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t&&i I>ifferentM  for the Transport  Rate

In our discustions  with Wetigton  Regjonal Council  officers iI

that there was an anomaly  wi’lh  the share the rural  sector

became clear

of Otak w&s

proWing for the wonal ‘Rans~ort Rate.  The text of the Regional  Council’s

rep&- is given below and it does little other than highlight the inequity that

exists: *

“P,f our meeting last week ym requested an expliuxatb of why the 2Yanspcx-i

rate diffkndid in ~kz.h has mrd ratepqer-s making G contribution df 3246,

white the rural  ratepayers  in the rest of Kc&i Cm& I?&&$ cortttibute  only

2%.

There a,re very fm transport services in &xki. TfGs meatxs that most of  the
narcz-ti Rate paid Lg ofafii  resiJeprts  is for transport  planning. The

We&&n Regb& Cou.cil’s Fbnd& Policy states th&t tmnqort plannGLg  is

paid by the rqional community  according to equalised  capital v&e - ti the

same way as We&.gton  Regbuzi’ Council’s  Geneml Rate is. As the rutal

sector is a s@.ifiaurt  49.1% of the capital u&e of the ofaki Ward, it picks up

a large propotiin ofthe Ttunsputi Rate in otaki,

In contiast,  in t& r-t of Kapiti the rural sector  is  only  6.5% of the ccqitd value

m-id must of the na7zsport  Bzfe goes t0 pay for trm~pport  services. The
F7-m-d~  Policy stcztes that nrrat properties receive r&fiveIy few benefits  fbm

tm~puti seruices.  la
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Given that OtaE 0vcraU xecekes ‘%xy fhT transport  services, its share of transpoti

pbrming must  also be propcxtiomte~y  low. The current regime overtaxes the rural

spvchx very siiylificimtiy.

The logical way to eJ.imhdng tbk ~~~IIUI& would  be to reduce C&&~‘S S&IK and

zipply  the same &stmdng factor to both components of the Emsport rate in Otaki.
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In this submission,  the Kapiti Coast District  CounciI  advoc;ites  for the needs
of its distict h respect of river contiol and urban tm.~~sport.

.

It is particularly  keen to advame  flood c~ntiol  work on the Oti River to

.remove some of the planning restictims on that 15ve.r. -.

It welcomes ‘the increased frequency  of commutm rail serkes  proposed but
does not want to see Wellington  ReEjonaI  Council become a joint vmture

partner in running  such services.

It supp~tis  the elimination of a rating amma& afkctiag  Otaki and the

Transport  Rate.


