Appendix A: Naming Conventions
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Naming Conventions:

Where applicable, the following naming conventions apply. (Note that the direction of travel for the
numbering of the piers is from west to east).
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Appendix B: Bridge Inspection Summary
B1: Bridge No. 2: Smali Foothridge (1 page)
B2: Bridge No. 3: Chasm Creek Bridge (4 pages)

B3: Bridge No. 4: Pages Stream Bridge (5 pages)
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Appendix C: OBIS Inventory Sheets
C1: Bridge No. 2: Small Footbridge (1 page)
CZ2: Bridge No. 3: Chasm Creek Bridge (1 page)

C3: Bridge No. 4: Pages Stream Bridge (1 page)
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Appendix D: Photographs
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Chlorinated Swimming Pools Can Caunse Asthma In Swimmers
https:/fwww.thoughtes.com/chlorinated-swimming-pools-and-asthma-3168538

Woater Teoabment £ lenrionls Lsed Vo Bndoor Swinoning Pools Cankd 8o The Colpri

by Allan Finney, Envron Envircnmental Lid. ¢ SETRSE LI R A

Chlovine treated indoor swimming pools can cause asthma or other br eatlnng problems in
swimmers according to research from several sources. These findings may explain why swimmers
are more prone to asthma and other breathing problems than athletes in other sports. The chlorine
used to sanitize the swimming pool might have harmful side effects.

"Qur results show, indeed, that nitrogen trichloride (produced by Chlorine) is a cause of
occupational asthma in indoor swimming pool workers like lifeguards and swim instructors,” says
Dr. K. Thickett of the Occupational Lung Diseases Unit at the Birmingham Heartlands Hospital.

In Dr. Thickett's study, each of the subjects either stopped taking inhaled corticosterocids
altogether, or their asthma symptoms resolved significantly once they were placed in other
occupations away from the swimming pools. Dr. Thickett's study was backed up by research from
other European and Australian sources.

The problem isn't the chlorine, but what chlorine turns into when combined with organics, The
organics are contributed by bathers in the pool in the form of sweat, dander, urine and other
organics. The chlorine reacts with the organics and produces nitrogen trichloride, aldehydes,
halogenated hydrocarbons, chloroform, trihalomethanes and chloramines. If these sound like
dangerous chemicals, they are. During the Olvmpic Games held in Australia, it was reported that
more than one-quarter of the American swim team suffered from some degree of asthma.

Meanwhile, investigators in Belgium presented research showing that exposure to such
chloramines greatly increases permeability of the lung epithelium, a condition associated with
smoking cigarettes. In a study presented by Dr. Simone Carbonnelle, of the industrial toxicology
and occupational medicine unit at the Catholic University of Louvam in Brussels, 226 otherwise
healthy school children, mean age 10, were followed to determine how much time they spent
around indoor swimming pools, and the condition of their lung epithelium.

The children in Dr. Carbonnelle's study were exposed to air around the school swimming pool for a
mean of 1.8 hours per week.

The level of lung permeability would be the equivalent of what she would expect to see in a heavy
smoker, according to Dr. Carbonnelle. "These findings suggest that the increasing exposure to
chlorine-based disinfectants used in swimming pools and their by-products might be an
unsuspected risk factor in the rising incidence of childhood asthma and allergic diseases,” she said.
The variation in lung surfactants persisted whether the children lived in a rural area or in the city,
and whether they were from upper income, or less well-off farnilies, she added.

As part of Dr. Thickett's study, three employees of a local public swimming pool who complained
of asthma-like symptoms were subjected to chloramine challenge tests in which, in the lab setting,
they were exposed o roughly the same amounts of chloramine as they would be exposed at work
(i.e., around the swimming pool, close to the surface of the water).

Measurements of nitrogen trichloride were taken at 15 points around the pooi 1m above the
surface of the water. When exposed to equivalent amounts of the chemical in the lab, the three
subjects all experienced significant reductions in forced expiratory volume in one second (FEV1),
and high measurements on their Occupational Asthma Expert System (OASYS) scores, a
measurement of asthima and allergy severity.
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In the Belgium study, chloramines in the air around the surface of the pool were measured. In
addition, three specific proteins were measured in the children: SF-A and SF-B (surfactant A and
B) and Clara cell protein 16 (CC16). Surfaciant A and B are lipid-protein structures which enhance
the bio-physical activity of langs lessening surface tension in the lung epithelium and preventing
the collapse of the alveoli at the end of expiration. Anything that impairs the function of these
surfactants will clearly impair lung function as well, because it makes the epithelivun more
permeable.

Both of these studies were concerned with chlorine byproducts in the air above indoor swimming
pools. In the next article on the dangers of chlorinated pools, we'll look at studies related to
drinking water and swimming pools.

Studies in the United States, Canada and Norway have linked chlorine byproducts in ordinary tap
water to higher risks of miscarriages and stillbirths in pregnant women and increased incidences
of bladder and colon cancer. Of disturbing news for indoor swimming pool patrons are studies that
show much higher levels of these chemicals are found in swimmers. And the highest levels are
found in the most active swimmers.

The heightened risk is linked to exposure to a contaminant found in chlorinated water called {
trihalomethanes (THMs) which forms when chlorine reacts with organic material. THMs are a '
widely recognized carcinogen.

While regulation changes in Canada and the United States have put tighter restrictions on the
levels of THMs allowed in tap water, no such regulations exist for swimming pool water. This is in
spite of a study that found a 1 hour swim resulted in a chloroform dose 141 times the dose from a
10 minute shower and 93 times greater than exposure by ingestion of tap water.

» Recent Studies on THMs in tap water include:

o Astudy by California health department investigators Kirsten Waller and Shanna Swann
examined the records of 5,144 pregnant women from the Fontana, Santa Clara and Walnut
Creek areas. They reported a 15.7% higher chance of miscarriage among women who drank
5 or more glasses of chlorinated water per day.

