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Wednesday, 20 May 2026 
 

Time Sub # Name Organisation 

1st Session 

1:30 pm 225615137 Jordan Appleton Board Member, Marlborough Chamber of Commerce 
(Confirmed) 

1.45 pm 684590443 Andrew Caddie (Confirmed) 

2.00 pm 1021438221 Brendan Carroll Queen Charlotte College 

2.15 pm 94807433 Martin Fletcher  

2.30 pm 219243849 Heath Turnbull  
 

 

Thursday, 21 May 2026 
Time Sub # Name Organisation 

1st Session 
8.30   291665747 Mark Peters   
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Summary of Submissions 
 

Preferred choice 

There were 73 responses to this part of the question. 

 

Option Total Percent 

Option 1 - Preferred by Council 60 82.19% 

Option 2 13 17.81% 

Not Answered 0 0.00% 
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Hearing - Wednesday, 20 May 2026  
 

Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 1 

 
Name:   Jordan Appleton 
 
Contact person:  on behalf of Marlborough Chamber of Commerce 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 225615137 

Speak to Submission: Yes  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

The Marlborough Chamber of Commerce acknowledges the Statement of Proposal unanimously 
approved by Council last week, initiating consultation on funding options for Port Marlborough’s 
share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project. 

From a business perspective, this is a critical infrastructure decision for our region.  Marlborough’s 
economic strength relies heavily on efficient and reliable inter-island connections to support freight, 
supply chains, tourism, and day-to-day business operations. 

The Chamber supports Option 1 as outlined in the proposal.  Providing financing certainty enables 
Port Marlborough to participate in the redevelopment and helps secure the long-term future of ferry 
operations in Picton. This level of certainty is essential for business confidence, investment, and 
regional growth. 

In addition, we see clear value in the opportunities this project can provide for local contractors and 
suppliers to be involved, helping to retain and circulate economic benefits within the Marlborough 
region. 

We also acknowledge that the proposed funding approach does not place a direct burden on 
ratepayers, with any borrowing to be repaid by Port Marlborough through its operations. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 2 

 
Name:   Andrew Caddie 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 684590443 

Speak to Submission: Yes  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

Introduction 

1. I submit as a Marlborough resident and ratepayer and, once upon a time, a regular user of 
the Interislander Cook Strait Ferry service. 

2. The gross inadequacies of the current Cook Strait Ferry services and Central Government’s 
various attempts to address this lamentable state of affairs are well documented. The current 
Government has stepped up and – quite rightly - intends to shoulder the main financial, 
planning and implementation burden of bringing in a new generation of ferries and 
associated infrastructure to ensure safe, reliable and efficient operations for passengers and 
freight. 

3. Government’s plans see the South Island Ferry terminal continuing to be located at Picton. 
Not unreasonably Government is looking to a contribution for the necessary port 
infrastructure redevelopment from the Picton port owner and operator – Port Marlborough 
New Zealand Limited (Port Marlborough). 

4. Given the “all or nothing” approach of the two options laid out in the Council’s 2026 
Consultation Document (CD) I feel I need to stress at the onset that I have no issues with 
Central Government’s choice of Picton. 

5. However, my review of the CD and the Agenda Paper (AP) presented to Council at an 
Extraordinary Council meeting on 16 April raises – in my view - some fundamental questions. 
In my view these are the sorts of questions that need to be clearly addressed by Council 
before a reasonably informed view on the wisdom or otherwise of the Council’s preferred 
option by which Port Marlborough would finance its agreed share of the cost of construction 
of certain required port infrastructure - Option 1 - can be made. 

6. In several areas the consultation documents are, in my view, somewhat opaque which, to be 
fair, is likely due to the complex arrangements envisaged under Option 1. In my view this 
opaqueness could have been avoided if the CD had contained some wire diagrams setting 
out the envisaged structure of the Council’s preferred option. There would, I suggest, have 
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been: one covering the envisaged money flows (to and from Port Marlborough); a second 
covering “who does what” in the implementation and construction phase and; a third covering 
“who does what” once the construction phase is complete and the new ferries operating. 

The Finance Options laid out in the CD 
7. Port Marlborough and the Crown – the latter acting through a wholly Government owned 

entity Ferry Holdings Limited (FH) - have been engaged in negotiations. The CD records an 
Interim Development Agreement (IDA) between these parties that records the details of the 
agreements in principle that have been reached – subject to final agreement in other words. 

8. Option 1: In this scenario the Council borrows the sum of $110 million from the Local 
Government Funding Agency (LGFA) at a favourable interest rate and on-lends it to the 
Council controlled organisation – MDC Holdings limited (MDCH) – who, as 100% 
shareholder of Port Marlborough, then on-lends it to Port Marlborough. 

9. A financial positive of this approach is that the interest rate payable by Port Marlborough to 
MDCH is expected to be less (could be up to 1 %)1 than if Port Marlborough went to market 
to raise the $110 million directly. 

10. Option 2: Here, Council does not borrow the money to on-lend, via MDCH, to Port 
Marlborough. The CD then identifies under this scenario the obvious downside for Port 
Marlborough - it will have to find funding on an arms length commercial basis elsewhere at a 
higher interest rate. The CD also identifies a number of other potential negative outcomes. 

11. Most alarming of these –is that for reasons not immediately apparent - to this submitter at 
least - the redevelopment will not go ahead and/or the package negotiated to date with FH 
will unwind. This generates, in my view, a feeling of a done deal. 

Why are Marlborough ratepayers being asked to front up here? 
12. As I understand it the genus of the incorporation of Port Marlborough is to be found in the 

Port Companies Act 1988. This Act was part of the tsunami of more market based 
restructuring by the fourth Labour Government. The likes of the Council could be 
shareholders of port companies. However, the Act imposed various constitutional restrictions 
on shareholders to ensure that the principal statutory objective - that the company would be 
managed by its board as a successful business - be achieved free from Council direction. 

13. Accordingly, in my view, it is entirely reasonable to query why the Marlborough ratepayer is 
being asked to front the lending for Port Marlborough’s share of the proposed redevelopment 
given the commercial stand-alone nature of Port Marlborough. 

14. Thus, in my view, the first question to be asked is: why is Port Marlborough not being 
expected to act as a confident stand-alone successful business and seeking debt funding 
directly from the market? The positive for ratepayers would be that this would leave the 
Council’s financial powder dry for all the other funding needs of a unitary authority with a 
small ratepayer base. In particular, the many present and future pressing infrastructural 
demands on its borrowing capacity eg river control work, roading repair and maintenance, 
three waters and so on. 

 
Approach of My Submission 

 

1 See page 6 of the CD under Option 2. 
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15. I have looked at various aspects of the CD and AP through that lens and so pose some 
questions that, in my view, arise accordingly. 

16. I also note this is a consultation under the Section 83 of the Local Government Act. The 
principles of fair and effective consultation are set out in Section 82 of that Act. 

17. However, I accept that this is a process of consultation not negotiation. In this regard I note 
the stark and dark language of the CD as to outcomes should the community not find favour 
with the Council’s preferred option. 

18. Accordingly, I also offer some views concerning potential gaps in that preferred option and 
suggest that there might have been at least one or two other options considered whereby 
Council might have assisted Port Marlborough - short of Council borrowing the full $110 
million in its own right as per Option 1. 

Questions- is there a pressing need for Council to borrow and then on-lend? 
19. Question: Is the Council agreeing to borrow and on-lend $110 million - at favourable interest 

and other terms - to meet Port Marlborough’s contribution a “nice to have” or a “must have” 
for Port Marlborough? 

20. Question: In other words, is the current financial strength and likely future financial 
performance of Port Marlborough such that the likelihood of it being lent the money on an 
arms length reasonable commercial terms basis is remote? 

21. Question: If the answer to the above is yes then, can Council confirm that the business case 
presented to the board of MDCH and endorsed by the independent directors made this 
clear? 

22. Question: Alternatively, is it an express requirement of the IDA that the $110 million must be 
directly procured by the Council in the first instance? 

23. Question: If the answer is no, then why does the narrative around Option 2 suggest that if 
Option 1 is not selected then “the deal “as set out in the IDA falls over? 

24. Question: Is the main concern with Option 2 to do with tight timing22. In other words if there 
is a very tight time frame for Port Marlborough to materialise a commercial loan agreement 
(or raise debt via other avenues (eg by the issue of infrastructure bonds)) for all or part of the 
Port Marlborough contribution then has Council considered alternative funding options to 
assist Port Marlborough through this timing difficulty? 

25. For example: 

- Council borrows and on-lends Port Marlborough a lessor amount; 

- Council lends Port Marlborough bridging finance to give it time to go to the market; and/or 

- Council backs Port Marlborough direct borrowings with a capped guarantee? 

26. Question: In the Council’s experience, what is the likely period from the time of preparing and 
then presenting a loan request to LGFA to the funds becoming available for draw down? 

Questions - Impact on Future Council Borrowings? 
 

2 See page 10 of the CD 
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27. In the narrative re Option 1 it is said that the proposed Council borrowing of the $110 million 
will not of itself impact on the Council’s cost to borrow. 

28. Question: It is in my view, fair to say that New Zealand councils generally are only now facing 
up to the cost of looming essential infrastructure repair and replacement. Accordingly, has 
the Council made any estimate of the funding demands for such works that we are likely to 
face it in the next five to 10 years? 

29. The CD suggests that based on “current modelling” the Council financing the monies will not 
of itself impact on the Council’s credit rating3. With all due respect, it is unclear from the CD 
whether such modelling was looking at Councils cumulative debt both now and in the future? 

30. Question: In other words rather than modelling this proposed borrowing seemingly only in 
isolation, how does it look when consolidated with the Council’s overall likely pipeline of 
future infrastructure borrowings such as three waters, roading repairs and maintenance and 
so on? 

Questions- The Proposed Loan Agreement Structure 
31. Question: The CD has the Council structuring any on-lending as a seemingly clumsy two-

step process. What are the perceived legal, administrative or tax advantages (if any) behind 
the CD stating the Council on-lending is to be structured so, rather than the Council entering 
into a loan agreement with Port Marlborough directly? 

32. Question: The CD and AP4 suggest that the repayment terms will be particularly flexible for 
Port Marlborough. In my view the narrative suggests loan repayments will be on a “as 
available basis” after various other operating expenses, - contributions to its reserves, 
making dividends and so on - are allowed for and a surplus remains. Is this correct? 

33. Question: The CD and AP also suggest a repayment term for Port Marlborough of 30 years. 
Will the loan from LGFA to Council also be for a term of 30 years or does the Council intend 
to take the risk of “borrowing short and lending long”? 

34. Question: Can the Council confirm that the terms and conditions as to payment of interest 
placed on Port Marlborough will more or less replicate the timing of payment of interest 
placed on the Council by its lender the LGFA? 

Questions – Benefits of Option 1 – Page 10 of the CD 
35. Question- The narrative here is a little opaque but suggesting, in my view, an all or nothing 

approach. No loan sourced by Council means, as I read the CD, no Picton terminal 
redevelopment and thus no flow on benefits to Port Marlborough. Have I got that right? 

36. Question: If I am correct why does the CD not deal more fully with the obvious alternative of, 
in my view, Port Marlborough proceeding but directly sourcing the monies (in part or whole) it 
self? 

37. Question: I note the caveats in the narrative as to the robustness of the projected Port 
Marlborough dividend flow, As I understand it Port Marlborough currently has the intention of 
delivering at least 45 % of net operating profit after tax to MDCH. Have the figures in the bar 

 

3 Page 8 of the CD- “Based on current modelling this financing alone is not expected to materially impact 
future borrowing for Council”. (Emphasis added) 

4 See paragraph 50 of the AP and page 8 of the CD 
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graph on page 10 been calculated on this basis? Historically (last 10 years say) has this 
target been, in fact the level of dividends Port Marlborough has paid. 

38. Question: The CD seems to significantly over estimate the negative impact of a scenario 
where Port Marlborough finances its contribution directly from the market. Surely the other 
identified benefits of the redevelopment still continue to flow under this scenario? The only 
difference, as far as I can see, being the extra cost of interest reducing the net operating 
profit by well less than a million dollars- after tax set offs? 

LGFA - A bottomless money well? 
39. The impression gained from the CD is that it is most unlikely the LGFA will balk at a request 

from Council for the $110 million knowing it will be on lent to a stand-alone business entity - 
Port Marlborough. 

40. I note the eye watering sums (many billons) that are being tossed around as to NZ councils 
cumulative costs for overdue repair and replacement of core infrastructure. If the LGDA is the 
principal funder is it not reasonable to expect that LGFA may ration funding requests by 
individual council based on its cumulative LGFA debt? Or, is the Council confident that the 
LGFA has access to effectively unlimited funds to on lend? 

