (across two separate 
questions)

• Comments codes relating to the three key capital programme 
proposals are shown on this slide. Comments relating to other 
capital programme proposals as well as other general codes are 
shown on the next slide.

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 
arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/57B9Dw1g

0 100 200 300

Support Paneke Pōneke/ important complete as planned

Oppose bike network/ stop all spending

Delay/ defer projects/ complete what has started

Supports multi-modal mobility/ mode shift

Prioritize roading and traffic flow

Concerns about current bike network

Wellington not suitable for cycling/ cycling numbers low

Prioritize public transport

Concerns about parking, impact on business

Lower spec/ cost options adequate

Begonia House an important asset/ attraction

Begonia house - retain/ do the minimum

Begonia House should be upgraded

Begonia house should not be redeveloped/ should be demolished

Begonia House not a core asset, other important priorities

Explore other options for Begonia House - e.g. private partnership,
fundraising

Perceived misinformation about state of building and/ or cost to fix

Karori events centre - retain and complete

Karori Events centre & funds were gifted

Community space important for Karori

Complaints about Council actions/ Council promised to complete

Karori events centre not supported/ essential - demolish or sell

Relatively minimal investment to fix

Paneke Pōneke, Begonia House & KEC comments

Paneke Pōneke & transport changes

Begonia House

Karori Events Centre

https://ascribe.it/57B9Dw1g
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Capital programme – CONSULTATION 
comments continued 

• The question asked was: Please provide any comments about your level of 
support or opposition for these proposals?

• 834 submitters provided 1200 comments (across two separate questions)

• Comments codes relating to the three key capital programme proposals are 
shown on the previous slide. Comments relating to other capital programme 
proposals as well as other general codes are shown on this slide.

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 
arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/57B9Dw1g

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Prioritize essential services and infrastructure

Defer or cancel projects

Focus on maintenance and renewals

Frank Kitts Park fine as is, not need for development

Support investment in Suburban town centres

Support Wellington Zoo developments

City streets projects - prioritize

Te Ngākau should be developed, important for Wellington

Support venues/ venues upgrades

Not supportive of Zoo or investment in Zoo

Concerns about Te Ngākau spending/ support reductions

Support further development of Frank Kitts Park

Oppose fale malae

Importance of community & green spaces

Complaints about Council actions/ consultation

Concerns about Wellington

Spending concerns/ Reduce spending

Keep rates low/ residents under financial pressure

Support/ praise for capex reductions

Concerns about demolition in civic precinct

Oppose golden mile upgrades

Opposed to Council involvement in social housing

Cut organic waste project

Don't make cuts/ keep investing

Sell assets to fund investments

Increase rates to fund investments

Other CAPEX and general comments

Prioritize projects, infrastructure, services

Comments on “other capital programme proposals

General Wellington comments & concerns

Spending and funding comments

Wider capital programme concerns

Support for further capital programme investment

https://ascribe.it/57B9Dw1g
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KEC Save our Centre form comments 

• The question asked was: Got another reason, or more to say? 
Comment here

• 698 people provided comments via the “Save our Centre” form

• All comments relate to the proposal for the Karori Events Centre 
and have been categorised across several codes which are 
organised into large theme groupings.

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 
arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/jLt37ylq

0 40 80 120 160 200 240 280

Council made a commitment/ promise to complete

Community donated money/ time

Community gifted building to council

Community feels betrayed by council

Community deserves completed facility

Facility is important/ needed in Karori

Facility is needed for community events & programmes

Facility would be well-used by community

Disappointment with council's decisions/ proposals

Council should prioritize community needs

Council is acting in bad faith

Council's decision-making lacks transparency

Concern over council finances

Support for completing the facility

Opposition to selling the events center

Support for upgrading the events center

Concern over wasted resources

Concern about previous Council commitments & community raised funds

Importance of community facilities for Karori

Dissatisfaction with Council/ Council proposals

Support for completing/ upgrading

https://ascribe.it/jLt37ylq
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Capital programme – SURVEY 
comments
• The question asked was: Do you have any comments you would like to 

provide about your level of support for these three decisions, or why you 
don’t support any of the options we have proposed?