= A Canadian study reports that women who drink tap water containing high levels of
trihalomethanes are twice as likely to have stillbirths. This Dalhousie University study
reported that pregnant women increase their risk the more they drink or bathe in water
containing the compounds. This study was reported in the scientific journal Epidemiology.

L

= A Norwegian study of 141,000 births over a three-year period found a fourteen percent
increased risk of birth defects in areas with chlorinated water.

Despite these studies and the limited studies on swimming pool patrons, most swimming pool
managers are probably unaware that they are exposing their patrons to THMs. This problem is not
widely known and for the most part is ignored by the media.

In swimming pools, the most obvious and instant signs of high exposure to these chemicals is red
eyes, rashes and other skin irritations or problems. And the highest exposure would appear to be
for athletes and other swimmers who exert themselves physically in the water. Researchers report
a mean chloroform uptake of 25.8 [micro]g/h for a swimmer at rest and 176.8 [microlg/h) after 1
hour swimming. Other studies note that inhalation is an important route of exposure and the
uptake through this route is affected by various factors including the number of swimmers,
turbulence, and breathing rate. Which means that for elite athletes, the risk of exposure at water
level is significantly higher than for that of a casual swimmer. And in both cases, the dosages of
THMs far exceed what is considered allowable by merely drinking a glass of chiorinated tap water.
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While the incidence of miscarriages and stillbirths is in itself cause for concern, other problems
have been identified. Bladder cancer has been linked to chlorinated drinking water in an average of
ten out of eleven studies. One of the studies in Ontario, conducted with funding from Health
Canada, found that fourteen to sixteen percent of bladder cancers in Ontario showed a direct
correlation fo drinking water containing high levels of chlorine by-products. Chlorinated water has
been linked to colon and rectal cancers in the studies, but the oceurrences were not as common as
those for bladder cancer.

Scolutions?

Dr. John Marshall, of the Pure Water Association, an American consumer group campaigning for
safer drinking water, states: "It shows we should be paying more attention to the chemicals we put
in our drinking water and we should be looking for other alternatives to chlorination.

A number of safe, non-toxic options exist, such as treating water with ozone gas or ultra violet
light."

Chlorine byproducts found in swimming pools are linked to higher incidences of asthma, lung
damage, stillbirths, miscarriages and bladder cancer, according to credible research conducted in
the U.S., Canada, Norway, Australia and Belgium.

One researcher noted that 10-year-old children spending an average of 1.8 hours per. week in an

indoor swimming pool environment suffered lung damage she would expect to see in an adult
smoker.
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SUBMISSION FORM

Please read the Cons ultation Document and/or the Draft Long Term Plan before providing your feedback.
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Please read the Consultation Document and/or the Draft Long Term Plan before providing your feedback.
Please return your completed form to Council by 4:30pm Friday 25 May 2018;

Email: LTP@hdc.govt.nz

Fax: [03] 788-8041 @

Post: Buller District Council, PO Box 21, Wesiport 7866

Deliver to; Buller District Council, Brougham Street, Westport 7925

Submitters details 5 .
Name: Me/Mrs/Miss/is: %95/?’/\, {1 \(\f}?‘f\}éa’“/\ ifﬂ? ~5 M/}L é/(/’

Organisation (if relevant);

Do you wish to speak at the Long Term Plan Hearing? Yes D No B’

. . - AN
Address: 7 3 Ae 576/?% S ;Q X ond
Phone: e 7328 59F
Emnail: 7/

keytssue: _ LACK  pF  Bepa KERB_S_eHAdNEL- L/--: PROTPTH )

Comments: wh Tﬂé’rg\ i A IFF THE STR L@'}&’ o cRIES
THE Qeelzs « a9 MY CAIZE D 13
g&wgﬂﬁj SWT™ M/Y conclive U DA LT
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1/ - y
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¥

Thank you for your feedback
Submissions must be received by
4:30pm Friday 25 May 2018
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=
HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND
x I LY
LIEEE L pouHERE TAONGA
B®Y

25 May 2018 File ref: 33004-108

Buller District Council -~
PO Box 21

Westport 7866 C\/]/

Email: ltp@bdc.govt.nz

To whom it may concern

RE. HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND POUHERE TAONGA SUBMISSION ON LONG TERM PLAN 2018-2028
CONSULTATION

1. Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the draft Buller Long Term Plan 2018-2028
(“the Plan”).

Roles and Responsibilities of Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

2. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (“Heritage New Zealand”) is an autonomous Crown Entity
with statutory responsibility under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 for the
identification, protection, preservation, and conservation of New Zealand’s historic and cultural
heritage. Heritage New Zealand is New Zealand's lead heritage agency.

Draft Long Term Plan 2018-2028

Community Outcomes

3. As Buller District Council (“the Council”) already appreciates, well cared for and promoted historic
heritage has the potential to be a considerable draw card for both tourism and people wanting to
move to an area. Heritage plays an important role in creating an engaging and vibrant region,
which in turn, fosters local identity, sense of place and helps build the economy. In recognition of
this, Heritage New Zealand advocates that councils acknowledge historic and cultural heritage
where appropriate in community outcomes.

4, Heritage New Zealand supports the recognition of the importance of historical and cultural
heritage in the Buller District under the community outcome ‘Who we are — a happening region
with a strong community spirit and distinctive lifestyle’. The importance of heritage to both
residents of and visitors to the Buller District is also recognised throughout the Plan.

District Revitalisation

Building Rationalisation

5. Heritage New Zealand’s key concern is the impact of rationalisation on the potential future use of
the Clocktower and the Carnegie Library. Heritage New Zealand supports the ongoing,
contemporary use of listed heritage buildings. Heritage New Zealand staff are available to give
advice when any change is proposed to heritage buildings to ensure the change is appropriate to
the heritage values of the building.
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6. Heritage New Zealand strongly supports the setting aside of funds for the seismic assessment and
upgrade of the Carnegie Library, a Category 2 heritage building (pg. 101), particularly in light of the
recent Earthquake-prone Building legislation. Earthquake strengthening contributes to more
resilient towns, and can provide for higher rates of econemic and general community recovery in
the event of an earthquake.