Questions- Risk Mitigation Measures - Supply of Guarantee and Bond 
41. An important risk mitigation measure as to protecting the envisaged income stream(s) for 

Port Marlborough as a result of the redevelopment is said to be the supply of a financial 
Guarantee and bond in favour of Port Marlborough5. Under Option 2 it is said that the supply 
of the guarantee and bond is uncertain under option 2. It is not immediately apparent why. In 
order to clarify matters I ask the following: 

42. Question: Under Option 1 are both these instruments to be supplied by the ferry operator 
entity – currently KiwiRail? 

43. Question: If the guarantee and/or bond are to be supplied by FH does the Council have any 
feel for the willingness of the appropriate Minister approving such a guarantee as required by 
the Crown Entities Act? 

Questions- Joint Ownership of core, strategic Infrastructure 
44. The CD and AP seem, to this submitter, particularly opaque as to this important aspect of the 

proposed arrangements. As noted earlier a “wire diagram” would have been most helpful for 
Councillors (and submitters) to better grasp the arrangements outlined/suggested at page 9 
of the CD. 

45. Question: The CD states that the “…SPV is expected to take the form of a limited 
partnership…”. Can Council confirm this is a limited liability partnership as envisaged by the 
Limited Partnerships Act 2008? 

46. Question: Assuming the answer is yes, I note the CD goes on to state that FH and Port 
Marlborough will be general partners and thus, as I understand it, will be responsible for the 
management of the limited partnership and bear joint and several liability for the debts and 
liabilities of the limited partnership. Does Council agree? 

 

5 See page 6 of the CD- “…to support the new long term lease and operating fees arrangements….” 
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47. Question: As I understand it, a limited partnership requires at least one limited partner. That 
is, someone who does not take part in the management of the partnership and is not also a 
general partner. Can Council confirm as to who the limited partner will be? 

48. Question: I confess to be a little puzzled as to if there are one or two SPV’s! At page 9 of the 
CD there is reference to a “…separate entity set up to specifically own the co-funded assets”. 
This is referred to as a special purpose entity (SPV). The CD states the SPV is expected to 
be a limited partnership. Fine, a limited partnership is, as per the Act, a separate legal 
person. 

49. However the narrative then becomes a little clouded as the CD then states; “The shares in 
the SPV will be held by Port Marlborough…”. In my view, this does not jell, with a limited 
partnership structure. So,…is the reference to shares a reference to the shares of a limited 
liability company? If yes, could this entity be the limited partner? 

50. Question: On completion of the project infrastructure Port Marlborough will co-own some of 
the infrastructure assets (the wharf, the vehicle access bridge, the seawall and associated 
civil works) with the balance, such as the link span, to be owned by FH. Is that correct? 

Conclusion 
51. As can be gathered, as a ratepayer, I have a number of concerns with the proposal that 

Council step into the fray in the manner envisaged by Option 1. 

52. In particular that: Council funding this stand alone business entity’s contribution to the 
Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project is not particularly pressing (it could/should do so itself) 
and; incurring this debt may hinder Council’s future ability to fund other non business 
orientated but infrastructure essential to the well being of Marlborough ratepayers such as 
roading repair and maintenance and three waters infrastructure. 

53. I am also concerned that Council does not seem to have taken the opportunity to consider 
other funding options such as part funding, or acting as a guarantor as opposed to being the 
primary source of funds. 

54. Nevertheless, I commend the Council for its efforts in firstly attempting to set out the detail of 
a fairly complex and yet to be finalised set of arrangements as negotiated to this point by 
Port Marlborough. Secondly, giving Marlborough citizens the opportunity to participate in this 
process of consultation. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 3 

 
Name:   Brendan Carroll 
 
Contact person:  Queen Charlotte College 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 1021438221 

Speak to Submission: Yes  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

This is a certain benefit to the youth of Picton and wider Marlborough; the long-term certainty of the 
Port allows ongoing employment opportunities for the future. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 4 

 
Name:   Martin Fletcher FCA 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 948076433 

Speak to Submission: Yes  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

 

Overall, I'm very comfortable with the proposal, on the assumption that Council has in place mechanisms 
that align movements in the cost of debt, (particular in an increasing interest rate environment), with the 
amount recovered from Port and subsequently Ferry Holdings Ltd  

The increase in Council Debt by $110M, will without doubt put pressure on Council’s current "AA- outlook 
stable" credit rating as it did under the previous IREX project. However, should Standard and Poors lower 
Council's current credit rating to A+, it will only increase the cost of debt by 0.05%. Assuming total debt of 
$300M this would increase interest costs by approximately $150,000, one tenth of the increase in forecast 
dividends.  

My concern relates to following paragraph in the Statement of Proposal in particular the last sentence 
beginning "The exact repayment profile will be determined by the boards of Port Marlborough and MDCH.... 

 "The Port’s borrowing would be repaid progressively over time from its operating cashflows. After meeting 
day-to-day operating costs, maintaining prudent cash reserves, and providing a dividend return to Council, 
the Port has the opportunity to use surplus cash to reduce outstanding debt. Modelling shows that, under 
conservative assumptions, debt associated with the project can be fully repaid within 30 years.  

The exact repayment profile will be determined by the boards of Port Marlborough and MDCH, considering 
financial performance, investment priorities, and maintaining a resilient port for the region." 

As investment returns will cover the cost of debt and generate sufficient surpluses to increase forecast 
dividends by approximately $1.5M per annum, in my view repayments can and should be on a fixed amount 
per annum, similar in concept to a table mortgage. This approach will improve transparency in that Port, 
instead of using available cash for future investments, will have to make the repayment and then 
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transparently seek further funding for new future initiatives. This would give Council and Marlborough 
ratepayers full confidence that Port would fully repay the $110M within the first 30-year term of the lease. 

In reviewing other submissions, I noted that some submitters are still advocating for the Clifford Bay 
alternative. This is outside the scope of this consultation which relates to the financing of the Waitohi Ferry 
Terminal.  

The Clifford Bay alternative was the subject of significant investigation in 2012 with Cabinet making the 
decision not to proceed in 2013. It should be noted that Cabinet made this decision prior to the Kaikoura 
earthquake which resulted in seabed and foreshore uplifts of up to 8 metres. This uplift must have a 
significant impact on project cost. Other points to note are: 

1. Ferry Holdings Ltd is not pursuing the Clifford Bay option; 

2. While the Clifford Bay option was being investigated, this generated significant uncertainty in the 
Picton Community and a stalling of investment.  

3.   Further investigation would only generate further delays and potentially extend implementation by 
over five years.  

4.   Since the Cabinet decision Kiwi Rail has sold the 400+ hectares it owned for the Clifford Bay project. 

Now is not the time to be diverted by Clifford Bay. 

Links to the relevant report and Cabinet Paper are included below. 

Report 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Report/Clifford-Bay-Investigation-Report-redacted.pdf 

Cabinet Paper 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Cabinet/Clifford-Bay-Cabinet-paper-Nov-13.pdf 

 

Recommendations: 

That Council agree to: 

1. Move the repayment of the $110 million loan to a fixed amount per annum to significantly improve 
transparency and guarantee repayment within the first 30 year lease term. 

2.  Not pursue the Clifford Bay alternative to provide certainty to the residents and businesses of Picton. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 5 

 
Name:   Heath Turnbull 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 219243849 

Speak to Submission: Yes  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission: 

 

Part 1: Your Response to the Proposed Options Do you support Option 1 or 
Option 2? 

• Neither. I am submitting an alternative proposal (Option 3). 

Part 2: Submission Comments / Reasons for Your View 

Please provide your feedback on the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project financing: 

I strongly oppose both Option 1 and Option 2. Investing $110 million of public money to upgrade 
the existing Picton port infrastructure is a poor value-for-money proposition for Marlborough 

District Council (MDC) ratepayers. 

Instead, the Council should reject these options and aggressively pursue a third alternative: 
developing an entirely new, privately backed port at Clifford Bay and refitting the existing ferry 
berths in Picton specifically for cruise ships. 

The strategic, safety, and financial justifications for this alternative approach include: 

• A Dual-Port Economic Engine: This approach creates two fully operational ports in 
Marlborough, both managed by Port Marlborough. Clifford Bay would serve as a high-
efficiency industrial logistics hub, while Picton is freed up to focus entirely on premium 
tourism and increased cruise ship visitations. 

• Transforming Picton into a World-Class Destination: Removing heavy industrial 
logistics, rail networks, and freight trucking from Picton eliminates severe urban 
bottlenecks. The resulting land value released back to the local community would be 
significant. This allows Picton to undergo a major economic evolution, unlocking its 
potential to rival premier tourist destinations like Queenstown. 

• Mitigating Financial Risk and Sunk Costs for Ratepayers: While Option 1 attempts to 
cap the Port’s contribution at $110 million, the total Waitohi project cost is an estimated $531 
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million. Investing massive public funds into a geographically constrained, aging site creates 
severe "sunk cost" risks. Private capital or a dedicated national infrastructure fund should 
instead be leveraged to build a modern, scalable terminal at Clifford Bay. 

• Protection Against Private Sector Undermining: Pouring public money into Picton leaves 
MDC highly vulnerable. If the Council locks itself into the Picton upgrade, a private entity 
could easily step in, develop Clifford Bay, and completely undermine the public investment 
in Picton. A private ferry operation running out of Clifford Bay would hold immense 
operational efficiencies, ultimately winning market share through significantly lower transit 
costs and shorter trip times. 

• Superior Financial Leverage: The Clifford Bay Port Consortium previously secured 
private funding that required a significantly lower central government contribution. By 
redirecting the proposed $110 million toward the Clifford Bay development, MDC can unlock 
massive private capital, achieving a far greater infrastructure outcome for a lower public 
investment. 

• Mitigating Risk of Construction Delay: The Waitohi redevelopment is a complex 
construction project in a live port environment. Because detailed design has not yet started, 
the chance of unforeseen site discoveries is high. Maintaining an operating port while 
attempting a refit within a severely constrained space against a tight timeframe presents an 
extreme risk. Conversely, Clifford Bay is a greenfield site with a fully resolved design. 
Developing Clifford Bay separates construction from daily operations, allowing the existing 
port to continue to function uninterrupted. 

• Saving Lives on Our Roads: Eliminating the road journey between Clifford Bay and Picton 
for ferry passengers will prevent an estimated 3.1 fatalities per year, alongside numerous 
serious and minor injuries. NZTA calculations value the human costs of these accidents at 
$42.3 million per annum. The road between Picton and Clifford Bay is a challenging, 
difficult route prone to head-on collisions caused by driver fatigue. This $42.3 million 
saving does not even account for the additional safety benefits of a one-hour shorter driving 
journey to Christchurch, which will further reduce driver fatigue. 

• Significant Local Infrastructure Savings: Terminating the heavy inter-island freight link at 
Clifford Bay eliminates the need for massive freight trains and heavy B-train trucks to travel 
the vulnerable corridor between Clifford Bay and Picton. This will dramatically reduce 
ongoing maintenance and repair costs for local roads, state highways, and rail lines, saving 
millions in regional infrastructure spend. 

• Massive Productivity and Fuel Savings: Bypassing the Queen Charlotte Sound 
creates massive national and regional efficiencies. The shortened maritime route generates 
an estimated $12.1 million in annual fuel savings from the ferries alone. Ferries will be able 
to increase from two sailings a day to more than three sailings per day, which delivers 
increased flexibility and a more than 50% improvement on capital deployed. The rail trip is 
shortened by 100min and car trip by 50min. This will improve the country's productivity and 
the region's prospects for growth. 

• Enable Electrification of Freight: Shortening the route from the ferry terminal to 
Christchurch and eliminating the Welds and Dashwood Passes from the journey enables 
the use of electric trucks. Haulers will be able to recharge in Marlborough from new solar 
developments on surrounding farms diverting diesel dollars to the local economy. 

• Funded Community Transition: A portion of these immense, ongoing fuel and 
infrastructure savings can be captured to establish a dedicated transition fund. This fund 
will actively support local Picton businesses as they shift into the high-growth tourism and 
hospitality economy. 

Investing $110 million into a geographically constrained, aging site in Picton locks the region and 
the entire country into an outdated model. I urge the Council to look to the future, protect 
ratepayer funds, and champion a productive dual port future for Marlborough and New Zealand. 
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Submission 6 

 
Name:   Mark Peters 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 291665747 

Speak to Submission: Yes  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I am a Fellow of the Australian & NZ Institute of Chartered Accountants and have been involved in 
Commercial and Industrial Financial Accounting and Governance for over 45 years. I have followed 
the Ferry Upgrade proposals through the original IRex proposal to this new proposal. During the 
period of the initial  proposal I was Chair of Council's Planning, Finance & Community Committee,  
Chair of the Long Term Plan Committee and a Director of MDC Holdings Ltd - owners of Port 
Marlborough. While I was comfortable with the original arrangements that were negotiated  to 
provide Ferry facilities upgrade, pegged at around $110 million (via loan raised and on loaned to 
Port Marlborough) and the future secured capital returns to Port Marlborough, I was never 
comfortable that KiwiRail fully understood the total amount of funding they would require and which 
I felt Government would never commit to. The Ferries were too big and the infrastructure costs in 
Picton and Wellington to be borne by KiwiRail were far too high and not fully even known. So it was 
no surprise to me that the original plans fell through under a new Government in 2023. 