• 308 survey respondents provided 925 comments (across 
separate comment boxes for each CAPEX proposal)

• Comments codes relating to the three key capital programme 
proposals are shown on this slide. Comments relating to other 
capital programme proposals as well as other general codes are 
shown on the next slide.

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 
arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/79BzgtB8

0 50 100 150

Support Paneke Pāneke/ important complete as planned

Oppose bike network/ stop all spending

Delay/ defer projects/ complete what has started

Concerns about current bike network

Wellington not suitable for cycling/ cycling numbers low

Supports multi-modal mobility/ mode shift

Prioritize public transport

Prioritize roading and traffic flow

Concerns about parking, impact on business

Reduce car-centric focus

Begonia House an important asset/ attraction

Begonia house - retain/ do the minimum

Begonia house should not be redeveloped/ should be demolished

Explore other options for Begonia House - e.g. private partnership,
fundraising

Begonia House should be upgraded

Perceived misinformation about state of building and/ or cost to fix

Begonia House not a core asset, other important priorities

Karori events centre - retain and complete

Complaints about Council actions/ Council promised to complete

Karori Events centre & funds were gifted

Karori events centre not supported/ essential - demolish or sell

Community space important for Karori

Relatively minimal investment to fix

Paneke Pōneke, Begonia House & KEC comments

Paneke Pōneke & transport changes

Begonia House

Karori Events Centre

https://ascribe.it/79BzgtB8
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Capital programme – SURVEY 
comments continued 

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments you would like to provide 
about your level of support for these three decisions, or why you don’t support 
any of the options we have proposed?

• 308 survey respondents provided 925 comments (across separate comment 
boxes for each CAPEX proposal)

• Comments codes relating to the three key capital programme proposals are 
shown on the previous slide. Comments relating to other capital programme 
proposals as well as other general codes are shown on this slide.

Notes
• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. Codes are 

arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and colour for ease of 
differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/79BzgtB8

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Defer or cancel projects

Prioritize essential services and infrastructure

Focus on maintenance and renewals

Complaints about Council actions/ consultation

Importance of community & green spaces

Concerns about Wellington

Support Wellington Zoo developments

Support venues/ venues upgrades

Te Ngākau should be developed, important for Wellington

Not supportive of Zoo or investment in Zoo

Frank Kitts Park fine as is, not need for development

Support investment in Suburban town centres

Oppose fale malae

Support further development of Frank Kitts Park

Concerns about Te Ngākau spending/ support reductions

City streets projects - prioritize

Spending concerns/ Reduce spending

Keep rates low/ residents under financial pressure

Support/ praise for capex reductions

Concerns about demolition in civic precinct

Oppose golden mile upgrades

Don't make cuts/ keep investing

Sell assets to fund investments

Other CAPEX and general comments

Prioritize projects, infrastructure, services

General Wellington comments & concerns

Comments on “other capital programme proposals

Spending and funding comments

Wider capital programme concerns

Support for further capital programme investment

https://ascribe.it/79BzgtB8
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2025/26 Annual Plan overall - CONSULTATION

Total responses n=1,002

Total responses n=753

19%

58%

7%

11%
5%

If neutral or do not support the proposed budget. 
Do you support increasing or decreasing spend? 

I support increasing spend in
the current budget

I support decreasing spend in
the current budget

None of these

Don't know

Other

9% 29% 16% 15% 23% 7%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Do you support the proposed
2025/26 budget?

Overall Annual Plan 

Strongly support Somewhat support Neutral Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know



7%

59%

21%

13%

If neutral or do not support the proposed 
budget. Do you support increasing or decreasing 

spend? 

I support increasing
spend in the current
budget

I support decreasing
spend in the current
budget

I support keeping the
budget the same but
with some changes

Don’t know
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2025/26 Annual Plan overall – PANEL SURVEY

Total responses n=563

Total responses n=280

11% 29% 18% 14% 16% 12%
Do you support the proposed 2025/26

budget?

Overall Annual Plan

Strongly support Somewhat support Neutral

Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know
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2025/26 Annual Plan overall – CONSULTATION comments

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments 
you would like to provide about your level of 
support or opposition for the Annual Plan?