Westport Revilatisation Project Design Framework

7. Heritage New Zealand are encouraged by the identification of heritage buildings as one of the
‘building blocks’ for revitalisation within the Westport Revitalisation Project Design Framework.
Heritage New Zealand support the continued implementation of the Framework where it seeks to
celebrate and enhance the heritage buildings of Westport.

Support for owners of Historic Heritage

Heritage incentives

8. As issues such as earthquake strengthening and unreinforced masonry are being given more
recognition, support for building owners has only become more crucial. Without collaboration
between councils, building owners, and other stakeholders {including Heritage New Zealand),
there is a risk that New Zealand will lose significant heritage, and that individual districts will lose
an important cultural, social, and economic resource.

9. The availability of funding for owners of heritage buildings to undertake maintenance and
enhancement works can often be the difference between a historically significant resource falling
into disrepair, or it being preserved for present and future generations to engage with and learn
from.

10. There are a range of other incentives Council could utilise to promote the protection and
conservation of historic heritage. Possible incentives include rates rebates, and the provision of
specialist advice to building owners. Regulatory incentives relating to exemptions from select
district plan provisions could include for example: reduced parking requirements or reduced
restrictions to incentivise owners to retain heritage buildings and adaptively reuse as appropriate.
Meritage New Zealand advocates for councils to implement a range of different incentives. This
helps to protect historic heritage and shows a council’s commitment to the preservation of New
Zealand’s history.

11. To assist Council in investigating heritage incentives, the Incentives for Historic Heritage Toolkit,
prepared by Heritage New Zealand hitp://www.heritage.org.nz/resources/sustainable-
management-guides has further suggestions for incentives, some of which could be promoted in a
long-term plan. The checklist on pages 8-9 is useful for assessing the quality of incentive proposals.

Outcome sought:

12. That Council considers establishing heritage incentives to encourage and facifitate heritage
maintance and enhancement projects in Buller District.

Conclusion

13, Heritage New Zealand is available to answer any queries Council may have regarding this
submission. We can offer further advice to Council and other owners of heritage buildings
regarding heritage conservation, as required.
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14. Heritage New Zealand does not wish to be heard in support of this submission.

Yours sincerely

CW e

Sheila Watson

Director

Southern Region

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

Address for Service

Milly Woods

Planner

Southern Region

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga

PO Box 4403, Christchurch Mail Centre 8140
Email: mwoods@heritage.org.nz
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SUBMISSION FORM

Please read the Consultation Document and/or the Draft Long Term Plan before providing your feedback.

Please return your completed form to Council by 4:30pm Friday 25 May 2018:
Email: LTP@bdc.govt.nz
Fax: [03] 788-8041

Post: Buller District Council, PO Box 21, Westport 7866
Deliver to: Buller District Council, Brougham Street, Westport 7925

Submitters details
Name: Mr/Mrs/Miss/Ms: Betty Walsh
Organisation (if relevant): >
Do you wish to speak at the Long Term Plan Hearing? Yﬁsm No D

Address: 470 Cranford Street, Redwood, CHRISTCHURCH 8051

( Phone: 03 9608229
Email: bet_ed.walsh@xtra.co.nz

Holcim's Coastal Farmland at Tauranga Bay and it's end use as proposed in the Draft District LTP

Key Issue:

Comments: | Wish to express my concerns that the Buller District Council, in its draft LTP, has suggested that
land at Tauranga Bay could possibly be used for residential or commercial development.

Refer to 3. Strategic Community Sites for Council to Retain: Land at Tauranga Bay.
This is in spite of, and in complete contrast to, promises made by Holcim for its end use.

I wish to be heard at the hearing.

Thanks - Betty Walsh

Thank you for your feedback ! I !

Submissions must be received by BULLER

4:30pm Friday 25 May 2018 DISTRICT COUNCIL
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23 May 2018

Buller District Council
PO Box 21

Westport 7866

Email: tp@bdc.govt.nz

Submission on Buller District Council Long Term Plan 2018-2028

West Coast Civil Defence Emergency Management Group appreciates the opportunity to make a
submission on the consultation document concerning the Buller District Council Long Term Plan
2018-2028

Background on the West Coast Civil Defence Emergency Management Group (WC CDEM)

WC CDEM Group is mandated under the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 Section 12.
The delivery of the function of civil defence on the West Coast is via a shared services agreement
that supports the intent of the abovementioned legislation. The purpose of this legislation is
outlined below:

The purpose of this Act, which repeals and replaces the Civil Defence Act 1983, is to—
(a) improve and promote the sustainable management of hazards (as that term is defined in this Act)
in a way that contributes to the social, economic, cultural, and environmental well-being and safety
of the public and also to the protection of property; and
(b) encourage and enable communities to achieve acceptable levels of risk (as that term is defined in
this Act), including, without limitation,—

(i) identifying, assessing, and managing risks; and

(i) consulting and communicating about risks; and

(iii) identifying and implementing cost-effective risk reduction; and

(iv) monitoring and reviewing the process; and
(c) provide for planning and preparation for emergencies and for response and recovery in the event
of an emergency; and
(d) require local authorities to co-ordinate, through regional groups, planning, programmes, and
activities related to civil defence emergency management across the areas of reduction, readiness,
response, and recovery, and encourage co-operation and joint action within those regional groups;
and
(e) provide a basis for the integration of national and local civil defence emergency management
planning and activity through the alignment of local planning with a national strategy and national
plan; and
(f) encourage the co-ordination of emergency management, planning, and activities related to civil
defence emergency management across the wide range of agencies and organisations preventing or
managing emergencies under this Act and the Acts listed in section 17(3).