This restructured, smaller than the original, but larger than existing,  high tech ferries with less new 
infrastructure requirements makes far more economic sense as a workable long term solution. For  
Marlborough ratepayers this secures Picton as a long term ferry port and puts to bed once and for 
all the spectre of Clifford Bay, which makes no economic sense but continues to be raised. Picton 
would decline economically without the ferries and the loan of $110m can be secured at favorable 
long term fixed rates through LGF Finance and on loaned to Port Marlborough. In turn Port 
Marlborough will - while perhaps not secured fully by Government Guarantees - have all the same 
relatively strong security through long term contacts with Government owned KiwRail and through 
a satisfactory agreed WACC giving a good return to Port Marlborough over and above the cost of 
capital borrowed. Ratepayers will not only not have to bear any costs of this loan, but will receive 
enhanced dividends from Port Marlborough through direct increased revenue generated by the 
ferry operations. In addition, the increased and ongoing economic benefits to Picton and all of 
Marlborough will create more jobs and increase economic benefit to the region. 

All in all this is an absolute no brainer and I fully support Proposal 1 and the $110 million funding 
arrangement.



 

 

NON 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 7 

 
Name:   Loretta Guthrie 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 728073236 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

New Zealand needs this redevelopment! simple as that ! 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 8 

 
Name:   Daniel Kilkelly 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 544353225 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

This project has to go ahead without conditions .  

The whole of Marlborough ultimately would  benefit in upgrade roading upgrades, infrstructure upgrades, 
hospitality, and growth.  

Marlborough in my view is not a sad retiring place ,far from it . We must invest.. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 9 

 
Name:   Glynn Thomas 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 509225059 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Option 1 provides a return for council and ratepayers. It also has a zero cost to ratepayers- no increase on 
rates.  

It is interesting (disturbing in reality) the public conception of the proposal, with some not understanding (or 
indeed wanting to understand) the proposal, its suggested structure, no cost to ratepayers and the returns to 
council/ratepayers.  

The proposal appears, on the surface, to be well thought out and structured to benefit the region both in 
terms of debt, returns and progress. 

As a investor and ratepayer in Pitcon, support option 1. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 10 

 
Name:   Donald Mitchell 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 747254307 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I submit that the council option proceed.it is critical for Marlborough that an upgraded ferry terminal is built. 
The loan should be made and repaid under a structure that does not increase the rate burden on 
Marlborough residents. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 11 

 
Name:   Tim McCaffrey 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 356435888 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I understand this loan will have no impact on our rates for the Port will make this amount in years to come.  If 
there is a rates rise I am worried.  

I am concerned that our local National candidate Stuart Smith has mentioned Clifford Bay on numerous 
occasions and this is a BIG concern. You can have all in favour, but if you do not have politicians in favour of 
Picton being the port WE are in serious trouble. So please ensure both elected parties are co-operating. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 12 

 
Name:   Daniel Frost 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 941692929 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

This is a strategic investment which requires Central Government, and while this may not be forthcoming 
from the coalition government, there is significant value in local government investing in the development. I 
feel this investment will bring more commerce into the region and create jobs gor people who live in the 
region. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 13 

 
Name:   Glenn Arnold 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 776459474 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I believe it is proudent for council to invest in local infrastructure especially relating to tourism going forward. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 14 

 
Name:   Katherine McKimmie 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 250750144 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Picton needs an updated reliable Ferry Service now.  

Cheaper option to borrow through LGFA 

Better long term dividends for Council.  

Managed risks. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 15 

 
Name:   Dianne Johnson 
 
Contact person:  Dianne.johnson@stonefarm.co.nz 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 14173575 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Option 1 definitely the best option . 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 16 

 
Name:   Nick Moor 
 
Contact person:  N/A 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 204760953 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Fully support Council providing funding to the Port. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 17 

 
Name:   Brett Allan 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 668930216 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

As a ratepayer I support council’s preferred option of lending $110 million to Port Marlborough. I look forward 
to the impact of future higher dividends to Council that will reduce future rating requirements. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 18 

 
Name:   Andrea Corbett 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 370031605 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

New Zealand’s economy relies on a core set of essential infrastructure systems to ensure the efficient 
movement of goods, services, people, and capital. This is fundamental to maintaining economic stability and 
enabling both national and regional growth. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 19 

 
Name:   Shane Ryan 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 19707961 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

Picton township is already inundated with ferry traffic, both commercial and domestic/ tourist traffic. With 
trucks loading and unloading in the middle of the streets day and night. Domestic freight ie caravans, trailers, 
cars being picked up and dropped off before the and after freighting to and from Wellington.  State highway 1 
to Blenheim has had dozens of accidents and fatalities involving ferry traffic over the years pointing to the 
fact that in its present condition it is not fit for purpose. Picton sewer and fresh water systems are running at 
maximum capacity and at times beyond creating usage restrictions. Surely the Marlborough District Council 
should be using its money to upgrade and future proof the infrastructure before it puts money towards 
increasing the problems we all ready have. The Central Government of the time should be the one to  pay for 
and put in place somewhere to park its ferries? Not the ratepayers of Marlborough. Sincerely Shane Ryan. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 20 

 
Name:   Martin Austin 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 295972878 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Critical Infrastructure required for the long term success of Region and South Island industry. Will contribute 
to the overall economic development of the region. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 21 

 
Name:   Campbell Everett 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 950020159 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

I support Option 2 — that Council does not raise $110 million to on-lend to Port Marlborough. 

The claim that this would come at “no cost to ratepayers” is misleading. If the Port is required to repay the 
loan, including interest, from its operating income, that directly reduces the dividends returned to Council. 
Less dividend means less funding available to offset rates. That is a real and tangible cost to ratepayers, 
regardless of how it is presented. 

The proposal also overstates the risk around Picton’s future. If Picton is genuinely the only economically 
viable option for the Cook Strait crossing — as many reports suggest — then it does not require ratepayer-
funded support to remain relevant. It will be used because it makes economic sense, not because Council 
has taken on debt to “secure” its future. 

Further, if new infrastructure is required, this should be renegotiated with central government. The push for 
upgraded ferry infrastructure is being driven at a national level, not by Marlborough ratepayers. It is 
unreasonable that local ratepayers are expected to underwrite a $110 million investment to support what is 
effectively a national transport objective. 

The reliance on projected increases in EBIT and dividends is also concerning. These are assumptions, not 
guarantees. Ratepayers have seen similar projections in the past fail to materialise, with no accountability 
from those who made them. It is not prudent to take on significant debt based on optimistic forecasts. 

Option 2 is the more transparent and disciplined approach. Any renegotiation with Ferry Holdings should be 
undertaken from a position of strength — grounded in Marlborough’s geographic advantage and the reality of 
already-sunk infrastructure — not from a position of weakness. While the Port may face a higher cost of 
debt, a higher interest rate on $0 million of capital outlay is still materially better for ratepayers than a 
subsidised rate applied to $110 million of debt. The issue is not the interest rate — it is the scale of the 
borrowing. 

In short, this proposal shifts risk onto ratepayers while downplaying the real costs. Council should not be 
borrowing $110 million to support this project. 

I support Option 2. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 22 

 
Name:   Rachel Holland 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 242922556 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I support this option with the benefits as proposed 

The ability to reduce the financial burden on Marlborough Rate payers via this model is favorable.  

The future income generation from the new port upgrade and ability to further reduce and limit the continual 
rate increases on Marlborough rate payers is more desirable.  

 I would like to express my view that as many local contractors be used as much as possible. The impact of 
using local contractors has very wide-reaching impact locally and into the wider community in comparison 
with out of region contractors and I favor support of local businesses where possible. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 23 

 
Name:   Krista Coningham 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 241508043 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Provides more financial certainty business confidence, investment, and regional growth. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 24 

 
Name:   Pauline Gregory 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 1041282176 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

This project must go ahead in my opinion. The repercussions of the disruption & cancellation are still being 
felt by some businesses & we just need to get it done. Consideration in the logistic disruption would be 
appreciated for those companies close & working withing Port at this time. We support the progression with 
this project for the future of Picton both logistically & economically. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 25 

 
Name:   Darrell Bate 
 
Contact person:  Mag & Turbo Blenheim 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 101206732 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

The option 1 proposal that has been well composed by Port Marlborough is the ideal solution, only bringing 
positives and opportunity to the entire Marlborough region.  

The Cook Strait service needs to remain between Wellington and Picton for many obvious reasons and so 
many local businesses will thank you for it. 

What this could bring to Picton, Blenheim, and surrounding areas during and after the project is essential 
and going to a region that will appreciate it. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 26 

 
Name:   Anke van Wely 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 722384310 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Living in Picton I know how often ferries break down and how stressful this is for people, etc, who travel 
between the two islands of Aotearoa / New Zealand. 

It is the connection from one island to the other and I believe it's important to deliver good quality services for 
New Zealand citizens and tourists. Therefore ferries that are of high standards and reliable and a port 
structure upgrade in Picton that supports that is essential. 

This transport link is of importance for all of New Zealand and I support the Picton redevelopment as 
suggested through option 1. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 27 

 
Name:   Barbara Speedy 
 
Contact person:  Barbara Speedy 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 699205575 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

The most efficient way to get it all happening as fast as possible and remove uncertainty for the community 
and businesses in the region. It has been well documented and discussed in the previous proposal. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 28 

 
Name:   Elaine Sloot 
 
Contact person:  John Sloot 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 426256945 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I am making this submission in support of Option 1. 

As a Marlborough business, SBS Security 2024 Ltd, we rely on effective inter-island connections to support 
our region and improve transport reliability for businesses, public and tourism. 

Maintaining and strengthening Picton’s role as a key transport gateway is essential for: 

• Business continuity  

• Reliable freight movement  

• Regional economic growth  

Option 1 provides greater certainty for the long-term operation of ferry services in Picton, which is important 
for planning and investment decisions. 

In addition, I see clear value in the opportunities this project can provide for local contractors and suppliers to 
be involved, helping to retain and circulate economic benefits within the Marlborough region. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 29 

 
Name:   Mick Yuan 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 922023413 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

The question to ask should be can we afford to go for the other option? Can we afford Picton to lose her 
position as the water gateway to the South Island? How the council is going to recover the lost dividends 
each year, which could have been earned and spent as required? 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 30 

 
Name:   Philip Green 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 559684986 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

There are questions that need to be answered on Option 1. I do not fully support either option without more 
information. 

1. council current debt of approximately $250 million will be added to.  

Also the current roading debt for rebuilding our roads has not been finalised increasing future debt to 
possibly unmanageable levels if another natural disaster were to happen. 

Though this loan is guaranteed by Ferry Holdings and looks to be at a 1% discount to market rates provided 
by the govenment, what repayment conditions are written into the loan when a future government puts Ferry 
Holdings up for sale to the private sector? 

What future proofing and repayment conditions are written into the loan for Ferry holdings underwritten by 
the government if Ferry holdings were to be sold and (hopefully not) the new operator creates a new port at 
say Clifford Bay? 

If a future government does decide to shift the port, what guarantees has the government given? 

Is there a minimum payment guaranteed by Ferry Holdings and underwritten by the NZ government? 

If yes, does this payment cover the operating cost of Port Marlborough at Picton? 

If no, why not? 

Will Port Marlborough be increasing fees for other Port users at Picton or Havelock or any other interest they 
have to help cover this loan? 

This is asked as Port Marlborough no doubt has to increase all fees to cover the interest for this loan and 
capital repayments (if any) for Port Marlborough to continue  pay any dividend. Currently as stated $1.5 
million. The figures just do not stack up to pay catipal back, interest at 1% less than market rates and a 
dividend. 

Could council provide updated  in depth financial accounts on current and future port income and actual 
expenditure including the repayment and interest on this loan? 
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NZ Rail is currently going to operate a vessel from Auckland to Christchurch. If this becomes a pernament 
freight service what effect will this have on Port Marlborough's income? Could the rail side of the port be 
made redundant by new shipping services between Auckland. Wellington, Nelson , Christchurch?  

What would a future budget look like if this was the case? 

In closing I could support Option one if the government and not  Ferry Holdings underwrite the loan and full 
repayment with interest. 

Otherwise if could potentially be left to the ratepayer to pick up the interest and repayment bill. 

I do not need to be heard but a reply addressing the above concerns would be appreciated. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 31 

 
Name:   Scott Fuller 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 493756857 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

The Ferry Redevelopment is a strategically important initiative for Waitohi-Picton and Marlborough as a 
region. It is not only a major pillar in our tourism program, but also a major element of the Port Marlborough 
financial proposition and therefore the return it makes to Marlborough District Council. 