• 369 submitters provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the 
process. Codes are arranged together into groups or related 
themes or topics and colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each 
code, go to: https://ascribe.it/f8bCC7I1

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Opposition to current level of rates and/or further…

Concern about impact on residents/ Wellington economy

Further cost cutting/ revenue raising suggestions

Need more emphasis on core infrastructure & services

Call for reducing spending, cutting non-essentials

Concerns about budgeting, Council spending

Concerned about increasing debt

Concerns about sludge levy

Dissatisfaction with Council

Opposition to cycleways/ reduce spending on cycleways

Opposition to golden mile project

Generally opposed to the plan

Opposition to City to Sea bridge demolition

Opposition to Mātai Moana reserve

Concern about commercial rates for short-term…

Opposition to Frank Kitts Park development

Opposition to Civic Square development

Invest in further development

Need to raise funds/ increase rates

Charge commercial rates for short-term accommodation

Government should pay rates

Generally supportive of the plan

Concern about consultation content/information

Sell the Airport

No specific comments

Concerns about rates or spending

Dissatisfaction with plan or Council

Calls for further investment/ increasing revenue

Generally supportive

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/f8bCC7I1
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2025/26 Annual Plan overall – SURVEY comments

0 20 40 60 80 100

Opposition to current level of rates and/or further…

Concern about impact on residents/ Wellington economy

Call for reducing spending, cutting non-essentials

Need more emphasis on core infrastructure & services

Concerns about budgeting, Council spending

Further cost cutting/ revenue raising suggestions

Concerns about sludge levy

Concerned about increasing debt

Need to raise funds/ increase rates

Invest in further development

Charge commercial rates for short-term accommodation

Government should pay rates

Dissatisfaction with Council

Opposition to cycleways/ reduce spending on cycleways

Opposition to golden mile project

Concern about commercial rates for short-term…

Generally opposed to the plan

Generally supportive of the plan

No specific comments

Concern about consultation content/information

Sell the Airport

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments 
you would like to provide about your level of 
support or opposition for the proposed Annual Plan 
budget?

• 171 survey respondents provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the 
process. Codes are arranged together into groups or related 
themes or topics and colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each 
code, go to: https://ascribe.it/AcWR4UVT

Concerns about rates or spending

Calls for further investment/ increasing revenue

Dissatisfaction with plan or Council

Generally supportive

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/AcWR4UVT


38

Mātai Moana Reserve

Total responses n=1,019*

60%

27%

5%

9%

CONSULTATION – Which of these options do you prefer for 
Mātai Moana Reserve? 

Option 1 (preferred): the Council
will partner with Taranaki
Whānui on their proposal for
Matai Moana Reserve on
Miramar Peninsula
Option 2: no joint management -
Taranaki Whānui and the Crown
would then continue discussions
on the future of the land

None of these options

Don't know

* There are a further 26 email submissions on the Mātai Moana Reserve topic that 
state a variety of views. Data is not included in the graph as it does not fit exactly into 
the question.

# Smaller sample size due to change in question after the survey was launched. The 
previous question wording was on a support/oppose scale for the preferred option. 11 
respondents answered that question with 7 in support and 4 opposed

64%

22%

4%

10%

PANEL SURVEY – Which of these options do you prefer for 
Mātai Moana Reserve?

Option 1 (preferred): the Council
will partner with Taranaki
Whānui on their proposal for
Matai Moana Reserve on Mirama

Option 2: no joint management -
Taranaki Whānui and the Crown
would then continue discussions
on the future of the land

None of these options

Don't know

Total responses n=552#
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2025/26 Annual Plan Mātai Moana – CONSULTATION comments

• The question asked was: Please provide any comments about 
your level of support or opposition for these proposals for 
Mātai Moana Reserve?