In summary, the WC CDEM Group has a mandated requirement to assess and address natural

hazards and to encourage the co-ordination of emergency management response and recovery
activities.
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Key Issues:

Resilience of the existing Emergency Operations Centre (EQC) at its current location

As identified in the consultation document, the existing EOC is situated in the grandstand building at
Victoria square. Whilst this situation is ideal in terms of council current available building stock, it
has several performance criteria for an operative EQC that are not met.

Some of the issues pertain to redundancy of infrastructure servicing such as electricity however the
primary concern is the buildings structural rating in that it is not rated to IL4 as is required. It is
worth noting that a building rating is reflective of the weakest element within the structure and is
not necessarily reflective of the integrity of the structure as a whole, or an average.

It is therefore suggested that a detailed structural assessment be conducted in consideration of
determining the options for upgrade to increase the resilience of the structure or parts thereof to
enable and enhance the EOC function. This would be considered alongside the 3 main options
identified as a contingency/capacity opportunity.

Key Issue:

District Revitalisation Options Regarding building infrastructure

There is another key issue that WC Group considers must form part of the discussion and decision
making process. In accordance with the CDEM Act we have a requirement to identify assess and
manage risks. | appreciate that the consultation document {page 11, column 2, paragraph 1)
discounts provision of feedback on building options, it is implicit that any solution must be "fit for
future”. Any ongoing discussion around building stock options including rationalisation must contain
discussion on natural hazard risk, not just on hazards present now but on those hazards as we expect
them to evolve with the effects of climate change, also as acknowledged within the consultation
document. A fit for purpose EQC remains paramount for the successful delivery of CDEM services to
the Buller district.

The current weather medelling available to inform Civil Defence and the existing engineering
infrastructure in place is insufficient to adequately allow the CDEM Group confidence in appropriate
evacuation procedures to protect the community and businesses of Westport. Improvements in
these factors will not provide sufficient mechanisms to resilience beyond events we would currently
deem as small 1o medium in nature. As these events are expected to increase in frequency and
severity this confidence will be further challenged.

We consider it imperative that the site selection criteria for any new facilities consider these aspects,
particularly tooking to the future and how we address natural hazard management. Based on the
science available currently we would expect the existing identified sites to be compromised within
the lifecycle of the facilities. We would be grateful of the opportunity to proactively engage with
council around the location and resilience of the District Revitalisation options.

Key Issue

Budget Allocation for local component of CDEM activity

The 2018-2028 describes the rele and function of Civil Defence Emergency Management (Page 28).
This section specifically states “Each council has it's own Civil Defence operation and structure which
is staffed by a dedicated group of highly skilled volunteers, many of whom work for Council in their
day jobs”
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This then follows on under “What is Council doing about Climate Change” with: “As extremaes.......
Council will have to spend more on building resilience of its infrastructure, and also on maintaining
readiness and building capability of the local Civil Defence Team”

This emphasis if fully supported by both the Group office and the recent operational debriefs from
the two former tropical cyclones in 2018, Fehi and Gita. This focus on, and desire to maintain and
improve capability requires a suitable level of local funding commitment to match. it is understood
that this function has been appropriately supported to allow this development. The West Coast
group office fully supports and commends this position.

We thank you for the opportunity to submit and do not require to speak to our submission.

Yours Sincerely

Mark Crowe

Regional Director Emergency Management & Natural Hazards
Tel. 03 769 9329 | Moh. 021937014

E: marke@werc.govt.nz

PG Box 66, Greymouth 7840
388 Main South Road
www.werc.govi.nz

WEST COAST

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

Page 371



fospilil,

NEW ZEALAND

Hospitality New Zealand
Buller Branch

SUBMISSION ON BULLER LONG TERM PLAN
May 2017

CONTACT DETAILS: Hospitality New Zealand
Buller Branch
Contact: Kelly Harris
Phone: 027 430 5074
Email: Kelly.harris@hospitalitynz.org.nz
www.hospitalitynz.org.nz

Hospitality NZ Submission — Long Term Plan — Buller District
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About Hospitality New Zealand

Hospitality NZ is a voluntary trade association which has operated since 1902 and currently
represents over 3,000 hospitality businesses throughout New Zealand, including Taverns, Pubs,
Bars, Restaurants, Cafes, Retail Liquor and Commercial Accommodation providers such as
Camping Grounds, Lodges, Motels, Hotels and Backpackers.

Of our 3,000 members, over 1,000 are traditional commercial accommodation operators
managing around 28,000 rcoms nationwide.

Hospitality NZ has a 115-year history of advocating on behalf of the hospitality and tourism
sector and is led by Chief Executive, Vicki Lee. Our Buller Regional Manager is Kelly Harris, and
our Buller Accommeoedation Sector Group is led by Karen Forsman, Omau Settlers Lodge, Cape
Foulwind. And our Buller Branch President is Diana Storer, from Karamea Hotel, Karamea.

This submission is made on behalf of the Buller Branch of Hospitality New Zealand. Sixteen out
of twenty-five of our members have Commercial Accommodation as their core business or as an
addition to their business.

We appreciate the opportunity to make a submission on the Long Term Plan. We are
committed to working with the Buller District Council in order to develop a practical and
effective rating model that fairly reflects the various undertakings of activities and types of
property in the region.

We wish to make an oral submission to the Buller District Council should the opportunity arise.
Background

The Buller District Council has undertaken a review of its rating system with the view to create
a more equitable system, which reduces administration costs without increasing the overall
rates paid by the District. While, in principle, these aims are commendable the actual result
may create a significant rates increase for some businesses.

During the consultation process on the Proposed Rates Overhaul it was bought to light the
issue of the commercial accommodation sector has with the rating differentials for people
operating peer to peer accommaodation i.e. AirBnB or similar.

In many cases these are not being rated as commercial properties, even though their activities
would suggest otherwise.