As to the funding mechanism, Port Marlborough will be the delivery arm, but the cost, risk and return belong 
to Marlborough as a whole. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 32 

 
Name:   Nikki Hannan 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 852030729 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

The project has been delayed far too long and cost much more than was necessary due to central 
governments illogical in fiscally irresponsible decision to cancel the already ordered ferries. If MDC and 
subsequently the Marlborough community can continue to move the project forward and recoup some costs 
through interest to Port Marlborough I think that is a good outcome from what has been an ordeal for MDC, 
Marlborough residents/ratepayers and the region as a whole. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 33 

 
Name:   Chris Davies 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 543841619 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

I don't support MDC's request to borrow $110m on my behalf. While I'm happy for it to be a backup plan, I 
believe as it is primarily commercial driven,  the Harbour board should initially go to the market to see what's 
available. 

Also, when reading the pros and cons, I see that the council has just rehashed the last request for i Rex and 
therefore under the 2nd option, the points are now redundant, having been already resolved and therefore 
scare mongering. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 34 

 
Name:   Alistair Vickers-Edwards 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 123636766 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Option A is clearly the most prudent given the reasonable expectation that it will provide certainty and long 
term stability to the ferry project, to the resilience of SH1, to the towns of Picton and Blenheim, and will 
deliver benefit to the wider Marlborough and NZ economies. 

For safety reasons, it is important that the new vessels and supporting infrastructure are delivered without 
further delays. 

It is cost effective and guaranteed. 

It is cost neutral to Marlborough rate payers. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 35 

 
Name:   Rod Littlefield 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 99061912 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

I strongly oppose that the council are involved in funding the port Marlborough re- development. 

I do not see it as a council responsibility and ratepayers should not be responsible for the council making 
loans in this way. 

They didn't come to the rescue for the clubs of Marlborough which was part of the community. 

I expect the council will do what it wants anyway ,and not take much notice of submissions. 

Classic example was the business development of a fish food processing plant at Okiwi Bay. 

Over a hundred people opposed the planning permission.  

Just a few supported it.  It was given the go ahead anyway. 



 

Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the 
Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Page 47 

Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 36 

 
Name:   Christopher Heap 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 28040474 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

Port Marlborough is a private company and should be treated as such.  

Rate payer / Council funds should not be used to provide mates rates funding for a private entity.  

This sets a precedent that is not acceptable, nor is it a council function. Doing this sets the precedent that all 
private companies are eligible for cheap loans. You are a council, not a finance company. It is not your place 
to put rate payers in a position of financial jepardy for personal gain. Also the repayment terms are 
unacceptable. Any business loan has a fixed repayment rate for a fixed term and percentage; not a pay it 
back as and when you can. Utterly unacceptable. 

The Government is well aware of how important the ferries and their terminals are to New Zealand and is 
equally capable of providing low cost loans to the Port Company as required.  

As the owner of the port I can understand your wanting to help, but it is not your function as a council to use 
rate payer funds as a finance company, nor as a guarantor of funds for a private company.  

The Port Company must stand or fall on it's own merit.  

Thank you for your time. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 37 

 
Name:   Julia Kennedy 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 596210619 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I have full faith in Port Marlborough's ability to deliver a return on this investment. It's a no-brainer for me. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 38 

 
Name:   Hamish Watson 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 891729459 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

A no brainer - a loan (at a preferable rate) to be paid back with no cost or risk to Marlborough rate-payers, 
whilst PM still providing a dividend to MDC. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 39 

 
Name:   Ged Boekholt 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 353335653 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

The new Interislander terminal should be built at Clifford Bay for so many very good reasons. The Bluebridge 
can  continue a reduced service to Picton for the 10% or so of all ferry traffic that actually want to go to 
Picton. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 40 

 
Name:   Katey Palmer 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 767107758 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

New Zealand needs these upgrades to infrastructure. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 41 

 
Name:   John Kershaw 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 799987670 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

This is a critical piece of infrastructure both for our community and for our country. It will ensure Picton will 
remain the terminal for the Interislander and provide an increased dividend from Port Marlborough Ltd to 
MDC. 



 

Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the 
Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Page 53 

 

Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 42 

 
Name:   Picton Business Group Picton Business Group 
 
Contact person:  Hamish Watson 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 215441476 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Picton Business Group fully support Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project Consultation Option 1. 

The ferry redevelopment is a strategically critical investment for Waitohi–Picton, Marlborough, and the wider 
national transport network. It provides long-term certainty and resilience for New Zealand’s State Highway 1 
corridor and the essential inter-island freight and passenger connection between the North and South 
Islands. The redevelopment strengthens supply chain reliability, supports economic productivity, and 
reinforces confidence in the region’s infrastructure capacity. 

For Marlborough, the project underpins business certainty and investor confidence at a time when secure 
transport connections are fundamental to Marlborough’s growth. In turn, this will also create opportunities for 
future investment, employment, and commercial expansion across the wider region.’ 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 43 

 
Name:   Jane Buckman 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 398396761 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

After reading the information provided in both the Statement of Proposal and additional notes from Ferry 
Holdings plus attending a drop in meeting, where my questions were all satisfactorily answered, I am now 
reassured that; 

1. the port design futureproofs against sea level changes and increased ferry lengths 

2. allows [if necessary] for additional ferry/shipping vessels to use the port 

3. should NZ ownership of KiwiRail move offshore [or into private NZ ownership], there are legal agreements 
that protects Ferry Holdings financial position and change will not impact Marlborough's ratepayers 

4. the proposal has not dropped or lowered the level of services to be provided to ferry passengers, needs of 
disabled access for example are still being designed into the replacement programme. 

Therefore I fully support the proposed funding model for our Council's raising of a $110M loan through 
LGFA, and this loan going to Port Marlborough & Ferry Holdings to fund redevelopment works at Waitohi 
Picton port. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 44 

 
Name:   Lachlan Hynd 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 153811807 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I have some reservation about the community being involved in funding a project of National infrastructure. 

I also am mindful that with a backdrop of world energy crisis and likely changes in logistics, it is very 
conceivable that the nature of transport within this country could look different in years to come. 

I appreciate the ageing current infrastructure and opportunity  to upgrade this, combined with contracts for 
ongoing income generation for the Port Company and hopefully MDC. 

Borrowing money through LGNZ is logical and financially advantageous as opposed to option 2. 

Any borrowing should be thoughtfully evaluated, especially the worst case eventualities. 

In this case the people of Marlborough are underwriting this borrowing and while there may be strong 
safeguards in place, nothing is failsafe. A debenture arrangement is supposedly risk free but I note that a 
debenture holder maintains priority over regular unit holders (citizens) in the event of a failure. 

I appreciate the shared concern for safeguarding the people of Marlborough by Councilors and Council staff. 

Thank you 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 45 

 
Name:   Henry Voordown 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 727308205 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I would like to support Marlborough District Council's quest to finance Port Marlborough's share of the 
Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project. 

No investment is a step backward in attracting ferries to the port of Picton. You have to replace infrastructure 
as it starts to wear out. 

You have to offer services re tugs, berths, power, freshwater and passenger facilities to remain competitive. 
Failure to do these things well opens you up to competitors who will always offer more ??? promises 
promises. 

We are fortunate to live in a district which has viable airports, railway stations, state highways and a port. It is 
a shame to lose anything through lack of investment. Just look down the highway at the Lyttleton Port 
Company. Here we have a shipping company (TranzRail) and a government willing to go in partnership with 
us to provide the services which are required. 

We all need to get behind the partners and supports this proposal. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 46 

 
Name:   Kevin Jackson 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 986174433 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I support Marlborough District Council raising and on-lending the $110 million to Port Marlborough in 
principle, because the ferry redevelopment is strategically important for Picton, Marlborough, and the 
national transport network.  

However, my support depends on Council confirming that ratepayers are protected by a hard cap on Port 
Marlborough’s exposure, robust guarantees and bonds, clear SPV governance, and transparent annual 
reporting on the loan, dividends, repayment progress, and any material risks.   

In particular, I would like Council to clearly explain the proposed Special Purpose Vehicle arrangement, 
including its governance, ownership, liabilities, and how it protects ratepayers from project and operator 
risks. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 47 

 
Name:   Heather Turnbull 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 215013806 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

Does the MDC want to invest money that it has to borrow, for a limited asset?   

Should the MDC assist the Port of Marlborough with a loan that the Port of Marlborough will slowly pay 
back?  My answer is NO because back in May 2021, the Covid-19 fast tracked Consent decision was well 
meant, but hasty. 

Yes, we need Inter Island transport to function well, but don’t need a REPETITION of the INEFFICIENCIES 
of LONGER TRAVEL. 

Picton has limited space to operate ferries and cargo ships without congestion, environmental damage and 
vista degradation.  The Clifford Bay option makes more sense.  Port Marlborough’s facilities are old and 
don’t fit the future.  

It is completely understandable that we don’t want to stand on Picton’s and invested Picton businesses’ toes, 
but looking at it with a cold hard stare, it doesn’t stack up, and it won’t.  Marlborough will be faced with the 
unsuitably of the Picton area, the extra travel time and the tight space, time and time again. Progressing with 
the Picton Port for the interisland ferries and freight is short term thinking and I think we all know that. 

There have been long term contracts drawn up that make one want to support continuing with the Status 
Quo and Vested Interest  interests, but isn’t that just projecting the wider problem into the future? 

Logic strongly points away from Picton being the port for inter island transport.    

We have already seen so much disruption from ferries and the choice of ferries because the old Picton 
harbour infrastructure is not suitable for larger vessels. Why spend more money there?  

New Zealanders live on two main islands and we have all noticed how getting across the Cook’s Strait is a 
gamble.   We are no longer just two million people, but five and growing. NZ is a tourist destination and there 
is more demand.  For freight, travelers and resources, streamlining for the future is important. 

WHY does the Inter Islander Ferry Port LOCALITY need to change to Clifford Bay? 

* It’s because it would greatly lesson the SAILING TIME ON the FERRY between Picton and Wellington by 
up to 2 hours. Time and fuel are valuable. 
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AND 

* Because by road it would take an hour’s less time and it would be 63 kms shorter from Clifford Bay 
eliminating a circuitous route in Marlborough on State Highway 1. which is a two lane configuration road with 
few passing lanes and a difficult path over Weld’s Pass. For the many large cargo trucks, it is a nightmare. 
They even have to go through the Blenheim streets. And that’s without the inconvenience of the more than 
expected SH1 road closures.  The trucks are heavier vehicles than they used to be and they can’t help but 
constantly damage the roads. The amount of energy / fuel expended by rail, trucks and private vehicles 
would be much less if the Inter Island port was, still in Marlborough but closer to Christchurch. 

* Fuel costs, highlighted by current world affairs, and Carbon Emissions in our environment are 
SUBSTANTIALLY  INCREASED  by both distance to the Picton Ferry Port and the distance across the Sea 
Strait.   

* The delicate Marlborough Sounds Environment has to tolerate the constant comings and goings of ships 
that have a disturbing wake resulting in seaside damage. 

The dolphins and other sea life would be grateful not to have big noisy vessels regularly invading their 
Sounds. Picton and the Marlborough Sounds are renowned for providing recreational activities in beautiful 
settings and removing much of the big sea traffic would enhance that. 

Do you really want to perpetuate an unsatisfactory solution? 

The Consent for Port Marlborough’s redevelopment was a Covid-19 rush deal.  Most of half billion dollar 
expenditure has not yet incurred. Picton Port needs to upgrade but not with ferry and freight vessels in mind. 

Start a new Clifford Bay facility for Ferries and Freight  with built-in efficiencies and then both harbours, 
Picton and Clifford Bay, could operate.  I know there is the pressing issue of new ferries arriving in 2029 but 
why not bite the bullet and do the logical thing for the future? 

With modern day care and mindfulness for the environment, Clifford Bay has room to grow. 

It is NOT TOO LATE. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 48 

 
Name:   Kamaljodh Singh 
 
Contact person:  Kamaljodh 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 233653420 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

We need infrastructure to support existing town rather building new one in isolated place to benefit few 
investors. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 49 

 
Name:   Rex Scoble 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 536659399 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I support this for the future of Marlborough.Port Marlborough and the region needs this for long term 
employment, development and opportunities that will exists once completed.Good on you MDC for getting 
behind this proposal.  

Excellent proposal Port Marlborough….. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 50 

 
Name:   Evelyn Arnold 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 287851297 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

Very important investment for Picton and Marlborough 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 51 

 
Name:   Sari Lewis 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 915923474 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I think it is important that Marlborough community remains invested in the Cook Strait ferries and the Picton 
infrastructure 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 52 

 
Name:   Jane Robinson 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 1009230450 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

This development needs to proceed before the cost increases any further. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 53 

 
Name:   Chris Davies 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 660147300 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

You keep say Might and Maybe and putting up a frightening scenario,  without going into detail. I don't agree. 
You don't know whether the Port Authority will have to pay more, by way of interest, on a future loan! Yet you 
seem to be sure that a mere extra 1% in interest will equal a 1.5m dollar loss of future income! And you fail 
to show what benefits might be lost! 