• 285 submitters provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. 
Codes are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and 
colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/tTl4QUgo

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Partnering/ jointly managing a good idea

Supports council's commitment to taikai here

Consult with iwi/ follow their lead

Taranaki Whānui offer is generous

Not essential spending

Need to consider costs/ keep costs low

Not council's core business

Iwi should manage/ bear full cost

Mātai Moana is significant & important Wellington

Green/ open spaces are important for Wellington

Public access to the area important

Importance of predator/pest control

Taranaki Whānui should work with central Government

Prefer other options

Not supportive

Prefer development/ city growth in the space

Unsure/ more information needed

No specific comment

Support for partnership with Taranaki Whānui

Concerns about Council spending

Value of public green/ open space

Other options preferrable

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/tTl4QUgo
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2025/26 Annual Plan Mātai Moana – SURVEY comments

0 10 20 30 40 50

Partnering/ jointly managing a good idea

Consult with iwi/ follow their lead

Supports council's commitment to taikai here

Taranaki whānui offer is generous

Not essential spending

Need to consider costs/ keep costs low

Not council's core business

Iwi should manage/ bear full cost

Green/ open spaces are important for Wellington

Mātai Moana is significant & important Wellington

Public access to the area important

Importance of predator/pest control

Taranaki Whānui should work with central Government

Not supportive

Prefer other options

Unsure/ more information needed

No specific comment

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments to share 
on why you selected your preferred option for Mātai Moana 
Reserve, or why you don’t support any of the options we 
proposed?

• 126 survey respondents provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. 
Codes are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and 
colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/QVyyxEaI

Support for partnership with Taranaki Whānui

Concerns about Council spending

Value of public green/ open space

Other options preferrable

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/QVyyxEaI
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Short-term accommodation

18%

40%

18%

14%

26%

23%

15%

9%

17%

15%

6%

8%

32%

14%

24%

7%

5%

10%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Continue current council policy

Change current council policy (preferred)

Council should consider a pro-rated commercial rate

Short-term accommodation - CONSULTATION 

Strongly support Somewhat support Neutral Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know

* There are a further 74 email submissions on the Short-term accommodation topic 
that state they do not support increasing the rates for STA operators. Data is not 
included in the graph as it does not fit exactly into the question.

18%

35%

17%

21%

36%

31%

18%

11%

20%

17%

6%

12%

18%

7%

10%

8%

5%

11%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Continue current council policy

Change current council policy (preferred)

Council should consider a pro-rated commercial rate

Short-term accommodation – PANEL SURVEY

Strongly support Somewhat support Neutral Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don't know

Total responses n=1,077*

Total responses n=563
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2025/26 Annual Plan Short-term Accommodation – CONSULTATION comments

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments you 
would like to provide about your level of support or 
opposition for this proposal?

• 359 submitters provided comments

Notes
• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. 

Codes are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and 
colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/g5TskxhN

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Support changes/ enforcing commercial rates
Concerns about housing shortage

Levels the playing field with other accommodation…
Support exemptions being added

Not supportive of short-term accommodation providers
Changes strike a fair balance

Need to focus on strict enforcement
Increased financial burden for hosts

Reduced hosts income/ they don't make a lot
Not supportive of commercial rates for short-term…

Concerns about reduced supply of accommodation
Unfair targeting of small-scale providers

Concerns about enforcement feasibility & cost
More consultation with industry/ policy research needed

Need licencing & monitoring for short-term…
Should be no exemptions to policy

Concern about unintended consequences of policy…
Harm to local businesses/ Wellington economy
Reduced tourism revenue and visitor spending

Increased costs for visitors
Won't improve rental market/ Airbnbs not suitable for…

No perceived benefit of making changes
Short-term rentals don't put greater burden on…

Support short-term rentals, important for Wellington…
Policy change not required, status quo is fine

Airbnbs more environmentally friendly
Perceived revenue gathering from Council

Council needs to cut spending/ focus on other areas
Commercial rates should apply to other too (e.g. home-…

Tourist levies should be considered
No specific comment

Supportive of policy changes

Impact on short-term rental providers

Concern about the policy/ policy change

Impact on Welington City

Short-term accommodation providers not an issues/ supportive views

Dissatisfaction with Council

Alternative suggestions

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/g5TskxhN
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2025/26 Annual Plan Short-term Accommodation – PANEL SURVEY comments

