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 Submitter ID: 495 
 Hearing? No 
Ben Wylie-van Eerd    
Constituency: Out of region 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Moving from land value to capital value would be a regressive move, causing poorer people to pay more in 
rates and lowering rates on the well off. This is not a fair way to raise revenue for public services.   Changing 
to a capital value based rating also strongly discourages landowners from building and developing, as doing 
so increases their rates bill. This results in insufficient housing being built, and high housing costs for 
residents. It also results in centres that are not productive and vibrant.   A couple of examples of this in my 
home town of Wellington are the very run down mall in the heart of Johnsonville, and the reading cinema 
building that is still disused in the heart of Courtenay Place. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 496 
 Hearing? No 
Bruce McGregor    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
It's fair. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Commercial ratepayers (tourism et al) are the beneficiaries of this fund and we do not think it makes sense 
to make the balance of ratepayers share the cost.  We fail to see how the promotion of tourism etc can 
"enhance our lifestyle or increase our sense of security" as claimed. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
Everyone benefits so everyone should share the cost. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 497 
 Hearing? No 
Sarah Douylliez    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Given that forestry is not accounted for properly and that the horticultural heart of Hawkes Bay is to 
receive an increase it feels as if you do not value the contribution, stress and hard work those who grow 
fruit or vegetables here put in and how it supports the region. Huge pressures on this area at the moment 
and adding an extra cost may be the last straw for many. 
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2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Surely everybody benefits from this. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
It would be reassuring to know that the council intends to drastically improve its services in this area after 
various glaring errors last year. River monitors going home at 5pm when cyclone coming and monitoring 
systems failing comes to mind. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
Hard to believe anything is ever done given that we have been waiting for our water consent renewal for 
more than 5 years. And we do not discharge. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 498 
 Hearing? No 
Carol Millward    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 499 
 Hearing? No 
Kishan Premadasa    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Rates are already high enough. This change will cost my household more. Maybe look at reducing wasteful 
spending at Council and cut costs internally. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
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 Submitter ID: 500 
 Hearing? Yes 
Boyd Gross    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies:     Other 

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
See Attached 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
Yes but not under a Capital Value rating model 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
Yes but not under a Capital Value rating model 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
Yes but not under a Capital Value rating model 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
Yes but not under a Capital Value rating model 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
Need further information and detail 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? See 
attached 
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Report attached to the submission for review 
https://www.linz.govt.nz/sites/default/files/corp/rating_valuations_regulatory_system_assessment_summary.pdf  

 Submitter ID: 501 
 Hearing? No 
Fiona Ferris    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Because it will mean a 54% rates increase on our property alone, and over 100% increase in rates for our 
neighbours next door and an average of 56% for our street and neighbouring streets (Strome Road, 
Breckenridge Lane).  I don't know of any neighbours who earn income from their properties, we certainly 
don't, it's just where we live. It is not equitable, fair or moral to increase rates for no reason other than 
because you can.  Our street was badly flooded in the cyclone and our two closest neighbours lost their 
homes entirely.  Personally we had to pay tens of thousands of dollars out of pocket to reinstate fencing 
and fix a slumped retaining wall that were not covered by our insurance. And our whole street had to pay in 

https://www.linz.govt.nz/sites/default/files/corp/rating_valuations_regulatory_system_assessment_summary.pdf
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for our private water system.  Please don't add to our burden more by changing the way our rates are 
charged. Thank you for listening. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 502 
 Hearing? Yes 
Elma Raw    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
As a pensioner on a fixed income with very little cash reserve, I am not happy to see my rates changed to a 
capital value costing. I purchased my home three and a half years ago and have invested in updating it for 
my comfort. This will have improved the selling value and it will increase my rates accordingly.  People who 
look after their properties shouldn't be penalized for spending their own money and looking after a 
property.   As we pay rates on land value already for our properties both with the Regional Council and 
Napier City Council we are already paying twice.! Basing our rates on the capital value will result in price 
increases with both councils This is unfair.!    Capital values are dictated by the property market .which 
consistently alters.  In our adjoining flats, there is a very big difference in the capital values of all four 
properties.  How can rates be equal when we share the same landblock but are chargesd on different  
prices? 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Every N Z is facing increased living costs daily and with severe climatic issues, all insurance and basic living 
expenses have increased. Our incomes haven't,and for pensioners never will.   Please dont  make it harder 
for all of us to live daily 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
Preventative and long-term measure are desperately needed to protect our homes and families but also 
our 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
Councils are here to run our cities effectively and to provide our people with properly managed resources.   
While money has to be found from the people for this, sometimes major changes need to be implemented 
to meet a current crisis situation.    Councils must be flexible if required. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 503 
 Hearing? No 
Brian Slader    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
The economic base of HB is derived from the land not the improvements on the land. The LV rating system 
means that we all get the same services. Under the CV proposal means I pay more for services than my 
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Neighbour because my house might have a higher value. The land provides the income not the house. To 
say that because my houses has a higher value than my neighbors means that I have a greater ability to pay 
more in rates has no basis at all and is something totally dreamed up at your end. You state that having a 
higher CV means you can derive more income from our improvements. Please give me an example of how 
this is possible. Are we meant to rent our home out and live in a tent. People on a pension would find this 
totally unfair. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
This should not be regional council business. Focus of what you were established for. Flood control and 
pest control. Both of which you have failed miserably at. History will attest to that. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? As 
an organisation you have lost you way. You have become woke at the detriment to the community that you 
are meant to serve. The February cyclone, whist extreme showed that you have learnt nothing from 
previous events. In my area, Haumoana the same mistakes are made very time. Houses were flooded do to 
your incompetence. Your staff seem happy to drive around in their utes but never get out of them and fix 
what is needed. Time to re-focus on your core business. 
 
 Submitter ID: 504 
 Hearing? No 
lesley pore    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Why should i pay a tax on an asset on my land that i have worked hard to achieve. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 505 
 Hearing? No 
Yoka Knox    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Because I don't trust that you will do this in a fair manner and those whom look after their property get 
punished for it. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
I need to understand this better. Your explanation wasn't sufficient. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
I need to understand this better. Your explanation wasn't sufficient. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
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5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
Real fresh water? Or are you going to continue poisoning us with your chlorine and fluoride. You know fine 
well that the science says these are toxic to the body and fluoride has even been though court and 
Bloomfield lost. You legally can no longer add fluoride to water for consumption. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
I need to understand this better. Your explanation wasn't sufficient. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
I need to understand this better. Your explanation wasn't sufficient. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Yes. I expect a significant discount for those of us who provide our own water supply and deal with our own 
waste. I cannot see this anywhere in your proposal.  Please explain why this is not in your proposal. 
 
 Submitter ID: 506 
 Hearing? No 
Dave Kruger    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
The argument that capital improvements on a lifestyle property (residential house) somehow confers an 
ability to earn revenue is absurd.  I extend an invitation to any regional councillor to assess our property 
and demonstrate how this additional income is meant to be generated.  Furthermore many of the 
properties in our immediate area were devastated or completely destroyed by cyclone Gabrielle.  To saddle 
these residents with what amounts to little more than a "wealth tax" seems unreasonable. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 507 
 Hearing? No 
Gerard Pain    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
HBRC deals with land irrespective of what is on it.  It is irrelevant what other regional councils do.  We are 
all struggling to afford rates now without you jacking them up further. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
I am too technologically challenged to find out what you are proposing whilst making a submission 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
See above 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
See above 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
See above 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
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See above 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
See above 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? No 
 
 Submitter ID: 508 
 Hearing? No 
Damien Naidoo    
Constituency: Wairoa 
Type of property/ies:      

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Regional council serves to shoot itself in the foot with a move from land value (LV) to capital value (CV) for 
the general rate.  LV rates/taxes are logical as they capture the value created by society: community 
activity, infrastructure and favourable environmental conditions lead to more desirable places and 
correspondingly increasing land value. These value increases can be considered common-wealth, and thus 
ideologically, make sense to rate on (tax). Not just the HBRC, but all levels of government in NZ should 
consider this. Indeed, if one looks back historically, considerable portions of all government income in NZ 
once came from LV taxation.  Rating on CV serves to fuel a fire of discontent, that is: "I'm getting punished 
for what I've created or invested in." Rating on LV the council can argue: we're collecting our rates from 
what society produces: the value of the land! The council - apparatus of the community - is merely 
taxing/rating on the value that belongs to the community in the first place. Shift an entire community out 
of an area leaving it inhabited: what would the land value become? Capital value, prior to abandoned 
building deterioration, would remain the same even in a ghost town. Tellingly this CV is not the right one 
for our community representatives (councils) to tax us on!  Rating on CV is logically a clear disincentive for 
landholders to improve their property. Any governing body in NZ concerned with the environment should 
do what it can to encourage densification of existing urban areas: medium density and high density where 
appropriate as opposed to low density housing; the product of which is urban sprawl. Urban sprawl 
consumes important farmland and places strain on civic infrastructure...  HBRC shoots itself in the foot with 
its shift to CV because in time all levels of Government will have to switch to LV taxation for a fairer and 
more balanced rating system, reforms which will have to take place in conjunction and in time with broader 
taxation reforms. An exclusive shift to CV for the general rate takes HBRC further away from this.  Balance, 
fairness and land use leverage can be achieved using differentials. Fewer fixed charges and as much as 
possible of the rating pie being collected via the general rate are encouraged by progressive taxation think 
tanks.  An excellent Local Government (LG) rates primer that is in an Australian context, but as relevant in 
NZ as it is in Aus is Prosper Australia's LG rates primer: https://www.prosper.org.au/primers/local-
government-rates-primer. Closer to home, Common Ground Aotearoa (https://www.common-
ground.org.nz/) argue for LV along similar lines. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Perhaps HBRC should claim considerably more, via an LV rated differential on the general rate from 
plantation forestry due to it's considerable impact on our environment - not to mention strain on 
infrastructure. Farmers can then be given some relief via an appropriate differential without a move to CV 
and the corresponding punishment for low income urban households... 
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 Submitter ID: 509 
 Hearing? Yes 
Scott Lawson   on behalf of Hawke’s Bay Vegetable Growers Association 
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Further Consultation Required 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Further Consultation required 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
Further Consultation required 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
Further Consultation required 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
Further Consultation required 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Further Consultation required 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
Further Consultation required 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
There has been no direct consultation to date with this organisation representing growers affected by the 
changes. 
 