This is a pure commercial transaction and should not involve the council. 

Had this gone ahead prior and then i Rex cancelled, it would have left the council, ie ratepayers, in the lurch. 

There is no question re a possible loss of ferry services, that has already been confirmed by the government. 
Fact! 

There will be no re negotiation with Ferry Holdings, that's already been settled. 

You are using an old scare mongering argument from the last time you wanted to borrow. Fact! 

Your whole argument is fictitious, just a red herring. Therefore, I cannot support it. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 54 

 
Name:   Peter Colenbrander 
 
Contact person:  Oddies Marine Waikawa Limited 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 758667759 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I support this option as option 2 will put the whole development in jeopardy and not give the council or the 
rate payers the return on investment. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 55 

 
Name:   Jo Huntley 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 677456213 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I would like to see an upgrade of the Ferry Terminal incorporating The Picton I site and removal of rental car 
offices from the foreshore so we can have more parking.Wellington do not have rental car offices.Where the 
aquarium used to be a picnic area with steps into fenced off swimming area where the old boat launching 
ramp was then people would use the sauna that could be parked in picnic area instead of taking the best 
park space as it does now. Incorporating the I site into Ferry Terminal would improve the service for bus and 
rail connection ,instead of the old building it is   now.The Blenheim I site is far better.Just these few things 
would enhance our beautiful foreshore instead of tin sheds and old past their use by date buildings. Do not 
forget the people of Picton and the tourists because we are the gateway to the south! Thank you 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 56 

 
Name:   Clinton G 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 876650691 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  

I oppose Marlborough District Council lending $110 million to Port Marlborough for the Waitohi/Picton ferry 
redevelopment project. 

While I acknowledge the importance of maintaining a resilient Cook Strait link and the strategic role of Picton 
as a national transport hub, I do not believe this proposal represents a prudent or low-risk financial decision 
for council or ratepayers. 

1.  Financial Risk Ultimately Rests with Council (and Ratepayers) 

Although it is stated that the loan will be repaid by Port Marlborough and not ratepayers, the debt is 
still being raised by Council.  

This exposes Council to: 

Balance sheet risk 

Potential impacts on borrowing capacity and credit rating 

Increased costs of borrowing for future essential infrastructure 

Concerns have already been raised publicly about whether this level of debt could affect the Council’s 
credit rating and therefore future rates. 

If the port or wider programme underperforms, the financial burden could materially shift back to 
Council. 

2.  Lack of Crown Guarantee Increases Exposure 

There is no Crown guarantee underpinning this loan. 
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Previous commentary has highlighted that without a government guarantee; Council is effectively 
taking on risk that depends on the performance and continuity of central government entities and 
arrangements. 

Given: 

The reliance on national ferry operations 

The involvement of government-led entities (e.g. Ferry Holdings, KiwiRail) 

Previous programme changes and cancellations 

This creates a level of uncertainty that is not appropriate for a council-backed loan of this scale. 

3.  History of Programme Changes and Abandoned Investment 

This project follows earlier ferry replacement initiatives that were stopped or restructured after 
significant investment had already occurred. 

There has already been: 

Disruption in Picton 

Partial works completed without delivery of the full programme 

Changes in vessel design and ownership models 

This history raises legitimate concerns about: 

Delivery certainty 

Cost escalation 

Scope changes 

Council should not commit to further debt until there is stronger certainty around long-term delivery 
and funding stability. 

4.  Scale of Investment is Disproportionate to Local Risk 

The Picton works alone are estimated at approximately $531 million, as part of a much larger national 
programme. 

While the port’s contribution is capped at $110 million, this is still a very significant exposure for a 
regional council to support—particularly when: 

The benefits are national 

The risks are partially localised through council borrowing 

In principle, nationally significant infrastructure should be funded and underwritten at a national level, 
not through local authority debt mechanisms. 

5.  Uncertainty Around Long-Term Financial Returns 

The proposal assumes: 

The port will generate sufficient operating income 
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Dividends will continue to offset council income 

However, this relies on: 

Ongoing ferry demand 

Stable operational performance 

No major disruptions or restructuring 

Given the level of uncertainty in transport infrastructure programmes, these assumptions should be 
treated cautiously. 

6.  Alternative Approach Should Be Considered 

Before committing to borrowing, Council should: 

Seek a stronger Crown funding or guarantee position 

Require clearer contractual protections 

Explore alternative funding structures that do not expose Council debt 

Delay commitment until full programme delivery risks are better understood 

 
Conclusion 
This proposal places a disproportionate level of financial and strategic risk on Marlborough District Council 
for a project that is fundamentally of national importance. 

Without stronger guarantees, greater certainty of delivery, and clearer protection for ratepayers, I do not 
support Council proceeding with the proposed $110 million loan. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 57 

 
Name:   Robyn Barclay 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 688540190 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

I'm a Picton rate payer and resident of 25 years. 

I recall 10-12 years ago when the idea of Clifford Bay was mooted and Port Marlborough and residents  
fought to keep the Interislander Ferries here in Picton.  There was a period of 2-3 years when Picton stopped 
dead in it's tracks.  Homes were not being bought or sold.  Business's also the same.  Tumbleweeds blowing 
down the street.  There was very little confidence in the town and a lot of fear that without the ferries, Picton 
simply would not survive. 

I see the opposite when our confidence is high, give us the chance to thrive. 

Further, I know the benefits that Port Marlborough and the ferries bring to the entire district.  The Port, their 
suppliers, their employers, other companies that enjoy trade because of the ferries - it's a ripple effect giving 
a better economy, a huge employer .  What is Marlborough without the ferries? 

On a more personal level, I'm a frequent Ferry user.   Bring on the newer safer ones, bring them into our safe 
harbour. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 58 

 
Name:   Rangasamy Balasubramaniam 
 
Contact person:  Bala 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 247561477 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 59 

 
Name:   DN Laing 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 214739945 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made} 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 60 

 
Name:   Kara Turfrey 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 1043333629 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 61 

 
Name:   Kara Turfrey 
 
Contact person:  Picton ITM Building Centre Ltd 
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 392711006 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 62 

 
Name:   Sarah Bennett 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 778580328 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 63 

 
Name:   Charlotte Knowles 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 341795296 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 64 

 
Name:   David Hancock 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 378482845 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 65 

 
Name:   Baldeep Kaur 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 572129745 

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 66 

 
Name:   Francois Cuccurullo 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 436906928 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  



 

Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the 
Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Page 81 

Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 67 

 
Name:   Kamini Bajwa 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 790473290 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 68 

 
Name:   Elizabeth Smith 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 840528914 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 69 

 
Name:   Zane Monteith 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 182907798 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 70 

 
Name:   Heide Watson 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID: 449726894 

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  
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Submitters who did not want their 
details published 

 
Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 71 

 
Name:   ANON-8T2H-9E4W-F 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID:  

Speak to Submission: Not Answered  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

[No comment made] 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 72 

 
Name:   ANON-5Z8V-7S6S-G 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID:  

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 1 - Preferred by Council  

 

Submission:  

It is important for the MDC to support Port Marlborough in funding this key piece of infrastructure for New 
Zealand. 
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project  

Submission 73 

 
Name:   ANON-6Q5J-3M8V-M 
 
Contact person:   
 
Organisation:  
  
Submitter ID:  

Speak to Submission: No  

 
Submitter Position: Option 2  

 

Submission:  
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Notice of Hearing of Submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – Wednesday 20 May and Thursday 21 May 2026

A meeting of the Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project will be held in Council Chambers, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim on Wednesday 20 May and Thursday 21 May 2026 commencing at 1.30 pm and 8.30 am respectively.
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Meeting of the Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project
will be held Council Chambers, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim, 
on WEDNESDAY 20 MAY and THURSDAY 21 MAY 2026 

commencing at 1.30 pm and 8.30 am



Committee	The Mayor N P Taylor 

Clr S R W Adams 

Clr S J Arbuckle 

Clr A R Burgess 

Clr J D N Croad 

Clr D A Dalliessi 

Clr B G Dawson

Clr C M W Dawson

Clr B A Faulls

Clr R J Innes

Clr T P Sowman 

Clr B D Stace

Clr M J Taylor



Apologies	Clr G A Hope 

Clr J C Hyndman



Staff			Geoff Blake (Chief Financial Officer)

		Setareh Masoud-Ansari (General Counsel)

		Nicole Chauval (Committee Secretary)
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Wednesday, 20 May 2026



		Time

		Sub #

		Name

		Organisation



		1st Session



		1:30 pm

		225615137

		Jordan Appleton

		Board Member, Marlborough Chamber of Commerce (Confirmed)



		1.45 pm

		684590443

		Andrew Caddie

		(Confirmed)



		2.00 pm

		1021438221

		Brendan Carroll

		Queen Charlotte College



		2.15 pm

		94807433

		Martin Fletcher

		



		2.30 pm

		219243849

		Heath Turnbull

		









Thursday, 21 May 2026

		Time

		Sub #

		Name

		Organisation



		1st Session



		8.30  

		291665747

		Mark Peters 
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Summary of Submissions



Preferred choice

There were 73 responses to this part of the question.



		Option

		Total

		Percent



		Option 1 - Preferred by Council

		60

		82.19%



		Option 2

		13

		17.81%



		Not Answered

		0

		0.00%
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Hearing – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – page 1

Hearing - Wednesday, 20 May 2026 



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 1



Name: 		Jordan Appleton



Contact person: 	on behalf of Marlborough Chamber of Commerce



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	225615137

Speak to Submission:	Yes	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

The Marlborough Chamber of Commerce acknowledges the Statement of Proposal unanimously approved by Council last week, initiating consultation on funding options for Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project.

From a business perspective, this is a critical infrastructure decision for our region.  Marlborough’s economic strength relies heavily on efficient and reliable inter-island connections to support freight, supply chains, tourism, and day-to-day business operations.

The Chamber supports Option 1 as outlined in the proposal.  Providing financing certainty enables Port Marlborough to participate in the redevelopment and helps secure the long-term future of ferry operations in Picton. This level of certainty is essential for business confidence, investment, and regional growth.

In addition, we see clear value in the opportunities this project can provide for local contractors and suppliers to be involved, helping to retain and circulate economic benefits within the Marlborough region.

We also acknowledge that the proposed funding approach does not place a direct burden on ratepayers, with any borrowing to be repaid by Port Marlborough through its operations. 

Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Page 2

Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 2



Name: 		Andrew Caddie



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	684590443

Speak to Submission:	Yes	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

Introduction

1.	I submit as a Marlborough resident and ratepayer and, once upon a time, a regular user of the Interislander Cook Strait Ferry service.

2.	The gross inadequacies of the current Cook Strait Ferry services and Central Government’s various attempts to address this lamentable state of affairs are well documented. The current Government has stepped up and – quite rightly - intends to shoulder the main financial, planning and implementation burden of bringing in a new generation of ferries and associated infrastructure to ensure safe, reliable and efficient operations for passengers and freight.

3.	Government’s plans see the South Island Ferry terminal continuing to be located at Picton. Not unreasonably Government is looking to a contribution for the necessary port infrastructure redevelopment from the Picton port owner and operator – Port Marlborough New Zealand Limited (Port Marlborough).

4.	Given the “all or nothing” approach of the two options laid out in the Council’s 2026 Consultation Document (CD) I feel I need to stress at the onset that I have no issues with Central Government’s choice of Picton.

5.	However, my review of the CD and the Agenda Paper (AP) presented to Council at an Extraordinary Council meeting on 16 April raises – in my view - some fundamental questions. In my view these are the sorts of questions that need to be clearly addressed by Council before a reasonably informed view on the wisdom or otherwise of the Council’s preferred option by which Port Marlborough would finance its agreed share of the cost of construction of certain required port infrastructure - Option 1 - can be made.

6.	In several areas the consultation documents are, in my view, somewhat opaque which, to be fair, is likely due to the complex arrangements envisaged under Option 1. In my view this opaqueness could have been avoided if the CD had contained some wire diagrams setting out the envisaged structure of the Council’s preferred option. There would, I suggest, have been: one covering the envisaged money flows (to and from Port Marlborough); a second covering “who does what” in the implementation and construction phase and; a third covering “who does what” once the construction phase is complete and the new ferries operating.

The Finance Options laid out in the CD

7.	Port Marlborough and the Crown – the latter acting through a wholly Government owned entity Ferry Holdings Limited (FH) - have been engaged in negotiations. The CD records an Interim Development Agreement (IDA) between these parties that records the details of the agreements in principle that have been reached – subject to final agreement in other words.

8.	Option 1: In this scenario the Council borrows the sum of $110 million from the Local Government Funding Agency (LGFA) at a favourable interest rate and on-lends it to the Council controlled organisation – MDC Holdings limited (MDCH) – who, as 100% shareholder of Port Marlborough, then on-lends it to Port Marlborough.

9.	A financial positive of this approach is that the interest rate payable by Port Marlborough to MDCH is expected to be less (could be up to 1 %)[footnoteRef:1] than if Port Marlborough went to market to raise the $110 million directly. [1:  See page 6 of the CD under Option 2.] 