0 10 20 30 40

Support changes/ enforcing commercial rates

Support exemptions being added

Concerns about housing shortage

Not supportive of short-term accommodation providers

Changes strike a fair balance

Levels the playing field with other accommodation…

Not supportive of commercial rates for short-term…

Reduced hosts income/ they don't make a lot

Increased financial burden for hosts

Concerns about reduced supply of accommodation

Unfair targeting of small-scale providers

Concerns about enforcement feasibility & cost

Should be no exemptions to policy

Need licencing & monitoring for short-term…

More consultation with industry/ policy research needed

Concern about unintended consequences of policy…

Reduced tourism revenue and visitor spending

Increased costs for visitors

Harm to local businesses/ Wellington economy

Support short-term rentals, important for Wellington…

No perceived benefit of making changes

Short-term rentals don't put greater burden on…

Won't improve rental market/ Airbnbs not suitable for…

Perceived revenue gathering from Council

Tourist levies should be considered

Commercial rates should apply to other too (e.g. home-…

No specific comment

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments you 
would like to provide about your level of support or 
opposition for this proposal? 

• 141 survey respondents provided comments

Notes
• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. 

Codes are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and 
colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/Nfk5Pp6F

Supportive of policy changes

Impact on short-term rental providers

Concern about the policy/ policy change

Impact on Welington City

Short-term accommodation providers not an issues/ supportive views

Dissatisfaction with Council

Alternative suggestions

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/Nfk5Pp6F
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Parklet fees

CONSULTATION – Do you support changing parklet fees from a flat fee to a flat fee plus a square metre charge? 

Strongly support Somewhat support Neutral Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know
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Parklet fees

Total responses n=990

18% 22% 21% 8% 6% 25%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Parklet fees

PANEL SURVEY – Do you support changing parklet fees from a flat fee to a flat fee plus a square metre charge? 

Strongly support Somewhat support Neutral Somewhat oppose Strongly oppose Don’t know
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2025/26 Annual Plan parklet fees and other fee changes 
– CONSULTATION comments

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments you 
would like to provide about our proposed fee changes?

• 285 submitters provided comments

Notes

• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. 
Codes are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and 
colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/lHqQzaJw

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

General opposition to new fees/ increased fees

Opposition to sports fees

Limit fee increases to inflation/ CPI

Opposition to alcohol licencing fee changes

Oppose parklet fee increases

Opposition to building fees

Concern about waste levies

Oppose parking fees

Support new fees for specific services

General support to new fees/ increased fees

Support for user-pays

Propose further fee increases/ new fees

Waste levies important

Concerns about financial burden

Importance of community sports

Need to keep fees affordable

Increased fees may discourage use

Concern about fly-tipping

Quality of service/ facility concerns

Oppose parklets/ need more parking

Oppose non-essential services and staff

Reduce Council spending, find efficiencies

No specific comment

Request for more information/ concerns about…

Opposition to fee increases/ new fees

Support for fee increases/ new fees

Concern about consequences of fee increases

Alternatives to fee increases preferred

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/lHqQzaJw
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2025/26 Annual Plan parklet fees and other fee changes
– PANEL SURVEY comments

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

General opposition to new fees/ increased fees

Opposition to sports fees

Opposition to alcohol licencing fee changes

Oppose parklet fee increases

Limit fee increases to inflation/ CPI

Concern about waste levies

Opposition to building fees

Oppose parking fees

General support to new fees/ increased fees

Support new fees for specific services

Propose further fee increases/ new fees

Support for user-pays

Waste levies important

Concerns about financial burden

Increased fees may discourage use

Importance of community sports

Need to keep fees affordable

Quality of service/ facility concerns

Concern about fly-tipping

Oppose parklets/ need more parking

Reduce Council spending, find efficiencies

Oppose non-essential services and staff

Request for more information/ concerns about…

No specific comment

Topic not specified

• The question asked was: Do you have any comments you 
would like to provide about your level of support or 
opposition for the proposed parklet fee changes? And Please 
indicate if you would like to provide any specific feedback 
on any of these documents. Or if you would like to provide 
any general additional feedback

• 183 survey respondents provided 235 comments (across two 
separate questions)

Notes
• The graph shows all the comment codes identified through the process. 

Codes are arranged together into groups or related themes or topics and 
colour for ease of differentiation.

• Each comment can have more the one theme.

• For more information and to view verbatim comments for each code, go to: 
https://ascribe.it/CwOGmJV7

Opposition to fee increases/ new fees

Support for fee increases/ new fees

Concern about consequences of fee increases

Alternatives to fee increases preferred

Other comments

https://ascribe.it/CwOGmJV7
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