The definitions of commercial and residential property (in relation to rates) contradict each
other.

Definition of residential property taken from the funding impact statement:
Rating Units, or parts of rating units being less than 4,000 sq metres in area, having no more

than one residential dwelling, and being primarily used for, or able to be used for, residential
living.

Hospitality NZ Submission —~ Long Term Plan — Buller District
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Definition of commercial property taken from the funding impact statement:

Rating units, or portions of rating units, used primarily for, or able to be used in terms of the
District Plan for, carrying out a commercial or trading enterprise, including retail and/or
wholesale, community, personal, business and repair services, offices, hotels, motels, camps
and air transport.

For example if a building can be used as a dwelling but also contains a commercial activity why
is it currently rated residential and not commercial?  fail to see why. This flaw allows for
multiple Air B&B/holiday homes that are 100% commercial to pay residential rates.

“The timeline for the land value rates differentials review is expected to occur over the next
three years." (Page 93 LTP)

We acknowledge that not all Online Accommodation Providers will be operating in a deeply
commercial way and as such any commercial ratings should be commensurate with the level of
activity. However, those operators who have developed a highly commercial Online
Accommodation offering should pay the appropriate levels of rates and also adhere to required
Council regulations and compliance.

Hospitality NZ would like to table an option to the BDC.

This is an “opt-out” option, whereby all Online Accommodation Providers are classified as full
business rates first and foremost. They then need to apply for a rates remission for
differential/mixed residential and business rates in line with the boundaries and levels as
proposed in the rating matrix.

We believe this is the best option for several reasons, including but not limited to:

» |t is more of a level playing field with traditional accommodation providers, as this is
the process that they have had to abide by.

e [t puts some onus on the accommodation provider to ensure they are rated correctly,
not solely on council

e It makes it much easier for council to identify individual operators as the operator will
be "all in” until they show and prove otherwise.

¢ \We believe this option will be much less costly or administratively burdensome for
council.

Rating of Online Accommodation Providers — our position:
o We support the rating of Online Accommodation Providers
e We recommend that Council include all types of accommodation providers, including

private rooms and entire residences.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit on this subject and we ook forward to having the
opportunity to speak on our submission. We would welcome the opportunity to attend any

Hospitality NZ Submission — Long Term Plan — Buller District
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workshops involving rating and befit solutions for the Buller Region we ask that we have
representation at the meetings/workshops.

To wait another three years for another review is not sustainable to current Buller commercial
accommodation operators.

The Buller Branch
Hospitality New Zealand

Hospitality NZ Submission — Long Term Plan — Buller District
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SUBMISSION FORM

'-:el'l us "
What yoy
like and

Please return your completed form to Council by 4:30pm Friday 25 May 2018: \ - d B e
Email: LTP@bdc.govt.nz @ "\ nt hi ke? ;
Fax: [03] 788-8041 REERye

Post: Buller District Council, PO Box 21, Westport 7866
Deliver to: Buller District Council, Brougham Street, Westport 7925

Please read the Consultation Document and/or the Draft Long Term Plan before providing your feedback.

Submitters details

Name: Mr/Mrs/Miss/Ms: !%ﬂn{ju 6,10WV\LA /H-er‘lm mLk’_ﬁﬂlLQ_
Organisation (if relevant): ReerTON INC o

Do you wish to speak at the Long Term Plan Hearing? Yes No D
Address: .2 A LZOADWAY é%ﬁ“@\"
( Phone: 024 24~ 1)

Email: fonnmwp R feeHon. N7
Key Issue:

Comments: Q(F@f otz Md Svioa1 S Y O

— Moy /<’}Of\r’)k_i.

Thank you for your feedback ! ! !

Submissions must be received by B U L L E R

4:30pm Friday 25 May 2018 DISTRICT COUNCIL
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Reefton Inc is seeking continued funding of $15,000 for the 2018-2019 year and onwards

The past year has seen Reefton businesses and Reefton inc

Invest heavily in a new Reefton website to beiter promote the town 2nd our activities.
Continue to run the summer festival, school holiday programmes, Christmas shopging promotion,
promote events, the town, reprint the Reefton brochures and town map etc.

Looking forward Reefton Inc intends to focus on marketing all the amazing things that we offer visitors.

We've now got things in place to really move forward on this

We've got the website, town map, Reefton and mountain biking brochure.

The main street itself is looking great with the majority of shops tenanted, painted and looking pretty
swish. :
We've got great town facilities to promote - our heated pool open for 9 months of the year, the
cinema with 6 screenings each week, a continuing strong golf club, still ‘famous’ rolter park, the great
sports and racing complex with the three annual race days

Then around us we've Victoria Forest Park, great mountain biking and tramping tracks, rafting and
fishing folk continuing to stream in each season — on the cycling scene, Tour Aotearoa voted Reefton
the best town en route, and with the best café in the South Island (second across NZ)

S0 our plan for 2018 onwards is

Eirstly to get everyorie using our website — get all the businesses on it, all our accommodation,
activities, town facilities, and make sure we continually update the events, the movies, and put out
interesting updates and snip bits.

Put in more street furniture and street art, promoting for instance our great mountain biking.

To make sure people know and can find cur swimming pool, our cinema, the roller park - this wili
include putting in new and interesting signage in the town as well as promoting in the media.
Actively scrutinise social media as well as printed publications, e.g. AA, on how Reefton is described
and promoted, something we haven’t done for a few years now. '

The kiosk at the public toi'ets (tatked about updating it for a few years now) is going to happen before
Christmas (not awaiting the new toilets)

Road sighs at the Junctions - Inangahua and Springs — at Springs we'd be promoting the whole of the
northern West Coast, and at inangahua, we'd be looking at putting one alongside the newly placed
Westport sign

Reefton’s public toilets — these really need replacing — we all know it's often the first experience
people who arrive to town’s have, and our toflets don't say good things about our town. What can
Reefton Inc do to help Council replace these —is thare anything?