 Submitter ID: 510 
 Hearing? No 
Helen Crawford    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
This disproportionally increases our rates compared with others. Please think very carefully before 
increasing rates that may considerably increase cyclone affected properties. Using Capital Value you are 
basing this on the Capital Value before the cyclone. Our property is of completely unknown value as of this 
yr. Half our fields were under 10m of water I am not sure anyone would pay the current CV for our 
property. Additionally our bills to get our land back to what is was go on and on. The weekends of labour 
that are endless, January  annual leave this yr (2024) used to be for holidays, now is used for cyclone clean 
up. We missed opportunities to have clean up cost covered 
due to lack of access due to the mud. The weeds are out of 
control from the silt, we have high chemicals and equipment 
costs but more importantly time. Please consider the cyclone 
when making these changes. Please find attached a photo of 
our fields, now of questionable market value. Where there 
was mud, there are now weeds taller than most humans. 
Insurance doesn't cover weed control, or picking up rubbish, 
or removing silt. We had to self purchase a digger, a spray 
machine with a quad bike and a mower/mulcher to get this 
even close to what is was. Please don't disproportionally hit 
those whose land was annihilated, please consider, if this 
doesn't increase your revenue, maybe 2024 isn't the yr? 
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2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 511 
 Hearing? No 
Tom Collier    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 512 
 Hearing? No 
Larry Dallimore    
Constituency: Ngaruroro 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
The proposed rate increases are not fair, equitable and cannot be justified. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
HBRC care and services to environment issues are excellent but we do not support the Councils over 
dependence on endless consultant reports, new services that require endless staff and the lack of installed 
solutions for HB coastal erosion - first recorded in 1960 (southern) and 1976 (northern). It appears the 
HBRC expanded services and failure to control expenditure now requires extraordinary increases to 
Property Rates which exceed inflation. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
With elevated location (other than road access and proximity to poorly maintained riverbeds and 
catchments) our property does not require 'flood protection or drainage schemes'. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
Our rural location ensures we cannot be dependent on HBRC's subsidised 'passenger transport' services. I 
understand public transport is viable when passengers are provided regular services within reasonably 
close proximity.  The number of buses and the service frequency required by too few is why private 
enterprise is not interested. HBRC could address genuine needs with a well-controlled shuttle service. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
Attention to this science is important and a necessity. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
Yes & No. HBRC should control forest harvesting practices, the discarded logs and branches during 
processing that enters streams, rivers and eventually the coast. HBRC should ensure any extreme flooding 
event does not allow this material to dam and collapse perfectly sound bridges which have and should 
continue to withstand any extreme volumes of silt and water. The 9% pine content that collapsed many HB 
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bridges was a fabricated estimate. The risks and difficulty to make any accurate measured assessment 
(within 1%) at each location was almost impossible. This figure amused colleagues involved in the industry. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
We understood such needs and assistance are provided by Govt Depts. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Could you please provide answers, detail or explanation to the issues raised in the attached Submission 
document. I would have liked to present my Submission but after my last 61 page detailed Submission to 
HBRC was virtually given a one sentence meaningful response that "our views are disparate", it would be a 
wasted effort. 
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 Submitter ID: 513 
 Hearing? Yes 
Wayne Taylor    
Constituency: Māui Ki Te Raki (Māori Constituency) 
Type of property/ies: Residential Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Moeangiangi PT 42N Block XI Survey District Maori Reserve. Mohaka A17 E2 and E! Waihua A22.  Mangatu 
Incorporation v Valuer-General - [1996] 2 NZLR 683, This was a court case that decided that Maori Land 
should be valued less then Pakeha Land. The court case decision was made in 1996 and today is 2024. The 
decision was made 28 years ago. There has been no definitive decision made by the Valuer General or 
Court of Appeal to finalise the decision in 1996. The valuer General has made a guidance on the valuation 
of Maori Land.  I submit that all Maori land in the HBRC should have its rates set at 95 % lower than Pakeha 
land, The reason being is Maori land as per Mangatu decision and that this current NZ government of 2024 
is banning the Treaty Of Waitangi. This will also lead to the Maori Land Rates remission under the rating 
powers act being struck out of the act. This will lead to Councils being able to sell Maori land and sold to 
pakeha or foreigners. Maori will be kicked off their land and any dwellings will be bulldozed and any 
occupiers will be jailed. Maori will be dispossessed of all land, as well as rights to fish, hunt and gather kai. 
To save jail space all Maori will be deported  overseas to Gaza, Ukraine, South Sudan. We will all have to 
fight wars in foreign lands for the maori race to survive, 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Moeangiangi PT 42N Block XI Survey District Maori Reserve. Mohaka A17 E2 and E! Waihua A22.  Mangatu 
Incorporation v Valuer-General - [1996] 2 NZLR 683, This was a court case that decided that Maori Land 
should be valued less then Pakeha Land. The court case decision was made in 1996 and today is 2024. The 
decision was made 28 years ago. There has been no definitive decision made by the Valuer General or 
Court of Appeal to finalise the decision in 1996. The valuer General has made a guidance on the valuation 
of Maori Land.  I submit that all Maori land in the HBRC should have its rates set at 95 % lower than Pakeha 
land, The reason being is Maori land as per Mangatu decision and that this current NZ government of 2024 
is banning the Treaty Of Waitangi. This will also lead to the Maori Land Rates remission under the rating 
powers act being struck out of the act. This will lead to Councils being able to sell Maori land and sold to 
pakeha or foreigners. Maori will be kicked off their land and any dwellings will be bulldozed and any 
occupiers will be jailed. Maori will be dispossessed of all land, as well as rights to fish, hunt and gather kai. 
To save jail space all Maori will be deported  overseas to Gaza, Ukraine, South Sudan. We will all have to 
fight wars in foreign lands for the maori race to survive, 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
Moeangiangi PT 42N Block XI Survey District Maori Reserve. Mohaka A17 E2 and E! Waihua A22.  Mangatu 
Incorporation v Valuer-General - [1996] 2 NZLR 683, This was a court case that decided that Maori Land 
should be valued less then Pakeha Land. The court case decision was made in 1996 and today is 2024. The 
decision was made 28 years ago. There has been no definitive decision made by the Valuer General or 
Court of Appeal to finalise the decision in 1996. The valuer General has made a guidance on the valuation 
of Maori Land.  I submit that all Maori land in the HBRC should have its rates set at 95 % lower than Pakeha 
land, The reason being is Maori land as per Mangatu decision and that this current NZ government of 2024 
is banning the Treaty Of Waitangi. This will also lead to the Maori Land Rates remission under the rating 
powers act being struck out of the act. This will lead to Councils being able to sell Maori land and sold to 
pakeha or foreigners. Maori will be kicked off their land and any dwellings will be bulldozed and any 
occupiers will be jailed. Maori will be dispossessed of all land, as well as rights to fish, hunt and gather kai. 
To save jail space all Maori will be deported  overseas to Gaza, Ukraine, South Sudan. We will all have to 
fight wars in foreign lands for the maori race to survive, 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
NO Maori do not have public transportation. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
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No maori never polluted the water, apart from the Wairoa Waikaremoana Maori Trust Board allowing the 
release of water from Lake Waikaremoana during Cyclone Gabrielle leading to the destruction of the area. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
No Maori cannot afford it 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
Yes but the current government of 2024 will make any rates remission on Maori land illegal. The MPs for 
napier, gisborne and the Maori seat are all National and are racist 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? It is 
crap. Maori will have to pay money they do not have 
 