10.	Option 2: Here, Council does not borrow the money to on-lend, via MDCH, to Port Marlborough. The CD then identifies under this scenario the obvious downside for Port Marlborough - it will have to find funding on an arms length commercial basis elsewhere at a higher interest rate. The CD also identifies a number of other potential negative outcomes.

11.	Most alarming of these –is that for reasons not immediately apparent - to this submitter at least - the redevelopment will not go ahead and/or the package negotiated to date with FH will unwind. This generates, in my view, a feeling of a done deal.

Why are Marlborough ratepayers being asked to front up here?

12.	As I understand it the genus of the incorporation of Port Marlborough is to be found in the Port Companies Act 1988. This Act was part of the tsunami of more market based restructuring by the fourth Labour Government. The likes of the Council could be shareholders of port companies. However, the Act imposed various constitutional restrictions on shareholders to ensure that the principal statutory objective - that the company would be managed by its board as a successful business - be achieved free from Council direction.

13.	Accordingly, in my view, it is entirely reasonable to query why the Marlborough ratepayer is being asked to front the lending for Port Marlborough’s share of the proposed redevelopment given the commercial stand-alone nature of Port Marlborough.

14.	Thus, in my view, the first question to be asked is: why is Port Marlborough not being expected to act as a confident stand-alone successful business and seeking debt funding directly from the market? The positive for ratepayers would be that this would leave the Council’s financial powder dry for all the other funding needs of a unitary authority with a small ratepayer base. In particular, the many present and future pressing infrastructural demands on its borrowing capacity eg river control work, roading repair and maintenance, three waters and so on.



Approach of My Submission

15.	I have looked at various aspects of the CD and AP through that lens and so pose some questions that, in my view, arise accordingly.

16.	I also note this is a consultation under the Section 83 of the Local Government Act. The principles of fair and effective consultation are set out in Section 82 of that Act.

17.	However, I accept that this is a process of consultation not negotiation. In this regard I note the stark and dark language of the CD as to outcomes should the community not find favour with the Council’s preferred option.

18.	Accordingly, I also offer some views concerning potential gaps in that preferred option and suggest that there might have been at least one or two other options considered whereby Council might have assisted Port Marlborough - short of Council borrowing the full $110 million in its own right as per Option 1.

Questions- is there a pressing need for Council to borrow and then on-lend?

19.	Question: Is the Council agreeing to borrow and on-lend $110 million - at favourable interest and other terms - to meet Port Marlborough’s contribution a “nice to have” or a “must have” for Port Marlborough?

20.	Question: In other words, is the current financial strength and likely future financial performance of Port Marlborough such that the likelihood of it being lent the money on an arms length reasonable commercial terms basis is remote?

21.	Question: If the answer to the above is yes then, can Council confirm that the business case presented to the board of MDCH and endorsed by the independent directors made this clear?

22.	Question: Alternatively, is it an express requirement of the IDA that the $110 million must be directly procured by the Council in the first instance?

23.	Question: If the answer is no, then why does the narrative around Option 2 suggest that if Option 1 is not selected then “the deal “as set out in the IDA falls over?

24.	Question: Is the main concern with Option 2 to do with tight timing[footnoteRef:2]2. In other words if there is a very tight time frame for Port Marlborough to materialise a commercial loan agreement (or raise debt via other avenues (eg by the issue of infrastructure bonds)) for all or part of the Port Marlborough contribution then has Council considered alternative funding options to assist Port Marlborough through this timing difficulty? [2:  See page 10 of the CD] 


25.	For example:

-	Council borrows and on-lends Port Marlborough a lessor amount;

-	Council lends Port Marlborough bridging finance to give it time to go to the market; and/or

-	Council backs Port Marlborough direct borrowings with a capped guarantee?

26.	Question: In the Council’s experience, what is the likely period from the time of preparing and then presenting a loan request to LGFA to the funds becoming available for draw down?

Questions - Impact on Future Council Borrowings?

27.	In the narrative re Option 1 it is said that the proposed Council borrowing of the $110 million will not of itself impact on the Council’s cost to borrow.

28.	Question: It is in my view, fair to say that New Zealand councils generally are only now facing up to the cost of looming essential infrastructure repair and replacement. Accordingly, has the Council made any estimate of the funding demands for such works that we are likely to face it in the next five to 10 years?

29.	The CD suggests that based on “current modelling” the Council financing the monies will not of itself impact on the Council’s credit rating[footnoteRef:3]. With all due respect, it is unclear from the CD whether such modelling was looking at Councils cumulative debt both now and in the future? [3:  Page 8 of the CD- “Based on current modelling this financing alone is not expected to materially impact future borrowing for Council”. (Emphasis added)] 


30.	Question: In other words rather than modelling this proposed borrowing seemingly only in isolation, how does it look when consolidated with the Council’s overall likely pipeline of future infrastructure borrowings such as three waters, roading repairs and maintenance and so on?

Questions- The Proposed Loan Agreement Structure

31.	Question: The CD has the Council structuring any on-lending as a seemingly clumsy two-step process. What are the perceived legal, administrative or tax advantages (if any) behind the CD stating the Council on-lending is to be structured so, rather than the Council entering into a loan agreement with Port Marlborough directly?

32.	Question: The CD and AP[footnoteRef:4] suggest that the repayment terms will be particularly flexible for Port Marlborough. In my view the narrative suggests loan repayments will be on a “as available basis” after various other operating expenses, - contributions to its reserves, making dividends and so on - are allowed for and a surplus remains. Is this correct? [4:  See paragraph 50 of the AP and page 8 of the CD] 


33.	Question: The CD and AP also suggest a repayment term for Port Marlborough of 30 years. Will the loan from LGFA to Council also be for a term of 30 years or does the Council intend to take the risk of “borrowing short and lending long”?

34.	Question: Can the Council confirm that the terms and conditions as to payment of interest placed on Port Marlborough will more or less replicate the timing of payment of interest placed on the Council by its lender the LGFA?

Questions – Benefits of Option 1 – Page 10 of the CD

35.	Question- The narrative here is a little opaque but suggesting, in my view, an all or nothing approach. No loan sourced by Council means, as I read the CD, no Picton terminal redevelopment and thus no flow on benefits to Port Marlborough. Have I got that right?

36.	Question: If I am correct why does the CD not deal more fully with the obvious alternative of, in my view, Port Marlborough proceeding but directly sourcing the monies (in part or whole) it self?

37.	Question: I note the caveats in the narrative as to the robustness of the projected Port Marlborough dividend flow, As I understand it Port Marlborough currently has the intention of delivering at least 45 % of net operating profit after tax to MDCH. Have the figures in the bar graph on page 10 been calculated on this basis? Historically (last 10 years say) has this target been, in fact the level of dividends Port Marlborough has paid.

38.	Question: The CD seems to significantly over estimate the negative impact of a scenario where Port Marlborough finances its contribution directly from the market. Surely the other identified benefits of the redevelopment still continue to flow under this scenario? The only difference, as far as I can see, being the extra cost of interest reducing the net operating profit by well less than a million dollars- after tax set offs?

LGFA - A bottomless money well?

39.	The impression gained from the CD is that it is most unlikely the LGFA will balk at a request from Council for the $110 million knowing it will be on lent to a stand-alone business entity - Port Marlborough.

40.	I note the eye watering sums (many billons) that are being tossed around as to NZ councils cumulative costs for overdue repair and replacement of core infrastructure. If the LGDA is the principal funder is it not reasonable to expect that LGFA may ration funding requests by individual council based on its cumulative LGFA debt? Or, is the Council confident that the LGFA has access to effectively unlimited funds to on lend?

Questions- Risk Mitigation Measures - Supply of Guarantee and Bond

41.	An important risk mitigation measure as to protecting the envisaged income stream(s) for Port Marlborough as a result of the redevelopment is said to be the supply of a financial Guarantee and bond in favour of Port Marlborough[footnoteRef:5]. Under Option 2 it is said that the supply of the guarantee and bond is uncertain under option 2. It is not immediately apparent why. In order to clarify matters I ask the following: [5:  See page 6 of the CD- “…to support the new long term lease and operating fees arrangements….”] 


42.	Question: Under Option 1 are both these instruments to be supplied by the ferry operator entity – currently KiwiRail?

43.	Question: If the guarantee and/or bond are to be supplied by FH does the Council have any feel for the willingness of the appropriate Minister approving such a guarantee as required by the Crown Entities Act?

Questions- Joint Ownership of core, strategic Infrastructure

44.	The CD and AP seem, to this submitter, particularly opaque as to this important aspect of the proposed arrangements. As noted earlier a “wire diagram” would have been most helpful for Councillors (and submitters) to better grasp the arrangements outlined/suggested at page 9 of the CD.

45.	Question: The CD states that the “…SPV is expected to take the form of a limited partnership…”. Can Council confirm this is a limited liability partnership as envisaged by the Limited Partnerships Act 2008?

46.	Question: Assuming the answer is yes, I note the CD goes on to state that FH and Port Marlborough will be general partners and thus, as I understand it, will be responsible for the management of the limited partnership and bear joint and several liability for the debts and liabilities of the limited partnership. Does Council agree?

47.	Question: As I understand it, a limited partnership requires at least one limited partner. That is, someone who does not take part in the management of the partnership and is not also a general partner. Can Council confirm as to who the limited partner will be?

48.	Question: I confess to be a little puzzled as to if there are one or two SPV’s! At page 9 of the CD there is reference to a “…separate entity set up to specifically own the co-funded assets”. This is referred to as a special purpose entity (SPV). The CD states the SPV is expected to be a limited partnership. Fine, a limited partnership is, as per the Act, a separate legal person.

49.	However the narrative then becomes a little clouded as the CD then states; “The shares in the SPV will be held by Port Marlborough…”. In my view, this does not jell, with a limited partnership structure. So,…is the reference to shares a reference to the shares of a limited liability company? If yes, could this entity be the limited partner?

50.	Question: On completion of the project infrastructure Port Marlborough will co-own some of the infrastructure assets (the wharf, the vehicle access bridge, the seawall and associated civil works) with the balance, such as the link span, to be owned by FH. Is that correct?

Conclusion

51.	As can be gathered, as a ratepayer, I have a number of concerns with the proposal that Council step into the fray in the manner envisaged by Option 1.

52.	In particular that: Council funding this stand alone business entity’s contribution to the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project is not particularly pressing (it could/should do so itself) and; incurring this debt may hinder Council’s future ability to fund other non business orientated but infrastructure essential to the well being of Marlborough ratepayers such as roading repair and maintenance and three waters infrastructure.

53.	I am also concerned that Council does not seem to have taken the opportunity to consider other funding options such as part funding, or acting as a guarantor as opposed to being the primary source of funds.

54.	Nevertheless, I commend the Council for its efforts in firstly attempting to set out the detail of a fairly complex and yet to be finalised set of arrangements as negotiated to this point by Port Marlborough. Secondly, giving Marlborough citizens the opportunity to participate in this process of consultation.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 3



Name: 		Brendan Carroll



Contact person: 	Queen Charlotte College



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	1021438221

Speak to Submission:	Yes	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

This is a certain benefit to the youth of Picton and wider Marlborough; the long-term certainty of the Port allows ongoing employment opportunities for the future.









Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Page 7





Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 4



Name: 		Martin Fletcher FCA



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	948076433

Speak to Submission:	Yes	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[image: ]

Overall, I'm very comfortable with the proposal, on the assumption that Council has in place mechanisms that align movements in the cost of debt, (particular in an increasing interest rate environment), with the amount recovered from Port and subsequently Ferry Holdings Ltd 

The increase in Council Debt by $110M, will without doubt put pressure on Council’s current "AA- outlook stable" credit rating as it did under the previous IREX project. However, should Standard and Poors lower Council's current credit rating to A+, it will only increase the cost of debt by 0.05%. Assuming total debt of $300M this would increase interest costs by approximately $150,000, one tenth of the increase in forecast dividends. 

My concern relates to following paragraph in the Statement of Proposal in particular the last sentence beginning "The exact repayment profile will be determined by the boards of Port Marlborough and MDCH....

 "The Port’s borrowing would be repaid progressively over time from its operating cashflows. After meeting day-to-day operating costs, maintaining prudent cash reserves, and providing a dividend return to Council, the Port has the opportunity to use surplus cash to reduce outstanding debt. Modelling shows that, under conservative assumptions, debt associated with the project can be fully repaid within 30 years. 

The exact repayment profile will be determined by the boards of Port Marlborough and MDCH, considering financial performance, investment priorities, and maintaining a resilient port for the region."

As investment returns will cover the cost of debt and generate sufficient surpluses to increase forecast dividends by approximately $1.5M per annum, in my view repayments can and should be on a fixed amount per annum, similar in concept to a table mortgage. This approach will improve transparency in that Port, instead of using available cash for future investments, will have to make the repayment and then transparently seek further funding for new future initiatives. This would give Council and Marlborough ratepayers full confidence that Port would fully repay the $110M within the first 30-year term of the lease.