The location of the toilets — they’re in the best spot for both visitors and the town so any new toilet
needs to be here also. Importantly we need replacement toilets fo fit in with our townscape —
Reefton Inc is happy to put up our hand to work on concepts for these.

There are a faw things we'll continue

To run the school holiday programme in April and September which helps promote the usage of the
swimming pool and cinema in the shoulder seasons

To work in with the town pre-Xmas parade and the shopping promaotion

Continue to promote the key events along with the town advertising December through Marcn
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Reefton Inc submission ctd

As part of this submission we alsg need to support

- Flags along Broadway — continued funding - these are great and hope funding continues for these

- Hanging baskets — continued funding — the flowers really make a difference to the streetscape
between December and April

- Swimming pool — the upgrade including the new roof is still planned for the 2018-2019 year? And
diving blocks requested but still not in place

- Housing for the elderly — the Council continue look at replacing the older flats with better
accommodation for elderly couples

- Community Centre — upgrade the backstage facilities/dressing rooms — mooted at the time of the
community centre upgrade but not achieved, the local operatic group are hindered each time they put
on a shaw by the poor and very small backstage dressing rooms.

- Heritage lights for Upper Broadway — part of the 2010 funding but not achieved and thankfully now
being driven by Graeme working in conjunction with WestReef to put the lights in ptace - the lights
thernselves have already been purchased and currently stored in Reefton

- Support cantinuation of public art funding which can potentially be used to help fund art projects
within our town :

- Support any assistance required for the national significant Reefton powerhouse project

. Council to continue to support the Reefton Visitor Centre and the Blacks Point Museum
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Submission 1o LTF 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern Is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats,

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older "bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subseqguently Reefton’s replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The huild has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outfining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two ‘bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples,

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears 1o be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedreom unit,
which previously and barely housed one cccupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are availzble in Reefion.

As Jandlords of the 'bomb shellers’ and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landiords under current laws of insulation and heating.

I the 2018-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective’ and the $534k for Reefton and $842k for
Woestport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Gavernment has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, iet alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement ar new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westpori’ with the comment that there are 'no negative efiects.’

We poini out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged In one single cccupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two ofd ‘bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council pricritise providing a unit able io house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.

Name of submitler: i,\,ﬂ e g‘ i(@fs g R
< I~ i/ \:}C,C {// e

- D
Address: = {Dpeiintain -

gnature: N (»'/’"«-

1 do / do notwant to be heard in support of this submission
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective’ and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.

Name ofsubmitter://e/, %};é_}f{ | J
Address: 26 Aﬁdf’f_{;’ﬂ/"‘ §7[ -—,ﬁfé’(/(( ,Q)//}/

Signature: %’M g

| de&’/ do not want to be heard in support of this submission
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older '‘bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one singie occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states "Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitabie unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter’ flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's repljacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draﬁt, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc hajive supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barelylhoused one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilitiesﬁare available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedbajck on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any fi‘nancial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available. ‘

We request that ‘

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4, Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.;
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton’s elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter’ flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton’s elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old '‘bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with |CB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and cne couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton’s replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters’ with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a2 small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that "planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reeflon and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
avallable.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old '‘bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Butler District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the reptacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older ‘bomb shelter flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted oui to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two ‘'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at ieast
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 fiats, all occupied except one homb shelter which appears io be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while stili no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the ‘bomb shelters’ and despite some inlerior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 118, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective’ and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Wastport was proposed 1o be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared fo invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states '"Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reeflon and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 L.TP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters’ with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly fials in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reeftan Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton. '
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom uni,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flais. Somehow
{his priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsegquently Reefton's replacernents were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two *bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats aor flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flais, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed cne occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the *homb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible tandlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council propases that 'planned constructicn of new units {(as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we awail feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective’ and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed fo be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any sociat housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Councif will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Weslport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects”’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one coupte on the waiting list with no suitable wnit
available.

We reguest that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters’ with urgency
3. Council pricritise providing & unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Coungil continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing anaother deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-18 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats,

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reeflon's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and riow, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefion inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with iwo bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rertal again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are aveilable in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

Inthe 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units {as per 2012-2022 LTP} is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will alse explore moving to a Councit Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective’ and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Wesiport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been uaprepared to inves! in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states "Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in cne single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council {reat the replacement of the two old *bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4., Council continue 1o investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-18 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats,

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reeflon's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and riow, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefion inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with iwo bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rertal again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are aveilable in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

Inthe 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units {as per 2012-2022 LTP} is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will alse explore moving to a Councit Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective’ and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Wesiport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been uaprepared to inves! in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states "Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in cne single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council {reat the replacement of the two old *bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4., Council continue 1o investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to he deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred untit 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'homb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states '‘Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reeflon and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with na suitable wunit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP
2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters’ with urgency
3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older '‘bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supporled the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters’ with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Councll proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with ne suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters’ with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed ane occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters’ with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the older 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has not happened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Inc have supported the replacements in previous APs and LTPs with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing the two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears to be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore moving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed fo be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.’

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.
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Submission to LTP 2018-2028 Buller District Council

Community concern is being shown at the disappearance of the 2015-16 budget for the replacement of two of
Reefton's elderly housing flats.

Annual Plans up until the LTP of 2015-2025 provided for the replacement of the clder 'bomb shelter' flats. Somehow
this priority shifted to the building of the Karamea flats.

Subsequently Reefton's replacements were shifted out to 2015-16. The build has ol hapzened and now, in 2017
with the 2018-2028 LTP draft, this budget has altogether disappeared.

Both ICB and Reefton Iric have supported the replacements in previous APs and L”a"[-"'s with ICB outlining the case for
retention of elderly housing and replacing tha two 'bomb shelters' with two bedroom flats or flats that can at least
comfortably house married couples.