 Submitter ID: 514 
 Hearing? No 
SIMON NASH    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
There is real inequity in this proposal. The argument hits at lifestyle owners who have land and residences 
but are not earning from their dwellings. It favours hort and agri and pastoral income landowners and of 
course, town residents.  Lifestyle owners get little enough support from HBRC already for the rates they 
pay. As the proposal stands now, residents in the Breckenridge Road area, will be hit by an average 55% 
increase in rates - for no extra service. And this in the year after we have been smashed by Cyclone 
Gabrielle. While Council argues that the review is about redividing the pie to reapportion the rates burden, 
it falls excessively on those who merely live rurally. These are people least a burden in cost terms to the 
Council, yet they're going to be asked to stump up large increases to cover the cost needs of a large 
number of cost intensive residents in towns etc.. It's frankly a clear case of redistributive wealth 
management driven not by equity but by a 'hit the rich' mentality. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
There is real inequity in this proposal. The argument hits at lifestyle owners who have land and residences 
but are not earning from their dwellings. It favours hort and agri and pastoral income landowners and of 
course, town residents.  Lifestyle owners get little enough support from HBRC already for the rates they 
pay. As the proposal stands now, residents in the Breckenridge Road area, will be hit by an average 55% 
increase in rates - for no extra service. And this in the year after we have been smashed by Cyclone 
Gabrielle. While Council argues that the review is about redividing the pie to reapportion the rates burden, 
it falls excessively on those who merely live rurally. These are people least a burden in cost terms to the 
Council, yet they're going to be asked to stump up large increases to cover the cost needs of a large 
number of cost intensive residents in towns etc.. It's frankly a clear case of redistributive wealth 
management driven not by equity but by a 'hit the rich' mentality. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 515 
 Hearing? No 
Caron Taana    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
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THis is a lazy effort to get more money from residential property owners. I already pay rates to the NCC 
using CV. I watched the video of the chair saying HBRC rates intake will be the same using CV, but this does 
not make sense why change if the income remains the same? It appears that rural landowners are getting 
off lightly here as are businesses and they can make tax claims on their properties 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
HBRC made a mess of the economic development of the dam and it cost everyone except the people 
pushing for it.Have they paid back the outstanding 400,000 yet? Do you intend to collect this overdue 
payment or are you expecting residents who were to get no benefit  toi cover those costs in your new 
economic development proposal. Work on things to make things better for residents. Fix our waterways. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
Not vlear what you are hoping to achieve 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Not sure how my property benefits. Is this for rural areas? 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Poor timing of consultation and scant information. should not pay a cent for "economic development". 
Wasted well over $20 million of public money on water storage for irrigation. That was just one failed 
project. Why, when you guys are for the "region", are the residential properties going to be paying more 
than the Regional or country Properties. 
 
 Submitter ID: 516 
 Hearing? No 
Raewyn O'Connor    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Capital value is altered by building costs (which have risen hugely) and the market , whereas land value is 
more fixed in a given area. Because someone may build a house of higher materials value or design, does 
not mean it requires more of the HBRC in terms of services, and in fact if one builds a much more 
ecoefficient dwelling  it is more expensive, but has less impact on the environment.  It is imposing a higher 
ratio on those perceived by the HBRC as more able to pay, but for what extra services provided? 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
It should be based on land value - agreed bare land does not suffer quite the same harm as improvement 
values in flooding, but occupiers/owners are already paying greatly increased insurance premiums for the 
cost of the improvements.  Definitely need flood protection but make it equitable based on the value of the 
land as insurance premium increase to cover the damage to capital improvements is already very costly. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
I have spent some time reviewing the Go Bus timetable and I can walk to work faster than this option 
allows, and it does not cater for those who work into the early evening. I do not mind paying a passenger 
transport rate if it was usable. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
As a dweller on a small section in town, I don't see that I have much ability to influence sustainable land 
management practices of the rural sector. This seems to be spreading the cost to those who are seen as 
able to pay but can have no influence over those land management or biodiversity practices. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
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Presumably this has already been applied to all who were impacted by flooding in Cyclone Gabrielle and are 
unable to live on or farm the affected land? 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 517 
 Hearing? No 
Anna Murphy    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
The current Capital Value of our property does not take into account that we lost our home (improvement 
value) and our property was severely impacted in Cyclone Gabrielle, hence we do not believe this is a fair 
and equitable way of determining rates.  Futhermore, the HBRC information states that properties with 
higher Capital Values have greater ability to generate revenue from those properties.  We have no or very 
little ability to generate any income or revenue from our lifestyle property. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
As above 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
Important issue. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
We also have limited access to any public transport due to the locality of our property. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
As above 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
As above 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? As 
above 
 
 Submitter ID: 518 
 Hearing? No 
Sarah McIlroy    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
That is a significant change that will affect the majority of property owners increasing rates. You are not 
encouraging development  of houses, this will affect standard of living. You are punishing people for 
developing and bettering their living situation. You are favouring bare land, should we be encouraging the 
use of land considering we have a housing shortage? 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
It should be based of LV not CV. How developed your house is should not mean larger cost. The drainage, 
flood protection should be effective regardless, these are basic council services. This has not be prioritised 
in previous decades, ie drain, river, pump maintenance and this was found out during adverse weather. 
Having two different councils also is counter productive it doesn’t seem clear each council knows what is 
their responsibility and therefore the maintenance has not be done. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
Public transport is pretty much non existent in clive so charges should not increase for this. 
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5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
Again something not prioritise by the councils for decades. Until the maintenance and work on our sewage 
system is done to prevent the pollution of our rivers and sea rate payers shouldn’t see continued increase 
in costs as it’s not being effectively spent. Sewage should never leak into our water ways 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
Should remain as is based on whether your rural or urban and property size. You choose to live there 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Both councils need to clearly outline and communicate who owns, maintains etc what. Funds need to be 
clearly prioritised and the wasteful spending needs to stop. The nice to haves ie parks playground etc can’t 
come until the essentials are up to scratch. Need more logic to spending 
 
 Submitter ID: 519 
 Hearing? No 
Mike Petersen    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
This is a fairer way of rating for the region 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
It is difficult to understand the changes and implications for individual consent holders, however the policy 
makes no reference to consent holders that are not able to take or discharge water due to legal or other 
impediments outside of the consent holders control. In setting fees and charges, Council has an obligation 
to ensure these are fair and reasonable. It is completely unreasonable and against public law principles for 
HBRC to charge any consent holder that is not having any effect on the environment, just because they hold 
a consent for an activity that may happen at a future stage. It is clear that a consent holder that is not able 
to implement it's consents for matters outside of its control is not having any effect on the environment, 
and the general monitoring of the resource is also of no additional value to that individual consent holder 
over and above an individual ratepayer.  Once consents become operable, there are considerable 
obligations and requirements on the holder to report, and contribute to information and science gathering 
through rates and other charges.   I would propose the addition of criteria for charges to ensure that any 
fees and charges are applied to consent holders that are operative and able to draw and discharge water. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 520 
 Hearing? No 
Dave Argent    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
I do have concern regarding the reason given for moving to Capital Value. I have no earning capacity on my 
small block and am unsure who came up with this idea ? It is not more equitable, not fairer and I pay all 
costs associated with  it. As far as consuming more resources, what on earth does that mean when I pay for 
any resource I use. I'd suggest that it is easier to increase my rates because it would appear I can pay for the 
increases and decrease rates elsewhere......this isn't actually fair or equitable for me. I am unsure what I get 
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for my HDC rates as I receive no recycling or rubbish collection and pay all water/electricity costs....so 
overall I pay a lot and don't get much back.........fancy that ! 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 521 
 Hearing? No 
Charmaine Gettins    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
It’s an unfair system switching from Land to  Capital.  We as owners, drive and maintain our property at our 
own costs.  Why does the Regional Council want to take advantage of owners developing their homes?  You 
put no financial input into our housing.  Happy to pay a rateable expenses on the land only 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
See above comments 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
Wasn’t that flood protection our biggest down fall issue with Gabrielle.  Stopbanks bursting.  Maybe 
maintenance schedules of clearing rivers didn’t occur? 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
Personally not affected as we can’t access transport being rural.  As an example - health shuttles don’t 
service rural areas.  We find our own transportation at our own costs 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
Elderly need support financially on this matter 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 522 
 Hearing? No 
Istvan Lengyel    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies: Residential Rural Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Poor management of funds, lack of planning and budgeting over the years for maintenance and 
environmental changes. Councils have a responsibility to plan ahead, however it seems that most councils 
are unable to do this well. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
Poor management of funds, lack of planning and budgeting over the years for maintenance and 
environmental changes. Councils have a responsibility to plan ahead, however it seems that most councils 
are unable to do this well 
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5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
Poor management of funds, lack of planning and budgeting over the years for maintenance and 
environmental changes. Councils have a responsibility to plan ahead, however it seems that most councils 
are unable to do this well 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Poor management of funds, lack of planning and budgeting over the years for maintenance and 
environmental changes. Councils have a responsibility to plan ahead, however it seems that most councils 
are unable to do this well 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? If 
the council is unable learn from previous historical data, what are they actually doing. It feels like councils 
tend to manage with their heads in a hole, unable to read and analyse historical data that have been in 
front of their eyes for years. 
 