In reviewing other submissions, I noted that some submitters are still advocating for the Clifford Bay alternative. This is outside the scope of this consultation which relates to the financing of the Waitohi Ferry Terminal. 

The Clifford Bay alternative was the subject of significant investigation in 2012 with Cabinet making the decision not to proceed in 2013. It should be noted that Cabinet made this decision prior to the Kaikoura earthquake which resulted in seabed and foreshore uplifts of up to 8 metres. This uplift must have a significant impact on project cost. Other points to note are:

1.	Ferry Holdings Ltd is not pursuing the Clifford Bay option;

2.	While the Clifford Bay option was being investigated, this generated significant uncertainty in the Picton Community and a stalling of investment. 

3.  	Further investigation would only generate further delays and potentially extend implementation by over five years. 

4.  	Since the Cabinet decision Kiwi Rail has sold the 400+ hectares it owned for the Clifford Bay project.

Now is not the time to be diverted by Clifford Bay.

Links to the relevant report and Cabinet Paper are included below.

Report

https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Report/Clifford-Bay-Investigation-Report-redacted.pdf

Cabinet Paper

https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Cabinet/Clifford-Bay-Cabinet-paper-Nov-13.pdf



Recommendations:

That Council agree to:

1.	Move the repayment of the $110 million loan to a fixed amount per annum to significantly improve transparency and guarantee repayment within the first 30 year lease term.

2. 	Not pursue the Clifford Bay alternative to provide certainty to the residents and businesses of Picton.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 5



Name: 		Heath Turnbull



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	219243849

Speak to Submission:	Yes	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:



Part 1: Your Response to the Proposed Options Do you support Option 1 or Option 2?

Neither. I am submitting an alternative proposal (Option 3).

Part 2: Submission Comments / Reasons for Your View

Please provide your feedback on the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project financing:

I strongly oppose both Option 1 and Option 2. Investing $110 million of public money to upgrade the existing Picton port infrastructure is a poor value-for-money proposition for Marlborough

District Council (MDC) ratepayers.

Instead, the Council should reject these options and aggressively pursue a third alternative: developing an entirely new, privately backed port at Clifford Bay and refitting the existing ferry berths in Picton specifically for cruise ships.

The strategic, safety, and financial justifications for this alternative approach include:

A Dual-Port Economic Engine: This approach creates two fully operational ports in Marlborough, both managed by Port Marlborough. Clifford Bay would serve as a high-efficiency industrial logistics hub, while Picton is freed up to focus entirely on premium tourism and increased cruise ship visitations.

Transforming Picton into a World-Class Destination: Removing heavy industrial logistics, rail networks, and freight trucking from Picton eliminates severe urban bottlenecks. The resulting land value released back to the local community would be significant. This allows Picton to undergo a major economic evolution, unlocking its potential to rival premier tourist destinations like Queenstown.

Mitigating Financial Risk and Sunk Costs for Ratepayers: While Option 1 attempts to cap the Port’s contribution at $110 million, the total Waitohi project cost is an estimated $531 million. Investing massive public funds into a geographically constrained, aging site creates severe "sunk cost" risks. Private capital or a dedicated national infrastructure fund should instead be leveraged to build a modern, scalable terminal at Clifford Bay.

Protection Against Private Sector Undermining: Pouring public money into Picton leaves MDC highly vulnerable. If the Council locks itself into the Picton upgrade, a private entity could easily step in, develop Clifford Bay, and completely undermine the public investment in Picton. A private ferry operation running out of Clifford Bay would hold immense operational efficiencies, ultimately winning market share through significantly lower transit costs and shorter trip times.

Superior Financial Leverage: The Clifford Bay Port Consortium previously secured private funding that required a significantly lower central government contribution. By redirecting the proposed $110 million toward the Clifford Bay development, MDC can unlock massive private capital, achieving a far greater infrastructure outcome for a lower public investment.

Mitigating Risk of Construction Delay: The Waitohi redevelopment is a complex construction project in a live port environment. Because detailed design has not yet started, the chance of unforeseen site discoveries is high. Maintaining an operating port while attempting a refit within a severely constrained space against a tight timeframe presents an extreme risk. Conversely, Clifford Bay is a greenfield site with a fully resolved design. Developing Clifford Bay separates construction from daily operations, allowing the existing port to continue to function uninterrupted.

Saving Lives on Our Roads: Eliminating the road journey between Clifford Bay and Picton for ferry passengers will prevent an estimated 3.1 fatalities per year, alongside numerous serious and minor injuries. NZTA calculations value the human costs of these accidents at $42.3 million per annum. The road between Picton and Clifford Bay is a challenging, difficult route prone to head-on collisions caused by driver fatigue. This $42.3 million saving does not even account for the additional safety benefits of a one-hour shorter driving journey to Christchurch, which will further reduce driver fatigue.

Significant Local Infrastructure Savings: Terminating the heavy inter-island freight link at Clifford Bay eliminates the need for massive freight trains and heavy B-train trucks to travel the vulnerable corridor between Clifford Bay and Picton. This will dramatically reduce ongoing maintenance and repair costs for local roads, state highways, and rail lines, saving millions in regional infrastructure spend.

Massive Productivity and Fuel Savings: Bypassing the Queen Charlotte Sound creates massive national and regional efficiencies. The shortened maritime route generates an estimated $12.1 million in annual fuel savings from the ferries alone. Ferries will be able to increase from two sailings a day to more than three sailings per day, which delivers increased flexibility and a more than 50% improvement on capital deployed. The rail trip is shortened by 100min and car trip by 50min. This will improve the country's productivity and the region's prospects for growth.

Enable Electrification of Freight: Shortening the route from the ferry terminal to Christchurch and eliminating the Welds and Dashwood Passes from the journey enables the use of electric trucks. Haulers will be able to recharge in Marlborough from new solar developments on surrounding farms diverting diesel dollars to the local economy.

Funded Community Transition: A portion of these immense, ongoing fuel and infrastructure savings can be captured to establish a dedicated transition fund. This fund will actively support local Picton businesses as they shift into the high-growth tourism and hospitality economy.

Investing $110 million into a geographically constrained, aging site in Picton locks the region and the entire country into an outdated model. I urge the Council to look to the future, protect ratepayer funds, and champion a productive dual port future for Marlborough and New Zealand.



Hearing - Thursday, 21 May 2026 
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Submission 6



Name: 		Mark Peters



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	291665747

Speak to Submission:	Yes	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I am a Fellow of the Australian & NZ Institute of Chartered Accountants and have been involved in Commercial and Industrial Financial Accounting and Governance for over 45 years. I have followed the Ferry Upgrade proposals through the original IRex proposal to this new proposal. During the period of the initial  proposal I was Chair of Council's Planning, Finance & Community Committee,  Chair of the Long Term Plan Committee and a Director of MDC Holdings Ltd - owners of Port Marlborough. While I was comfortable with the original arrangements that were negotiated  to provide Ferry facilities upgrade, pegged at around $110 million (via loan raised and on loaned to Port Marlborough) and the future secured capital returns to Port Marlborough, I was never comfortable that KiwiRail fully understood the total amount of funding they would require and which I felt Government would never commit to. The Ferries were too big and the infrastructure costs in Picton and Wellington to be borne by KiwiRail were far too high and not fully even known. So it was no surprise to me that the original plans fell through under a new Government in 2023.

This restructured, smaller than the original, but larger than existing,  high tech ferries with less new infrastructure requirements makes far more economic sense as a workable long term solution. For  Marlborough ratepayers this secures Picton as a long term ferry port and puts to bed once and for all the spectre of Clifford Bay, which makes no economic sense but continues to be raised. Picton would decline economically without the ferries and the loan of $110m can be secured at favorable long term fixed rates through LGF Finance and on loaned to Port Marlborough. In turn Port Marlborough will - while perhaps not secured fully by Government Guarantees - have all the same relatively strong security through long term contacts with Government owned KiwRail and through a satisfactory agreed WACC giving a good return to Port Marlborough over and above the cost of capital borrowed. Ratepayers will not only not have to bear any costs of this loan, but will receive enhanced dividends from Port Marlborough through direct increased revenue generated by the ferry operations. In addition, the increased and ongoing economic benefits to Picton and all of Marlborough will create more jobs and increase economic benefit to the region.

All in all this is an absolute no brainer and I fully support Proposal 1 and the $110 million funding arrangement.







[image: ]NON
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Submission 7



Name: 		Loretta Guthrie



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	728073236

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

New Zealand needs this redevelopment! simple as that !
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 8



Name: 		Daniel Kilkelly



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	544353225

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

This project has to go ahead without conditions . 

The whole of Marlborough ultimately would  benefit in upgrade roading upgrades, infrstructure upgrades, hospitality, and growth. 

Marlborough in my view is not a sad retiring place ,far from it . We must invest..
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 9



Name: 		Glynn Thomas



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	509225059

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Option 1 provides a return for council and ratepayers. It also has a zero cost to ratepayers- no increase on rates. 

It is interesting (disturbing in reality) the public conception of the proposal, with some not understanding (or indeed wanting to understand) the proposal, its suggested structure, no cost to ratepayers and the returns to council/ratepayers. 

The proposal appears, on the surface, to be well thought out and structured to benefit the region both in terms of debt, returns and progress.

As a investor and ratepayer in Pitcon, support option 1.













Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 10



Name: 		Donald Mitchell



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	747254307

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I submit that the council option proceed.it is critical for Marlborough that an upgraded ferry terminal is built. The loan should be made and repaid under a structure that does not increase the rate burden on Marlborough residents.













Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 11



Name: 		Tim McCaffrey



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	356435888

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I understand this loan will have no impact on our rates for the Port will make this amount in years to come.  If there is a rates rise I am worried. 

I am concerned that our local National candidate Stuart Smith has mentioned Clifford Bay on numerous occasions and this is a BIG concern. You can have all in favour, but if you do not have politicians in favour of Picton being the port WE are in serious trouble. So please ensure both elected parties are co-operating.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 12



Name: 		Daniel Frost



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	941692929

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

This is a strategic investment which requires Central Government, and while this may not be forthcoming from the coalition government, there is significant value in local government investing in the development. I feel this investment will bring more commerce into the region and create jobs gor people who live in the region.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 13



Name: 		Glenn Arnold



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	776459474

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I believe it is proudent for council to invest in local infrastructure especially relating to tourism going forward.













Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 14



Name: 		Katherine McKimmie



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	250750144

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Picton needs an updated reliable Ferry Service now. 

Cheaper option to borrow through LGFA

Better long term dividends for Council. 

Managed risks.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 15



Name: 		Dianne Johnson



Contact person: 	Dianne.johnson@stonefarm.co.nz



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	14173575

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Option 1 definitely the best option .













Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 16



Name: 		Nick Moor



Contact person: 	N/A



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	204760953

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Fully support Council providing funding to the Port.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 17



Name: 		Brett Allan



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	668930216

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

As a ratepayer I support council’s preferred option of lending $110 million to Port Marlborough. I look forward to the impact of future higher dividends to Council that will reduce future rating requirements.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 18



Name: 		Andrea Corbett



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	370031605

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

New Zealand’s economy relies on a core set of essential infrastructure systems to ensure the efficient movement of goods, services, people, and capital. This is fundamental to maintaining economic stability and enabling both national and regional growth.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 19



Name: 		Shane Ryan



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	19707961

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

Picton township is already inundated with ferry traffic, both commercial and domestic/ tourist traffic. With trucks loading and unloading in the middle of the streets day and night. Domestic freight ie caravans, trailers, cars being picked up and dropped off before the and after freighting to and from Wellington.  State highway 1 to Blenheim has had dozens of accidents and fatalities involving ferry traffic over the years pointing to the fact that in its present condition it is not fit for purpose. Picton sewer and fresh water systems are running at maximum capacity and at times beyond creating usage restrictions. Surely the Marlborough District Council should be using its money to upgrade and future proof the infrastructure before it puts money towards increasing the problems we all ready have. The Central Government of the time should be the one to  pay for and put in place somewhere to park its ferries? Not the ratepayers of Marlborough. Sincerely Shane Ryan.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 20



Name: 		Martin Austin



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	295972878

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Critical Infrastructure required for the long term success of Region and South Island industry. Will contribute to the overall economic development of the region.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 21



Name: 		Campbell Everett



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	950020159

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

I support Option 2 — that Council does not raise $110 million to on-lend to Port Marlborough.

The claim that this would come at “no cost to ratepayers” is misleading. If the Port is required to repay the loan, including interest, from its operating income, that directly reduces the dividends returned to Council. Less dividend means less funding available to offset rates. That is a real and tangible cost to ratepayers, regardless of how it is presented.

The proposal also overstates the risk around Picton’s future. If Picton is genuinely the only economically viable option for the Cook Strait crossing — as many reports suggest — then it does not require ratepayer-funded support to remain relevant. It will be used because it makes economic sense, not because Council has taken on debt to “secure” its future.