Currently Reefton has 16 flats, all occupied except one bomb shelter which appears ‘o be deemed unsuitable for
rental again, and 10 people on the waiting list. We have one married couple crammed into a small one bedroom unit,
which previously and barely housed one occupant, with the married couple paying the couple rental for that privilege,
while still no couple facilities are available in Reefton.

As landlords of the 'bomb shelters' and despite some interior upgrade of these two flats, Council are falling short of
being responsible landlords under current laws of insulation and heating.

In the 2015-2025 LTP p 115, Council proposes that 'planned construction of new units (as per 2012-2022 LTP) is
deferred as we await feedback on government policy. Council will also explore meving to a Council Trust to
determine if this offers any financial advantages from a funding perspective' and the $534k for Reefton and $642k for
Westport was proposed to be deferred until 2018/19.

We know Government has been unprepared to invest in any social housing, with the Labour Government only now
beginning to tackle the housing of the homeless, let alone the elderly.

On page 114 of the 2015-2025 LTP it states 'Council will delay the construction of replacement or new pensioner
units for Reefton and Westport' with the comment that there are 'no negative effects.'

We point out that lack of elderly housing for couples has a negative effect on the elderly when we have one couple
having spent years caged in one single occupant unit, and one couple on the waiting list with no suitable unit
available.

We request that

1. Council return the Reefton elderly housing budget to the 2018-2028 LTP

2. Council treat the replacement of the two old 'bomb shelters' with urgency

3. Council prioritise providing a unit able to house a elderly couple.

4. Council continue to investigate the Council Trust idea but without causing another deferment of the provision of
new elderly flats in Reefton.

c d { ) :
Name of submitter: I ¢V & 74 W [ A S, //L QELJ . L\J,uzqﬁ—"‘
Address: 15 /5%(9@ & ST, /*’\)E/f{f’fa/k/

Signature: Qw(f ézg:(,év v, 4/{ ‘ ﬂ N \J-),&ﬂ;#”'\

—=t=do / do not want to be heard in support of this submission
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Wairakei Research Centre
114 Karetoto Road
Wairakei

Private Bag 2000. Taupo
New Zealand

The Mayor and Councillors, T +64-7-374 8211
Buller District Council, Bsimiteta
P O Box 21,

Westport 7866.

By email: mayor@hbdc.govt.nz

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

Q1038a: Proposal for Geothermal Resources Definition Study

Following recent discussions with the Mayor and the distribution of related project papers, |
confirm GNS Science’s plan to undertake a Definition Study of the geothermal potential on the
West Coast. We seek Buller District Council's funding participation in the study.

A synopsis of the proposed study and the overall project is attached. It is fully consistent with
documents already provided and updated for recent activities.

We have received funding commitments from a number of parties totalling $170,000 towards
the proposed $205,000 budget for the study. The lead funder is Development West Coast who
have committed $60,000 and provided the formal contracting. Other funders are detailed in the

synopsis.
We ask that Buller District Council also contribute $20,000 +GST to the Study. Funding can
( be provided from 2017/18 or 2018/19 years as suits the Council. Your funding will ensure the

full scope of the project is addressed and will give you access to the reports, data and findings.

We may also ask that your staff provide input into consenting process explanation, and to
community and environmental considerations. We would approach any suggested Council
Staff.

For our part, GNS Science will underwrite any cost overrun or minor scope changes. GNS
Science will also freely contribute existing IP and contribute additional resources that may be
required as the project progresses.

Please consider this request at the earliest opportunity. If agreed, please sign the acceptance
below to formalise the contribution, or just issue a Purchase Order noting our proposal number.

Institute of Geoiogica\p&ﬁgwm Sciences Limited



Proposat Number: Q40384

Should you have any queries, or if more information is required, please do not hesitate to
contact myself at d.jennings@gns.cri.nz or phone 029 915 1666 or Greg Bignall, Head of the
Geothermal Science Department at g.bighall@gns.cri.nz or phone 07 376 0161.

Please note that | am available 1o attend any Council Meeting and can be available on May
30th if required.

Kind regards Accepted for and on behalf of Buller District
Council

b

u-'-—y SIGNEA BY: o,

Dave Jennings
Business Development Manager

-

(SIgNature): o,

&
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Definition Study of West Coast
Low Temperature Geothermal Resources and Usage

Project Overview

This proposal is for the preliminary investigation phase of a process that is expected to identify and
firm up the possible utilisation of low temperature (< 160 °C) geothermal heat, in the vicinity of the
alpine fault located in the Grey, Westland and Buller Districts. There is significant potential for use of
geothermal energy for direct heat use and small scale electricity generation to enhance to economic
growth of the West Coast.

Scientists from GNS have recorded and tracked the heat resources of the West Coast in the course of
their mineral exploration work for decades. In 2014 GNS in combination with Victoria University of
Wellington and the University of Otago led the Deep Fault Drilling {DFD) Project near Whataroa in
Westland District, The site was drilled to understand how earthquakes occur on geological faults.

The results of the DFD project were published in May 2017 and discuss the site's high geothermal
heat gradient, which is a measure of how guickly the temperature increases as you go deeper into
the earth. The drilling project discovered 100+C water starting at a depth of 630 metres. Oil drillers
have encountered 90C near Lake Brunner at similar depth. Surface expressians in the form of hot
pools are numerous along the fault zone, and well known at places like Maruia and Murchison.

GNS Science proposes to lead and coordinate the Definition Study phase and will start as soon as
funding can be confirmed.

The investigation (Phase 1 Definition Study) is the first stage of an overall work programme that is
suggested to be undertaken in three phases.

1) Definition Study Phase
2) Focused Investigation and testing
3) Project by project development

The Phase 1 Definition Study will involve some reconnaissance, but is primarily desk based and will
bring together what is known about the geothermal conditions of the Southern Alps of New Zealand.
The study is seeking to clarify and rank areas that might be investigated, with a ranking developed to
define the most prospective areas for heat supply development.