 Submitter ID: 523 
 Hearing? No 
Jacqueline Siegenthaler    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
I disagree with the proposal(s) as to me, it's again a 'top down' ratepayer pays for all cost scheme.  The 
regional rates (and District ones) have gone rapidly up over the last few years and this needs to stop.  This 
new proposal us neither fair nor transparent and it seems to be a thinly disguised revenue gathering 
exercise, that would cost ratepayers dearly. There is no indication of what revenue this new proposed 
rating system will create and I'm not prepared to support something that is not costed out. Apart from the 
fact that it would cost ratepayers an increase of 11% just to establish it. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Just stop taking more and more money of the ratepayers and vulnerable businesses. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
I have no faith in the last floods 'improvements' out in TA as it obviously really hasn't improved it.  Nature 
will sort itself out well if it's not mucked around with too much interference. Or having the council using the 
wrong soil for the dam and then it breaks and it's the main cause of the ensuing issues. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
No no and no ! Not fair and just another tax take on a natural resource, which belongs to everyone in the 
first place. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Definitely not. Sound like the 'external' directive from the UN and I do not agree with this.  New Zealand 
needs to be fully independent from all external organisations that think they can dictate what is best for 
New Zealand and it's citizens! I do not agree to any sustainability 'goals' that are pretty much based - to my 
knowledge - on a random computer model based on questionable data. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
?????? 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? The 
council needs to be fully transparent on it's rates takings and stop the unfettered increasing of the rates 
pushing all costs to the ratepayers.  We all don't need any more of this kind of behaviour or 'policies'. 
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 Submitter ID: 524 
 Hearing? No 
kate laugesen   on behalf of Laugesen Farming Ltd 
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
We agree that it is a more equitable and fairer measure to base the rate calculation on 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
All residents of HB benefit from this rate so we should all contribute towards its cost 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
All residents of HB benefit from the flood protection and drainage schemes as these are connected to the 
infrastructure in all our communities across the region. If  they operate effectively then our entire 
community can continue to go about their lives without the disruption flooding can cause and other 
infrastructure such as roads do not get damaged by flooding. It is  unfair for cost of maintaining these flood 
protection and drainage schemes to be mainly rated on the land owners in the areas that the schemes are 
placed as has been in the past. An increase to a 30% contributed by the general rate is an improvement 
however we feel consideration should be given to increased this further. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
User pays is fair way to rate these costs 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
User pays is fair way to rate these costs 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
User pays is fair way to rate these costs 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 525 
 Hearing? No 
Leonie Egan    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Capital value on houses in HB can vary greatly. Land value has less variability. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Don't know 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 526 
 Hearing? No 
Aimee Bryden    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
It should stay on LV as it is already. 
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2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Don't know 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Don't know 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
More accessible to people who need this service 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Don't know 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
People need more options 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 527 
 Hearing? No 
Christine Smith    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
See attached submission 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
Identification of ratepayers who benefit the most and using this information to allocate costs among groups 
of ratepayers more appropriately. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
Whilst all ratepayers benefit from flood protection and drainage schemes, I disagree that the allocation of 
30% of flood protection and 100% of river and stream maintenance to the general rate based on capital 
value is a fair apportionment of cost based on benefits received.  See my submission. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
Although this service benefits all ratepayers, the cost is related to usage by the population and should be 
allocated on a fixed rate per SUIP I agree with the proposed increase in public transport area. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
Applies to non-urban properties. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Although all ratepayers receive some benefit, a percentage split between the general rate and a targeted 
rate would allow some costs to be allocated to those who have a greater need and receive a greater 
benefit. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
The remission of rates should apply to those experiencing over a 20% increase in rates regardless of 
financial hardship.  This remission could be phased out over a three year period to enable ratepayers to 
absorb the increase in rates. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Yes. Please see attached submission. 
 
I have read the documents published on the Hawke's Bay Regional Council, including the Draft Revenue and 
Financing Policy and the Council's documents relating to the setting of rates and the implications of the 
proposed change. I have a background in the teaching and application of taxation principles. To evaluate 
the council's proposals, I have appraised the these changes in relation to the key principles as set out by the 
Council of "clear and fair, simple, consistent and flexible" with regard to my personal situation as a 
residential home owner on Napier Hill.  
The council have done considerable work to identify groups of ratepayers who benefit from various 
services and set targeted rates or user charges accordingly, such as the change in the rating basis for 



HBRC RFP RATES REVIEW 250 

Regional Economic Development. This leads to a transparent and fair apportionment of costs for benefits 
obtained and could be extended.  
I question whether there could be further identification of activities within the general rate where some 
ratepayers benefit more than others. This would include such activities as sustainable land management, 
biodiversity, flood risk, river investigations, regional water security and river and stream maintenance. 
Whilst some benefit is obtained by all ratepayers, an allocation of these costs between the general rate and 
other targeted rates or targeted group of ratepayers, such as non-urban users, could be a fairer 
apportionment of costs. Whilst this may result in a more complicated rating system, it would possibly lead 
to a fairer apportionment of rates.  
Some activities are rated under a fixed charge per SUIP or are included as a fixed charge as part of the 
Annual General Charge. I understand that the amount of fixed charges is limited to 30% of total rates. Is it 
possible for Hawke's Bay Regional Council to increase the percentage of rates that are fixed charges? As 
there is no change proposed for these charges (except for Economic Development), I presume that there 
has not been any change from an inclusion in the general rate to a fixed charge, despite the increase in the 
rates burden on high value properties. A change to a fixed charge could be considered for 'people related' 
activities such as community sustainability, HBRC Emergency management and public transport.  
The biggest change in the rating base is the change from land value to capital value as a basis for the 
general rate. According to Hinewai Ormsby in the Hawke's Bay Today's article, "Capital value provides a 
fairer basis for setting rates", capital value is seen to be more equitable and stable because those with 
more capital have more productive earning capacity, consume more resources and capital values fluctuate 
less than land value".  
Whilst the statement that "those with more capital have more productive earning capacity" may be 
appropriate for commercial and industrial property and rural areas, it does not necessarily relate to urban 
residential property. The argument that those with higher value houses can afford an increase in rates may 
not be valid as this does not take into account the disposable income of those on a fixed income.  
The capital value of property being related to "those who consume more resources" is also unproved and is 
not necessarily valid. I suggest that some charges be moved to a fixed rate per inhabited dwelling.  
I am unconvinced that capital values are more stable than land values. In our case our capital value has 
fluctuated more and increased proportionally more than our land value as overall house prices have risen. 
The continued housing developments and house improvements will also impact capital value more than 
land value.  
Although capital value has been used by other councils, it is necessary for the Hawke's Bay Regional council 
to consider what is most appropriate for Hawke's Bay. They need to consider the impact on various groups 
of property owners and find the best solution for this area. Using the comparison of rates on specific 
residential properties as a guide, I have compared the current and proposed rates for a house on Napier 
Hill. This shows a ratio of CV to LV of 3.23%, an increase in the general rate of $222.37, a rate increase of 
$228.74 and a percentage increase of 46%. Perhaps a cap on capital values would be appropriate. I also 
note that Flaxmere residents face a rate increase of $23%. How does the council propose to alleviate these 
significant increases in rates? Spreading the rate increase over the next three years would be helpful.  
In conclusion, I suggest that the Hawke's Bay Regional Council extend the work they have done in allocating 
costs to those that benefit the most by  
• further allocation of appropriate costs between the general rate and a targeted rate;  
• increasing the application of the fixed charge per SUIP from the general rate to allocate costs that relate 
to person-related activities;  
• reconsidering the appropriateness of the proposed change from land value to capital value for Hawke's 
Bay and the impact of this change on all ratepayers;  
• introducing a system of capping high-value, non-productive, residential house values and spreading the 
impact of the increase in rates.  
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 Submitter ID: 528 
 Hearing? No 
A Hone    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies: Residential Rural Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
The mis-management of funds, lack of strategic planning and budgeting over the years for maintenance 
and environmental changes has to end. Ratepayers and constituents should not be picking up the bill for 
people who are incapable to perform their job or reach the best outcome and results from their work. 
Elected councils all have a public responsibility to plan ahead for rainy days and to do their jobs properly 
like the rest of their constituents and rate payers. Councils disregard for learning how to budget, plan both 
at strategic and operational levels is a dismay. I do not believe the current ‘cost of living’ hardship impacts 
the business transactions etc across the councils portfolio’s. And if it does - then why aren’t there supply 
chain management best practices and strategies in place for things like bulk consolidation across more 
regions or even nationally - and strategic buying and partnerships in place? The cost of living hits all of the 
councils ratepayers and constituents in their home life. It is a fallacy to say that councils are hit to the same 
detriment.  As it appears council is unable to learn from previous weather (ie floods) and environmental 
historical data - the question must be asked - what are the council staff and their hired 
contractors/specialists/consultants actually doing?? Do councils manage with their heads in the sand, 
unable to read and analyse historical data that has been in front of their eyes and readily available to their 
fingertips over many previous generations and years? 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Comments as question 1 above. This should already be occurring over many years. Why is this a new thing 
to do now? 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
Comments as question 1 above. This should already be occurring over many years. Why is this a new thing 
to do now? 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
Comments as question 1 above. This should already be occurring over many years. Why is this a new thing 
to do now? 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
Comments as question 1 above. This should already be occurring over many years. Why is this a new thing 
to do now? 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Comments as question 1 above. This should already be occurring over many years. Why is this a new thing 
to do now? 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? No 
Comments as question 1 above. This should already be occurring over many years. Why is this a new thing 
to do now? 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Comments as question 1 above.  As it shout the council has not to date -  it must manage their 
assets/budgets accurately, expertly and prudently. Xero tolerance for monetary waste - no more blow outs 
or extravagances 
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 Submitter ID: 529 
 Hearing? No 
Marcel P Wainohu   on behalf of R & T Wainohu Whanau Trust 
Constituency: Wairoa 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do not support the proposed move from land value to capital value for 
the general rate. Council also recognise the extension to the definition of non-ratable land, which 
supersedes some remission criteria in our current policies.  This brings the policy in line with Schedule 1AA, 
Part 4, clause 22 LGA: Provisions relating to Local Government (Rating of Whenua Māori) Amendment Act 
2021. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do not support the Regional Economic Development rate proposal. 
Evaluating the growth options,                                                                                                                                     
The FDS is to be developed in accordance with the requirements of the NPSUD and RMA. Part 2 of the RMA 
and the NPSUD include a variety of provisions relevant to Māori values and engagement. In particular, 
engagement with iwi and hapū is required to identify iwi and hapū values and aspirations for urban 
development, which will inform the development of the FDS. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do support the Flood Protection and Drainage schemes rate proposal. 
Adaptation finance refers to financial flows which improve the adaptive capacity of human and natural 
systems to adjust to actual or expected climate-related impacts, and thereby improve a society’s alignment 
to climate-resilient development. Aotearoa New Zealand has a large, unquantified adaptation gap where 
the need for investment in adaptation greatly exceeds the volume of actual adaptation finance. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do support the Passenger Transport rate proposal. Council, are 
proposing to extend the passenger transport rating area to account for urban development since the policy 
was last reviewed. By extending the rating area, we are able to include more ratepayers with access to 
public transport near to current routes provided. This means that funds sourced will be fairer and more 
consistently spread across a larger number of ratepayers and its new footprint. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do support the Freshwater Science charges and new targeted rate 
proposal.(Matauranga Maori). The introduction of a targeted rate to fund water quality science recognises 
that both consented and non-consented activities, typically from diffuse sources (widespread or dispersed), 
can exacerbate impacts on water quality, creating the need to monitor and understand water quality across 
the region. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do support the Sustainable Land Management and 
Biodiversity/Biodiversity rate proposal. Statement of iwi and hapu aspirations for urban development 
Several potential Māori cultural opportunities and constraints including identified Māori Land, Areas of 
Cultural Significance, Marae, and Archaeological Sites. An indicative map and we are partnering with iwi 
groups to prepare the FDS and fully identify iwi and hapū values and aspirations for urban development 
and areas that may require protection.  A number of other topics discussed in this report address topics of 
particular relevance for iwi and hapū values including freshwater, indigenous biodiversity, and special 
landscapes and features. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
We (R&T Wainohu Whanau Trust) do support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement. 
Māori freehold land is defined in the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 as land whose beneficial 
ownership has been determined by a freehold order issued by the Māori Land Court. Only land that is the 
subject of such an order may qualify for remission or postponement under this policy. Whether rates are 
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remitted or postponed in any individual case will depend on the individual circumstances of each 
application. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Nga Waewae Tapu - Te Kaitaonga Haere; Progressive Procurement.                                                                  
Government agencies are required to look beyond price to the wider social value of engaging Māori 
businesses. Introduced in 2020, the progressive procurement policy combines elements of social 
procurement, supplier diversity, indigenous procurement, and wellbeing measures. There are almost 150 
mandated government agencies that are required to implement the Progressive Procurement Policy, as 
part of New Zealand Government Procurement's broader outcomes. 
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 Submitter ID: 530 
 Hearing? Yes 
Anna Lorck    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Lack of evidence provided to HBRC ratepayers that the switch will be more equitable, fairer and stable.   
Use of an excuse that council is only doing what the majority of other councils to as the reason to justify as 
beneficial to ratepayers. No proof that those who are facing increases from the switch are more financially 
capable of paying more. Poor consultation process that misleads the public over the "slicing" and size of pie 
as a reason for a two step process that provides an assurance that the council is not taking more rates, 
when it intends in the second step to seek more funding for its future annual and long-term plans. 
Misleading the public on an eight-week consultation period, when the council did not from the outset 
ensure all ratepayers received sufficient information to take part in the submission process. Incorporating 
this significant switch plan into a list of other proposals that dilutes the public's ability to understand the 
full impact. No ability for the public to ask questions of elected officials with no public meetings. Selecting 
to only write to 1077  ratepayers and not provide all ratepayers with a fair and equitable opportunity to 
respond.   No signal to the public that this was coming - even though the council has been working on it for 
18 months. Putting more pressure on access to affordable homes, when this is one of the greatest issues 
facing the region. Putting more pressure on home owners with fixed incomes, and also putting increased 
pressure on rents going up. No information on the level of direct benefit increase to those who will pay 
more when the council doesn't provide services to homes. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 531 
 Hearing? No 
Brent Linn   on behalf of Hawke’s Bay Winegrowers 
Constituency: Not sure 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
We are particularly concerned about the transfer of costs associated with the Regional economic 
development, passenger transport and sustainable land management components of the proposal. These 
are costs that many of our members will struggle to find as equitable based on their analysis of the benefits 
to their businesses. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
We are particularly concerned about the transfer of costs associated with the Regional economic 
development, passenger transport and sustainable land management components of the proposal. These 
are costs that many of our members will struggle to find as equitable based on their analysis of the benefits 
to their businesses. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
We are particularly concerned about the transfer of costs associated with the Regional economic 
development, passenger transport and sustainable land management components of the proposal. These 
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are costs that many of our members will struggle to find as equitable based on their analysis of the benefits 
to their businesses. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
While we acknowledge the rates remission on the grounds of hardship policy, we consider this to be a 
“band- aid” solution instead of HBRC addressing the need for the transfer of costs to the horticulture sector 
this proposal predicates. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy?  
[as attachment] Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the HBRC proposal on how you set rates. 
HBWG represents the interests of the Hawke’s Bay wine industry. We write to voice our concern over your 
Council’s proposal to change the way you set rates. The proposal as presented will significantly financially 
disadvantage the majority of our members at a time where they are facing significant economic headwinds, 
rebuilding their businesses following the impacts of Cyclone Gabrielle. While we acknowledge the rates 
remission on the grounds of hardship policy, we consider this to be a “band- aid” solution instead of HBRC 
addressing the need for the transfer of costs to the horticulture sector this proposal predicates. We are 
particularly concerned about the transfer of costs associated with the Regional economic development, 
passenger transport and sustainable land management components of the proposal. These are costs that 
many of our members will struggle to find as equitable based on their analysis of the benefits to their 
businesses. 
 
 Submitter ID: 532 
 Hearing? No 
Beverley May-Smith    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
In my view the Hawkes Bay Regional Council has an obligation to look after everyone in our community 
including the vulnerable. It should not be implementing policies that worsens anyone’s chances of gaining 
access to affordable housing or increases their rate bill unnecessarily which is what the proposed changed 
to Capital Value Rates will do.  This submission discusses: • Adverse effects on housing affordability • 
Harms to equality  • Economist’s support for Land Value Rates  Housing Affordability:  Housing is 
increasingly unaffordable in Hawkes Bay. Inflation adjusted rents have gone up 60% in Napier and Hastings 
over the last decade, and wages have not grown accordingly.  More houses need to be built to drive down 
prices, but the propose move to capital value will do the exact opposite by punishing people who build 
houses and rewarding land bankers. We need to prioritise housing affordability, for all the renters and first 
home buyers who are struggling at the moment. This means sticking to the current state of Land Value 
Rates.   Switch to Capital Value Rates: When choosing rating policy, the regional council should aim to keep 
rates affordable for low-and middle-income residents and ensure the wealthiest are paying their fair share. 
The council’s own consultation documents show that if the general rate is switched to capital value, the 
average resident rate bill will go up by 1-16% depending on the region, without council revenue going up 
accordingly. This is a significant downside of the capital value system, personally I prefer that the council 
sticks to land value which results in lower rates for average Hawkes Bay residents.   New Zealand Economist 
Say Land Value Rates Is Better: Many prominent New Zealand economist across the political spectrum eg 
Professor Arthur Grimes at VUW and Dr Eric Crampton from the NZ initiative say that the Land Valve Rates 
is the best choice for a rating system. In 2020, the Chief Economist for Auckland City Council, wrote a 
report, arguing in favour of Land Value Rates and Wellington City Council is possibly going to switch from 
Capital Value to Land Value Rates next year. They give many of the same reasons as I have, such as 
inequality, increased housing supply and a more vibrant city.   To conclude, I think it’s really important to 
keep rates low for low-and middle-income families, while still being able to fund important council services. 
The proposed from land value to capital value would raise rates on the average household without 
providing any extra funding for the council. That’s not a fair system. I sincerely hope the council will not go 
through in changing the rate system. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 