Phase 2 would be a focussed investigation to invelve fieldwork on the higher priority sites identified
in Phase 1. Phase 2 is expected to include some drilling and testing on up to four of the prospective
sites.

Phase 3 would be projects in the prospective areas that have been identified in the Phase 2
investigation work. This phase will see the establishment of facilities that enlarge the heat supply
and then develop the business uses for the heat that could be produced. This stage would be ted by
others with GNS Science involvement being limited to project specific technical advice.
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The outline of the definition study phase is:

1.1.Definition Study Phase 1.

The definition phase will look to define both the potential business uses of the heat and
identify where the best heat supply prospects are within the vicinity of the aips.

Potential Business Heat Use

Heat supply prospects from the alpine fault and associated zones
Pipeline and Technology Aspects

Meetings, Reporting and presentations

Estimating for Phase 2

Planning and Consenting

Cultural / Kaitiakitanga Considerations e
Environmental Considerations
Peer review
Target Outcomes
From meetings and discussions held during September and October 2017, a number of clear
objectives have emerged. The target outcomes of the Study are to:
1. Develop ranking criteria for both geothermal potential and business use aspects that
combined will be used to prioritise prospects.
2. ldentify the extent of potential geothermal prospects (if any) at locations such as of Maruia,
Murchison, Reefton, Haupiri, Brunner, Hokitika, Hokitika Gorge, Ross, Harihari, Whataroa,
Franz Josef and Fox Glacier. Heat flow modelling will cover the coastal areas where possible.
3. ldentify prospective geothermal resources at other localities on the West Coast, close to -
potential uses and / or development areas. (:ﬁ_j
4. Provide information and case material for research bids and/or grant applications to fund
Phase 2.
Timing

The Definition Study is expected to take six to nine months to complete. The project was launched
on 9™ May, with the primary outputs targeted for a project workshop in October.

Project Defiverables

Specific outputs from the project include:

Concise report outlining ranked prospects and the selection criteria (PDF format)
GIS “Potential” maps

GIS Database of the information collated

Workshops with key financiers

Group Workshop of all other stakeholders

U e
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GNS Science Capability

GNS Science has a long history of involvement in the geothermal industry, both in New Zealand and
overseas. This history is both as a Crown research Institute formed in 1992, and from its predecessor
organisation, the Department of Scientific and Industrial Research {DSIR).

GNS Science clients include all the current geothermal; power producers in the Taupo volcanic zone
and Northland. We have had involvement in a number of direct use projects in New Zealand. We
provide or have provided international consuliancy services in the Philippines, Indonesia, Comoros,
Caribbean and Chile.

and identifying specific areas that they might assist the study with.

This project would be undertaken under the GNS Science Standard Terms and Conditions, a copy of
which would provided as part of formalising an agreement. Under clause 5.2 we advise that all
funding participants will have right of access to all existing and generated IP, but for their own
purposes only.

Overall Project Pathway

In the event that the Definition Study concludes that Phase 2 Focussed Investigation is warranted,
the possible funding path for the ball park $10m required for this work includes:

¢ Endeavour Fund research project

+ Government Regional Development Fund grant

» Government renewable energy development (or emission reduction) grant.

The Definition Study will be a key part of informing the case for this type of funding.

For Phase 3, it is likely the individual projects would be subject to site specific feasibility studies,
funded by:

¢ Commercial interests to fund and utilise their own investigation and infrastructure;
¢ Regional development agencies or Local Authorities to establish infrastructure for small
scale users to tap into.

Project Funding

Funding of $205,000 is being sought to undertake the study. As of 9 May 2018, $170,000 of this has
been confirmed. The lead funder is Development West Coast who have committed 560,000 with
other confirmed 520,000 contributions from:

« Westland Milk Products,

¢ Gloriavale Community,

e NZ Thermal Ltd (Hardie Pacific),
¢ West Coast Regional Council,

¢ Westland District Council

»  Westpower {5$10,000).

Other funding requests remain open with Buller and Grey District Councils’.
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129 Peel St
WESTPORT 7825
15 May 2018

The Mayor

Buller District Council

WESTPORT

Dear Sir

Please find enclosed a petition containing 314 signatures. They were obtained over a period
of 3 weeks. The petition relates to the fact that the people are seeking an immediate halt to
all negotiations and agreements with Holcim until a public referendum has been held.

This matter is submitted for your attention.

Denis BERGMAN
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

L,

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
o remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all

negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site,
We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to

L.

( 2,

o
2.

remediate the site,

We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers moncy on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to \
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

L

( 2

Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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- .We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.
We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to

remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Bullér District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business,
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We Want a Referendumﬁ-’;

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all

On .
The Purchase Of Holcim

SN

\.\

\U

negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2.

remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.

We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
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We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate hali t¢ all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until 2 full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified,

We do not want:

i

Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

{ 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum | .
On S
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
L.~ Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
(’ 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
' remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
. remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all

negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to

remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

1.

Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
L. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full

public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to

remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
| remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( &

We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
L. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2

We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
L. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Bulier District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all

On

negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
(’ 2. 'We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum

On

The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Counecil
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.

( 2. We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
‘ remediate the site.

3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:
1. Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
( 2. 'We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
‘ remediate the site.
3. We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a

corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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We Want a Referendum
On
The Purchase Of Holcim

We, the under signed, are seeking an immediate halt to all
negotiations and agreements relating to the Buller District Council
purchase of the Holcim site. This is to remain in effect until a full
public referendum has taken place and the results have been ratified.

We do not want:

( 5

3.

Our rates to be increased to cover the costs of those incurred by the Holcim site.
We do not want to incur the $25 (plus) millions of dollars that may be required to
remediate the site.

We do not want the Buller District Council spending ratepayers money on a
corporate entity that is not core Council business.
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