HBRC RFP RATES REVIEW 280 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 533 
 Hearing? No 
Lesley D Redgrave    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
I Wish to add my voice to the many others objecting to the proposed financing plan, changing from Land 
value to Capital value..  I am sure. Fellow submitters have covered the spectrum of the many good reasons 
the current LV assessment is fair and transparent and does not need to be change to a system that does not 
guarantee this.  At a time when so many are facing uncertainty and financial burden due to the Cyclone and 
other health and economic difficulty, this proposal to change to a capital Value assessment just adds more 
fear and uncertainty of having even higher rates.  As it is ,there has been no break to the spiraling Regional 
rate rises since HBRC started producing their own bills, rather than being billed through the local council 
system ( The whole creation of which would have cost the unsuspecting ratepayer a significant rate rise in 
itself)  And now we read that the establishment of this proposed new system is estimated to lead to an 11% 
rate rise alone ( An looking at the performance of many project this council has undertake, we take 
estimates with a grain of salt}  We note this rise would be ontop of any general rise ,which I have said 
previously, have spiraled in the past years  I can assure you there is a great deal of dissatisfaction and a 
general feeling of hopelessness and betrayal that rates are galloping like they are, adding to the fear they 
will continue to do so unabated; being totally out of touch with the circumstances of a large percentage of 
ratepayers  Fear also of cyclone recovery costs and government buyout and flood control requirements 
being added without any means of being involved in any of the decision making along the way.  
Disatisfaction of the Regional Council performance, especially in the Cyclone Response  Suspicion that this 
proposed move is not just a cynically dressed up tax rates rise whose aim is to not make things fairer and 
transparent but to increase the regional Councils revenue and control  In short, there is very little trust in 
the Regional Council at present and no trust in such a scheme.  Whilst there are some who would pay less , 
under this  proposed scheme, they still have the negative expense of revaluation, appeal and the cost of 
establishment.  Certainly the resources involved in dealing with all the appeals would be significant and 
ongoing, (no doubt adding even more staff , beauracracy and cost)  The revaluation process is fraught, how, 
or why can a 900K 3 bedroom, one toilet, one garage be deemed to use more Council resources and pay 
more rates that a little less flash but similar 3,bed. One bath and garage valued at$500K ?  And the same 
situation that we have under LV is present with similarly priced properties attracting the same rate, takes 
no account of the amount of Council services.. if it is deemed unfair now, it should be seen as unfair under 
the proposed scheme.  As for Commercial Properties, so often these are subjective valuations not having 
similar operations/ structures  nearby to compare/ adequately assess a property.  Being very mindful on 
the impact on industry ..especially after all the blows of Covid and the Cyclone.. Industry which is the 
lifeblood of this region and must be protected, not taxed further.  I propose the Regional Council stay with 
the existing system ( although I appreciate some sectors are already as assessed on CV)..  This will also 
ensure transparency about the true rates rise , being able to compare apples with apples..  This will 
engender badly needed trust…although possible accompanied by a clear demand the Council continue to 
assess its spending and efficiency in all areas of its operation in an attempt to keep and rise to the 
minimum..  Wouldn’t it be great to have a zero rates rise, with our Council spending within its budget, 
becoming more innovative on a set budget and not have the imperative ( has it the mandate evn?) to 
grow..Hawkes Bay can grow, there is no need for its Regional Council too..More, more,more is what climate 
change is about. 
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2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 534 
 Hearing? No 
Melanie and Peter Lang    
Constituency: Ahuriri-Napier 
Type of property/ies:      

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
We strongly disagree with the proposed change to the way the rates will be calculated from Land Value to 
Capital Value. While we live on a lifestyle block we do not gain any income from our land, neither do most 
of our neighbours.   We get very little for the rates that we currently pay as we are paying for all the 
services on top of our usual rates and everything is on the increase. From what we can see some pastoral 
and forestry properties will have a decrease (income earning) while our properties could have quite a large 
increase. Please take this into account and reconsider. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 535 
 Hearing? No 
John Loughlin   on behalf of Askerne Estate Winery Limited 
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Valuation of improvements is much more judgmental and prone to error. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
Businesses are also major contributors to economic development and community incomes. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
This is extremely important work. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? No 
People outside the urban areas get no benefits. Urban should pay. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
I do my own biodiversity management and dealing with pests. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? The 
profitability of horticultural and viticultural businesses has fallen dramatically in recent years as costs have 
risen much faster than incomes. 
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 Submitter ID: 536 
 Hearing? No 
Fiona Y S Dick    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Why?     I believe your mandate is to 'promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources' ie to look after the environment under the RMA, the land and water resources.     (Capital Value 
is not Market Value.)     I do NOT support the proposed changes. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 537 
 Hearing? No 
Richard A Punter   on behalf of The WhiteBridge Trust 
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:      

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? I 
am emphatically opposed to the latest HBRC Regional Rates concept. This is the second attack on HBRC 
small growers and lifestyle block owners in as many months. 
 • Firstly in December HBRC advised me that you will be reducing my water take after I had spent many 
thousands of dollars in fees and compliance work, and, 
 • according to the model provided by HBRC you intend to increase my regional rates by 42%  You also 
insult me with your defamatory accusation that I am an “exacerbator” (Page 8 of your slideshow) . Clearly 
the manager who chose that word was being deliberately offensive since an exacerbator is an evil or violent 
thing that makes a bad situation even worse. I will be interested to see your proof of that.   There is no 
doubt that your rates plan when coupled with the irrigation reductions has a peverse and insidious logic to 
it. 
 • Reduce or cancel irrigation water takes, land is no longer so productive – if at all  
 • Land Values fall over time, 
 • Rates income falls as land values fall. 
 • Change rating concept to include all capital improvements  
 • rateable values vastly increase 
 • Rates Incomes recovers.   Your claim, that this is more equitable, applies to whom?  If I cannot irrigate, 
then my land is no longer “Plains Production Land”. The idea, that by adding the value of a residence and 
sheds to the rateable value, using the utterly facile and specious argument that these assets and 
improvements will enable me to, “earn income from my house and shed ” is exactly that, facile and 
specious. I don't need a house and workshop on the block to improve horticultural outcomes. I need a bore 
and an irrigation water consent, which you are planning to remove.   Your plan to move pest control from 
targeted to general rates is not equitable, you give Forestry a free ride on capital value because due to an 
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“accounting anomaly” “trees are worth nothing” but you expect the rest of us to pay their pest control 
costs? I control the pests on my property, tell me why I have to pay for forestry pest control.  Your timing of 
both the water and rates issues was quite deliberate, dump both onto us at Xmas and sneak it through, 
claiming there was no opposition. You must have been planning this for several years but this is the first we 
hear of what is a pre- emptive strike against small growers, still trying to recover from Gabrielle.   Any 
properly managed organisation in this financial environment would be very publicly explaining how they 
were looking to reduce the cost base, turning every cost centre inside out, rigorously justifying every cent 
spent, slashing contractor and consultant fees, but no, from HBRC silence. Mainly, I suspect because you 
have no competencies in that area. HBRC has sadly become a cloth-eared, unaccountable, autocracy.  In 
the middle of a cost of living crisis my increase of 42% (from your chart) gets me precisely what? Nothing.  
Is it equitable? Dont be ridiculous. 
 
 Submitter ID: 538 
 Hearing? No 
Dave Martin    
Constituency: Wairoa 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
It better reflects that the smaller size of urban and lifestyle units don’t reflect where the true value is in a 
rateable asset is when taken as a land only value.  Yes this change is advantageous to pastoral farms, but 
we actually still pay, per rateable unit, the largest individual rates compared to urban and lifestyle. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
I note HBRC are looking to shift a larger share of this rate on to the rural communities.  I believe this in an 
unfair and illogical move and I do not support this change.    Rural rate payers do not, as a majority, receive 
any benefit from tourism- especially Wairoa rate payers.  This should be a targeted rate to those 
businesses/locations where tourism is of the greatest benefit.  I would go further to say in the current 
economic climate and recovery spending, the HBRC needs to cut its cloth to maximise the recovery of the 
region.  The HBRC should only be involved in its core functions- tourism isn’t one, leave this to the City and 
District councils.  Every dollar spent by the HBRC needs to be used in the most financially efficient way as 
possible to aid in the environmental recovery.  This being said, the method of recovery with the highest 
environmental standard might not always be the best spend.  Sometimes methods that don’t quite meet 
the highest environmental standards might be the best method financially to reach a recovery target 
sooner, when dealing with situations from extreme weather events such as the Cyclone. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? No 
Most freshwater regulation costs will continue to be paid for by general rates, but it is proposed to target 
20% of the cost to rural properties, with the balance funded by s.36 charges.  Farmers by default will be 
forced to pay higher freshwater regulations charges as the National Freshwater Standards Policy is 
introduced in 2025, why force them to pay twice?  Urban freshwater virtually all ends up as stormwater- 
little care is shown by those whose water is not collected at source in tanks or make efforts to naturally 
filter rainwater runoff, yet rural ratepayers are constantly drilled about their perceived effects on 
freshwater. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Overall I applaud the HBRC for sitting down and reflecting on where rates need to be charged to.  A lot of 
the old thinking needed to be cast aside and a fresh perspective used to view the changes on why and how 
spending is allocated.  A good example is the pest control rate.  No longer is it about the control of possums 
to reduce the spread of TB- that is now Ospri’s role. Controlling possums to enhance the biodiversity of the 
region is definitely an issue for the HBRC- something every rate payer is responsible for. 
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 Submitter ID: 539 
 Hearing? No 
Heather Black    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:      

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
Planning for public transport cost increases is not something that happens as a surprise.  We question why 
the amount is so big, so suddenly. Going from 0.00 to 414.10 in one year does not seem reasonable. The 
same goes for the other major increase on the specified item of Karamu tributaries.  To go from 0.00 to 
393.12 does not seem reasonable.  When you take into account the increase in general rate from 299.01 to 
962.61, on top of the above two specified items, we will undergo an increase of around 350% in one year. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
The same goes for the other major increase on the specified item of Karamu tributaries.  To go from 0.00 to 
393.12 does not seem reasonable. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
Planning for public transport cost increases is not something that happens as a surprise.  We question why 
the amount is so big, so suddenly. Going from 0.00 to 414.10 in one year does not seem reasonable. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? No 
other company would reasonably expect to make such increases and have their consumers afford that 
increase or stay with that provider.  We don't believe the council should operate any differently.  Advanced 
warning of confirmed cost increases (1-2 years when the items planned are within the council's control e.g. 
public transport) should be given and a stepped increase that is capped at 100% increase YOY (year on 
year) should be in place.    We believe an increase of 350% in one year is neither fair, nor reasonable. 
 Submitter ID: 540 
 Hearing? No 
Penny Reynolds   on behalf of Washpool Station Limited 
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
We support this change. As a rural largely drystock farm, we feel we have been paying more than our fair 
share of general rates for ever. The little benefit we received from HBRC services is disproportionate to the 
rate burden we pay. For transparency, we would like council to carefully consider benefits we do receive 
and review our rates accordingly. The proposed move from land value to capital value is a step in the right 
direction. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? No 
We oppose pastoral farms being included as a 'user category' for this rate. Pastoral farms are not direct 
beneficiaries of modern amenities and services as expressed in the policy document. Our farm for example 
is adjacent to two wineries who are routinely visited by tourists. In contrast, we are never visited by tourists 
only by family and friends who are not an income source. I fail to see how our farm would benefit from this 
rate. The consultation document states 'we consider that the average increase for these types of 
ratepayers is reasonable as it is a small percentage increase on their total rates, and they directly benefit 
from this activity'. I have two issues with this statement. Firstly, to justify a rate increase on the basis that 
'its a small percentage on their total rates' lacks transparency and any appreciation of the ratepayers total 
rate burden and the ongoing rate increases of recent years. Secondly, to state that 'they directly benefit 
from this activity' is not only wrong but unfair. With respect to rural farm businesses, we feel this rate 
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should be much more targeted with Council identifying the actual benefits gained due to this rate. Again, 
the Council's stated desired outcome is transparency and fairness. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? We 
would like to thank HBRC for the opportunity to submit on the Revenue and Financial Policy Review and in 
particular the expressed desire for transparency and fairness.  Regarding the remaining rate proposals; we 
endorse the submission by Federated Farmers of New Zealand Inc. Thank you for the opportunity to make 
this submission. Our annual rates are a a significant fixed cost for our business and are all payable, come 
rain or shine, regardless of an unpredictable agricultural income. We hope the HBRC will also embark on an 
expenditure review of all its activities to ensure it is an efficient and effective user of hard earned ratepayer 
funds. As we are in agreement with Federated Farmers on all the proposed changes, we are happy to be 
represented by them at the hearing. 
 
 Submitter ID: 541 
 Hearing? No 
Nuku Hadfield   on behalf of Guardians of the Ruakituri 
Constituency: Wairoa 
Type of property/ies:  Rural    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
Using Capital Value to calculate rates is the fairest system as Capital investment best reflects how intensely 
utilised the land is. This indicates a highly likelihood of use of council resources and services and a greater 
ability to generate income and therefore contribute more for these services. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
As commercial/industrial are the biggest beneficiaries from this service it seems fair that there is a 
differential of x3. Other ratepayers across the region have indirect benefit so should contribute in a small 
way. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
The current system is very complex and the proposal appears to simplify this. Using the User pays principle- 
those who benefit most (who live along the rivers with higher levels of flood protection and drainage 
schemes should pay the most). We all benefit from and expect to see well-maintained rivers and streams, 
the cost of this should be shared cross ratepayers in a small way. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
Those that are unable to access this service should not be contributing to the cost of running it. We support 
this continuing as 100% targeted rate. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
Yes and No Retaining this as LV ensures that owners of landowners are contributing to the science and 
monitoring. The question about how much monitoring is done outside the consenting process is a different 
one. Could we review the purpose of the monitoring, to ensure there is a reason to do it; not just 
monitoring for the sake of monitoring. Reducing the portion of sec36 charges from 35% to 15% doesn’t 
make sense if the action the consent is required for, is creating the need for the monitoring. User pays 
should still apply as a guiding principle. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
The whole community is responsible for our environment and biodiversity, sharing the burden of cost 
across all ratepayers is a fairer distribution rather than just a small sector of the community. It is also a way 
for residential ratepayers to contribute in a small way to these important obligations, keeping in mind that 
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rural land owners use large amounts of their own funds to do the work required in reducing erosion, 
retiring land from their business and taking positive actions to improve water quality. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
Those owners who are experiencing hardship due to damage caused from adverse weather events or 
temporary hardship because of the balancing of costs into CV may need support with these shifting costs in 
this difficult high cost of living environment. It seems fair that they could be able to access a reprieve on an 
individual application. Changing the wording in the policy to better reflect modern postal systems is an 
obvious move 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? The 
Guardians of the Ruakituri is a catchment group with farming membership from the entire Ruakituri Valley, 
Wairoa. Collectively we own and pay rates on 63,000ha of land 
 
 Submitter ID: 542 
 Hearing? No 
Diana Hollis    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
Not really because my rates are going to be higher, Central Hawke's Bay people already pay huge rates to 
the Council for our area which are going to increase over the next few years. They are never going to come 
down. I don't know how people are supposed to cope with all this. Pastoral rates are coming down, and 
they are the very reason we are having these weather events which are only going to get worse because of 
the green house gases they create. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
Does not count in CHB 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Yes 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Don't know 
Not sure about this as a bill is a bill and at the end of the day it has to be paid. If its written off someone 
else will have to pay eventually. The water barons in CHB should be paying their debt of the water rights to 
the HBRC. This is another reason it angers me, my rates go up and they get off paying their debt. What is 
right about that? 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 543 
 Hearing? No 
Gary Jones   on behalf of Mr Apple 
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies:    Commercial/Industrial  

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
More equitable: The assumption that capital value relates to an "ability to pay" is inconsistent with the 
fundamental principle of equity. Equity relates to use and access to a service and the HBRC has not 
provided a persuasive argument that this modal is equitable. More stable: Capital values of horticultural 
properties fluctuate and the impacts of the cyclone, cost increases, and changes in global trade conditions 
will all result in downward pressures.  There is no agreed way of evaluating the value of PVR protected 
varieties. Many will not be successful in the long-term despite some short-term success. Fairer: From a 
horticultural orchard perspective the modal of “exacerbator-pays” is a poor fit. Modern orchards enhance 
their ecosystems. Takes and discharges are monitored and attract fees. International environmental 
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assurance systems must be independently audited to meet global supply-chain requirements. These meet 
New Zealand and international regulatory requirements, but regional Governments are slow to accept 
them. With a cost of $2000 per orchard it would be well received to have HBRC recognise and reward the 
robustness of these assurance systems. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
It is hard to see how export horticultural industries will benefit from regional economic development rates, 
in particular funding Hawke's Bay Tourism. The Regional Economic Development Agency (REDA) is yet to 
provide an operational plan for Matariki but its goals are foundational in people and community rather 
than aspirational for business. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
The new rating map proposed covers large areas that are un-serviced. From a horticultural perspective 
employers are already asked by MSD to provide transport to workers as public transport does not service 
these businesses. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
HBRC should allow more time for public discussion and not undertake the consultation over the holiday 
period. With the impact of cyclone Gabrielle on Hawke's Bay this is not the right time to impose higher 
rates on horticultural operators. 
 
 Submitter ID: 544 
 Hearing? No 
Humprey Symons    
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Residential     

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
 I disagree with proposal to change rating system. 
1) People over 70 on fixed income will not be able to meet anymore big increase are struggling now. 
2) People who are renting will not be able to pay large rent increases as their income won't be increased to 
cover so many extra cost 
3) Council should not be looking at doing any new projects instead of fixing inferastructure which has not 
been maitained properly over the years. 
4) Brookfields Bridge should be replaced with a new one the cost won't get any less than now and govt is 
putting up most of the money. Anyway dangerous not to have another way in & out of Napier incase of 
another natural disaster 
 
 Submitter ID: 545 
 Hearing? No 
Sarah Brun    
Constituency: Tamatea-Central Hawke's Bay 
Type of property/ies:   Lifestyle   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
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Regional Council is environment and land focussed - it makes complete sense to have rates based on LV 
versus CV. 

CHB ratepayers being especially impacted by this change (47% per your consultation doc) given the 
differences in LV and CV - a lot of first time home buyers or young families who have purchased land and 
put a transportable home or new build. This doesn't make us any more able to contribute higher rates than 
someone in Havelock North that has a much closer aligned LV and CV for their property.  

It makes no sense to me that pastoral farmers are the winners out of this, and urban/lifestyle are the 
losers. Farmers (by default) are the ones contributing more negatively to the environment and waterways 
etc due to what they do with their land. We have a 10acre lifestyle property with no stock, bore, 
waterways. We have rainwater tanks, cut the grass for hay only and have invested in our own wetland area 
and native planting. It seems ludicrous we are going to get punished for that out of proportion to a farm 
down the road actively doing the opposite. Also penalising those who have increased the CV of their home 
via renovations or improvements versus pastoral farmers again makes no sense in the context of a regional 
council rate and what you are focussed on.  

Hawke's Bay is not the right make up for this to make sense and be fair. Alongside some huge financial 
increases to local district council rates and on top of the cyclone impacts that has impacted businesses and 
jobs - this seems the complete wrong timing to be considering this. Do not support this change. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? Yes 
Agree in principle to broaden the rate out to wineries, orchards etc. A lot of the effort and work in this area 
directly benefits them / their workforces. Agree also to keep this a targeted rate versus basing on CV. 

3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? No 
Again, due to changing to a CV rate versus LV - feel we are going to wear the brunt of this which is not 
proportionate to the benefit. Seems unfair. Why not a targeted fixed rate? 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? Yes 
Not directly impacted, but agree with extension of rating area based on development, this makes sense. 
Still not sold on fairness of a LV to CV argument for this either. 

5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? Don't know 
I found this confusing and hard to work through in the document. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? No 
Don't agree with move to CV from LV and non-rural ratepayers contributing more to this - when they 
already will be contributing more to district rate increases that many of the rural properties do not, and do 
not impact these tartgeted areas as much with their properties. 

7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? Yes 
Agree with commentary in consultation document. 

8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? No 
 
 Submitter ID: 546 
 Hearing? No 
Hugh Ritchie on behalf of Water Holding HB    
Constituency:  
Type of property/ies:    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
Water Holdings Hawkes Bay (WHHB) wish to make a submission on the LTP with the main area of concern 
being science charges for water take consents.  
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Water Holdings is the current owner of the residual assets of the RWSS these assets centre around 
consents to store up to 100 million m3 of water for release for environmental and consumptive use. This 
project has been stalled by the legal impediment of the status of relevant land managed under the 
Conservation Act 1987 and hence the legal impediment has also stalled the ability to action the consents to 
which science charges are being applied. The rationale behind section 36 science charges is to enable the 
effects of consented activities to be monitored and any effects understood and if needed additional 
controls introduced. It is therefore very hard to see how consents that are not being actioned can have any 
effect and with no effect what is there to be monitored.  

Water Holdings HB does not support water allocations being tied up in unexercised consents and supports 
the use it or lose approach. There could be an argument that Section 36 charges on unimplemented 
consents is a further driver to give effect to consents issued. However, I would again reinforce the point 
that Water Holdings is currently prevented from actioning its consents for legal reasons beyond its control, 
so that rationale does not apply. 

In terms of the mandatory criteria under section 36AAA(3) of the RMA: 

•while there remains a legal impediment to giving effect to its consents, WHHB receives no benefit from 
the monitoring to which the charges relate as distinct from the community as a whole. 

•while there remains a legal impediment to giving effect to its consents, the need for HBRC’s actions to 
which the charge relates do not arise from the actions of WHHB; and 

•most relevantly which regard to science charges, while there remains a legal impediment to giving effect 
to its consents, the monitoring cannot relate to the likely effects on the environment of WHHB’s activities 
and/or the benefit to WHHB of the monitoring to which the charges relate cannot exceed the likely benefit 
of the monitoring to the community as a whole. 

In the circumstances, it is WHHB’s position that none of the statutory criteria for imposing a science 
monitoring charge on it apply, and any such charges fixed through the LTP would be of doubtful validity or 
legally unreasonable. 

The second area of concern has been the methodology used to set the charges. The charges have risen 
from 48k to close to 200k in 4 years – noting that the overall fees and charges the Council levies have 
doubled over the same period.  Noting the statutory criteria referred to above, not only the basis for but 
the hugely increased level of charges imposed is manifestly unreasonable and disproportionate. 

As a holder of water consents in my own business there has not been anywhere near the increase and we 
actually use the consents - so there is a basis for monitoring and some thing to monitor. The tiered nature 
of the charging system does not seem to provide a particularly fair outcome for all consent holders. Small 
users might have a small effect but their cumulative effect is large. It could be argued that it would actually 
cost more to manage the effects of small takes in terms of site visits and data collection from many sites to 
work up the effects. This system has large takes not only paying more due to volume but also due to rate 
and so as the largest consent we get the largest bill on both theoretical volume and rate, while having no 
effect at all due to the legal impediment preventing the consents from being given effect to. I would also 
contend that as the science is being done on a catchment basis and not an individual take basis then the 
total amount required by council for the monitoring should be pro-rata across all consents as every litre 
used has the same effect.  

HBRC has published its own report around water demand into the future and the main message is that 
there is not enough currently and that only gets worse going forward. We would contend that the shortfall 
is understated if you were to include environmental flow requirements and if you also wanted to have a 
growth strategy for the Province. One would think then that HBRC would be doing everything in its power 
to address this shortfall and work with and support projects trying to address this current and growing 
problem. As we write this submission Napier and Hastings are on level 2 restrictions. Continued cutting and 
dividing the existing takes will eventually put at risk our biggest economic driver due to lack of reliable 
water supply.  
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In summary the position of WHHB is that legally impeded consents should not be subject to S36 charges 
due to the lack of any effect and the lack of any benefit to WHHB as distinct from the community as a 
whole. Secondly the methodology used to calculate the S36 charges needs to be fair, transparent and 
equitable which, based our experience to date, they have not been. On both grounds, imposing further 
charges on WHHB would be both legally inappropriate, unjustified and unreasonable.  Finally, the council 
and the community needs catchment solutions for water security and so should be encouraging actions 
that could help deliver solutions.. 

6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 547 LATE 
 Hearing? No 
Jen Cashmore  
Constituency:  
Type of property/ies:    

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? No 
I’m strongly opposed, it is not fair to charge us by going off over inflated residential land value and 
especially not house value (with what you purpose). 
Why do those residents who all equally benefit from regional works have to pay more just because land 
and house is more over inflated than another, we all equally benefit, it should just be a reasonable flat rate 
for everyone. Be fair your system isn’t. 

2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
 
 Submitter ID: 548 LATE 
 Hearing? No 
Bill Buddo  
Constituency: Ngaruroro/Wairoa 
Type of property/ies:   Rural 

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? Yes 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? Yes 
I support the move to capital rating system, as we as pastoral farmers have been historically overpaying for 
the work the regional council does in flood protection. Our land is unimproved, and as such if flooded, does 
not cost us much. In comparison, someone who has invested in the land (bigger capital value), has much 
more to lose if the regional council is unable to protect their land. Therefore, capital value is a better 
measure of benefit from regional council work, and rating on this basis is fairer. 

4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? Yes 
I also support the new land management and biodiversity/security proposal. The whole region benefits 
from the work done in this space, and we on our farm spend much time on pest control. As such, we don’t 
need the regional council support in this space, but recognise that TB control and biodiversity is important 
across the region, not just on individual properties. Perhaps a higher differential could be considered for 
those properties who most benefit. 
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7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? 
Finally, my family and I have been farming my property in Poukawa for over 100 years. When Pakeha 
arrived and started farming this land, it was already lacking in native forest. I have never had to clear scrub 
on this land, and we have very little in the way of remaining native vegetation. Only a few flax bushes on 
cliffs in the hills and some cabbage trees. In comparison, my property in Wairoa has large tracts of remnant 
native flora. When I fence a paddock or waterway there, native vegetation regrows very quickly with no 
planting needing to be done. This is not the case in Poukawa. Here we have planted much of our waterways 
(nearly all on the farm), not because we have to (TANK is not compelling us to yet), but because it is the 
sensible thing to do. However, only weeds grow on the fenced stream banks here, as there are no seeds in 
the ground to start native flora growing. This makes the support of the regional council critical to 
revegetating any land in this area where it does not impede water flow. 
 
 Submitter ID: 549 
 Hearing? Yes 
Nigel Bickle on behalf of Hastings District Council  
Constituency: Heretaunga-Hastings 
Type of property/ies: Other   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
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 Submitter ID: 550 
 Hearing? No 
Ross Frankin, Caroline Thompson, Brent Chamberlain, Gary Borg (chief financial officers) on behalf of 
Hastings DC, Napier CC, Central Hawke’s Bay DC and Wairoa DC  
Constituency: all 
Type of property/ies: Other   

1. Do you support the proposed move from LV to CV for the general rate? - 
2. Do you support the regional economic development rate proposal? - 
3. Do you support the flood protection and drainage schemes proposal? - 
4. Do you support the passenger transport rate proposal? - 
5. Do you support the freshwater science charges and new targeted rate proposal? - 
6. Do you support the sustainable land management and biodiversity/biosecurity proposal? - 
7. Do you support the additional policies for rates remission and postponement? - 
8. Do you have feedback on any other of the proposed changes to the draft Revenue & Financing Policy? - 
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