Further, if new infrastructure is required, this should be renegotiated with central government. The push for upgraded ferry infrastructure is being driven at a national level, not by Marlborough ratepayers. It is unreasonable that local ratepayers are expected to underwrite a $110 million investment to support what is effectively a national transport objective.

The reliance on projected increases in EBIT and dividends is also concerning. These are assumptions, not guarantees. Ratepayers have seen similar projections in the past fail to materialise, with no accountability from those who made them. It is not prudent to take on significant debt based on optimistic forecasts.

Option 2 is the more transparent and disciplined approach. Any renegotiation with Ferry Holdings should be undertaken from a position of strength — grounded in Marlborough’s geographic advantage and the reality of already-sunk infrastructure — not from a position of weakness. While the Port may face a higher cost of debt, a higher interest rate on $0 million of capital outlay is still materially better for ratepayers than a subsidised rate applied to $110 million of debt. The issue is not the interest rate — it is the scale of the borrowing.

In short, this proposal shifts risk onto ratepayers while downplaying the real costs. Council should not be borrowing $110 million to support this project.

I support Option 2.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 22



Name: 		Rachel Holland



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	242922556

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I support this option with the benefits as proposed

The ability to reduce the financial burden on Marlborough Rate payers via this model is favorable. 

The future income generation from the new port upgrade and ability to further reduce and limit the continual rate increases on Marlborough rate payers is more desirable. 

 I would like to express my view that as many local contractors be used as much as possible. The impact of using local contractors has very wide-reaching impact locally and into the wider community in comparison with out of region contractors and I favor support of local businesses where possible.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 23



Name: 		Krista Coningham



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	241508043

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Provides more financial certainty business confidence, investment, and regional growth.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 24



Name: 		Pauline Gregory



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	1041282176

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

This project must go ahead in my opinion. The repercussions of the disruption & cancellation are still being felt by some businesses & we just need to get it done. Consideration in the logistic disruption would be appreciated for those companies close & working withing Port at this time. We support the progression with this project for the future of Picton both logistically & economically.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 25



Name: 		Darrell Bate



Contact person: 	Mag & Turbo Blenheim



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	101206732

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

The option 1 proposal that has been well composed by Port Marlborough is the ideal solution, only bringing positives and opportunity to the entire Marlborough region. 

The Cook Strait service needs to remain between Wellington and Picton for many obvious reasons and so many local businesses will thank you for it.

What this could bring to Picton, Blenheim, and surrounding areas during and after the project is essential and going to a region that will appreciate it.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 26



Name: 		Anke van Wely



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	722384310

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Living in Picton I know how often ferries break down and how stressful this is for people, etc, who travel between the two islands of Aotearoa / New Zealand.

It is the connection from one island to the other and I believe it's important to deliver good quality services for New Zealand citizens and tourists. Therefore ferries that are of high standards and reliable and a port structure upgrade in Picton that supports that is essential.

This transport link is of importance for all of New Zealand and I support the Picton redevelopment as suggested through option 1.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 27



Name: 		Barbara Speedy



Contact person: 	Barbara Speedy



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	699205575

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

The most efficient way to get it all happening as fast as possible and remove uncertainty for the community and businesses in the region. It has been well documented and discussed in the previous proposal.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 28



Name: 		Elaine Sloot



Contact person: 	John Sloot



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	426256945

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I am making this submission in support of Option 1.

As a Marlborough business, SBS Security 2024 Ltd, we rely on effective inter-island connections to support our region and improve transport reliability for businesses, public and tourism.

Maintaining and strengthening Picton’s role as a key transport gateway is essential for:

•	Business continuity 

•	Reliable freight movement 

•	Regional economic growth 

Option 1 provides greater certainty for the long-term operation of ferry services in Picton, which is important for planning and investment decisions.

In addition, I see clear value in the opportunities this project can provide for local contractors and suppliers to be involved, helping to retain and circulate economic benefits within the Marlborough region.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 29



Name: 		Mick Yuan



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	922023413

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

The question to ask should be can we afford to go for the other option? Can we afford Picton to lose her position as the water gateway to the South Island? How the council is going to recover the lost dividends each year, which could have been earned and spent as required?
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 30



Name: 		Philip Green



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	559684986

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

There are questions that need to be answered on Option 1. I do not fully support either option without more information.

1. council current debt of approximately $250 million will be added to. 

Also the current roading debt for rebuilding our roads has not been finalised increasing future debt to possibly unmanageable levels if another natural disaster were to happen.

Though this loan is guaranteed by Ferry Holdings and looks to be at a 1% discount to market rates provided by the govenment, what repayment conditions are written into the loan when a future government puts Ferry Holdings up for sale to the private sector?

What future proofing and repayment conditions are written into the loan for Ferry holdings underwritten by the government if Ferry holdings were to be sold and (hopefully not) the new operator creates a new port at say Clifford Bay?

If a future government does decide to shift the port, what guarantees has the government given?

Is there a minimum payment guaranteed by Ferry Holdings and underwritten by the NZ government?

If yes, does this payment cover the operating cost of Port Marlborough at Picton?

If no, why not?

Will Port Marlborough be increasing fees for other Port users at Picton or Havelock or any other interest they have to help cover this loan?

This is asked as Port Marlborough no doubt has to increase all fees to cover the interest for this loan and capital repayments (if any) for Port Marlborough to continue  pay any dividend. Currently as stated $1.5 million. The figures just do not stack up to pay catipal back, interest at 1% less than market rates and a dividend.

Could council provide updated  in depth financial accounts on current and future port income and actual expenditure including the repayment and interest on this loan?

NZ Rail is currently going to operate a vessel from Auckland to Christchurch. If this becomes a pernament freight service what effect will this have on Port Marlborough's income? Could the rail side of the port be made redundant by new shipping services between Auckland. Wellington, Nelson , Christchurch? 

What would a future budget look like if this was the case?

In closing I could support Option one if the government and not  Ferry Holdings underwrite the loan and full repayment with interest.

Otherwise if could potentially be left to the ratepayer to pick up the interest and repayment bill.

I do not need to be heard but a reply addressing the above concerns would be appreciated.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 31



Name: 		Scott Fuller



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	493756857

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

The Ferry Redevelopment is a strategically important initiative for Waitohi-Picton and Marlborough as a region. It is not only a major pillar in our tourism program, but also a major element of the Port Marlborough financial proposition and therefore the return it makes to Marlborough District Council.

As to the funding mechanism, Port Marlborough will be the delivery arm, but the cost, risk and return belong to Marlborough as a whole.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 32



Name: 		Nikki Hannan



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	852030729

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

The project has been delayed far too long and cost much more than was necessary due to central governments illogical in fiscally irresponsible decision to cancel the already ordered ferries. If MDC and subsequently the Marlborough community can continue to move the project forward and recoup some costs through interest to Port Marlborough I think that is a good outcome from what has been an ordeal for MDC, Marlborough residents/ratepayers and the region as a whole.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 33



Name: 		Chris Davies



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	543841619

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

I don't support MDC's request to borrow $110m on my behalf. While I'm happy for it to be a backup plan, I believe as it is primarily commercial driven,  the Harbour board should initially go to the market to see what's available.

Also, when reading the pros and cons, I see that the council has just rehashed the last request for i Rex and therefore under the 2nd option, the points are now redundant, having been already resolved and therefore scare mongering.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 34



Name: 		Alistair Vickers-Edwards



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	123636766

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Option A is clearly the most prudent given the reasonable expectation that it will provide certainty and long term stability to the ferry project, to the resilience of SH1, to the towns of Picton and Blenheim, and will deliver benefit to the wider Marlborough and NZ economies.

For safety reasons, it is important that the new vessels and supporting infrastructure are delivered without further delays.

It is cost effective and guaranteed.

It is cost neutral to Marlborough rate payers.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 35



Name: 		Rod Littlefield



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	99061912

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

I strongly oppose that the council are involved in funding the port Marlborough re- development.

I do not see it as a council responsibility and ratepayers should not be responsible for the council making loans in this way.

They didn't come to the rescue for the clubs of Marlborough which was part of the community.

I expect the council will do what it wants anyway ,and not take much notice of submissions.

Classic example was the business development of a fish food processing plant at Okiwi Bay.

Over a hundred people opposed the planning permission. 

Just a few supported it.  It was given the go ahead anyway.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 36



Name: 		Christopher Heap



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	28040474

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

Port Marlborough is a private company and should be treated as such. 

Rate payer / Council funds should not be used to provide mates rates funding for a private entity. 

This sets a precedent that is not acceptable, nor is it a council function. Doing this sets the precedent that all private companies are eligible for cheap loans. You are a council, not a finance company. It is not your place to put rate payers in a position of financial jepardy for personal gain. Also the repayment terms are unacceptable. Any business loan has a fixed repayment rate for a fixed term and percentage; not a pay it back as and when you can. Utterly unacceptable.

The Government is well aware of how important the ferries and their terminals are to New Zealand and is equally capable of providing low cost loans to the Port Company as required. 

As the owner of the port I can understand your wanting to help, but it is not your function as a council to use rate payer funds as a finance company, nor as a guarantor of funds for a private company. 

The Port Company must stand or fall on it's own merit. 

Thank you for your time.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 37



Name: 		Julia Kennedy



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	596210619

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I have full faith in Port Marlborough's ability to deliver a return on this investment. It's a no-brainer for me.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 38



Name: 		Hamish Watson



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	891729459

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

A no brainer - a loan (at a preferable rate) to be paid back with no cost or risk to Marlborough rate-payers, whilst PM still providing a dividend to MDC.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 39



Name: 		Ged Boekholt



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	353335653

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

The new Interislander terminal should be built at Clifford Bay for so many very good reasons. The Bluebridge can  continue a reduced service to Picton for the 10% or so of all ferry traffic that actually want to go to Picton.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 40



Name: 		Katey Palmer



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	767107758

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

New Zealand needs these upgrades to infrastructure.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 41



Name: 		John Kershaw



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	799987670

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

This is a critical piece of infrastructure both for our community and for our country. It will ensure Picton will remain the terminal for the Interislander and provide an increased dividend from Port Marlborough Ltd to MDC.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 42



Name: 		Picton Business Group Picton Business Group



Contact person: 	Hamish Watson



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	215441476

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Picton Business Group fully support Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project Consultation Option 1.

The ferry redevelopment is a strategically critical investment for Waitohi–Picton, Marlborough, and the wider national transport network. It provides long-term certainty and resilience for New Zealand’s State Highway 1 corridor and the essential inter-island freight and passenger connection between the North and South Islands. The redevelopment strengthens supply chain reliability, supports economic productivity, and reinforces confidence in the region’s infrastructure capacity.

For Marlborough, the project underpins business certainty and investor confidence at a time when secure transport connections are fundamental to Marlborough’s growth. In turn, this will also create opportunities for future investment, employment, and commercial expansion across the wider region.’
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 43



Name: 		Jane Buckman



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	398396761

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

After reading the information provided in both the Statement of Proposal and additional notes from Ferry Holdings plus attending a drop in meeting, where my questions were all satisfactorily answered, I am now reassured that;

1. the port design futureproofs against sea level changes and increased ferry lengths

2. allows [if necessary] for additional ferry/shipping vessels to use the port

3. should NZ ownership of KiwiRail move offshore [or into private NZ ownership], there are legal agreements that protects Ferry Holdings financial position and change will not impact Marlborough's ratepayers

4. the proposal has not dropped or lowered the level of services to be provided to ferry passengers, needs of disabled access for example are still being designed into the replacement programme.

Therefore I fully support the proposed funding model for our Council's raising of a $110M loan through LGFA, and this loan going to Port Marlborough & Ferry Holdings to fund redevelopment works at Waitohi Picton port.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 44



Name: 		Lachlan Hynd



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	153811807

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I have some reservation about the community being involved in funding a project of National infrastructure.

I also am mindful that with a backdrop of world energy crisis and likely changes in logistics, it is very conceivable that the nature of transport within this country could look different in years to come.

I appreciate the ageing current infrastructure and opportunity  to upgrade this, combined with contracts for ongoing income generation for the Port Company and hopefully MDC.

Borrowing money through LGNZ is logical and financially advantageous as opposed to option 2.

Any borrowing should be thoughtfully evaluated, especially the worst case eventualities.

In this case the people of Marlborough are underwriting this borrowing and while there may be strong safeguards in place, nothing is failsafe. A debenture arrangement is supposedly risk free but I note that a debenture holder maintains priority over regular unit holders (citizens) in the event of a failure.

I appreciate the shared concern for safeguarding the people of Marlborough by Councilors and Council staff.

Thank you
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 45



Name: 		Henry Voordown



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	727308205

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I would like to support Marlborough District Council's quest to finance Port Marlborough's share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project.

No investment is a step backward in attracting ferries to the port of Picton. You have to replace infrastructure as it starts to wear out.

You have to offer services re tugs, berths, power, freshwater and passenger facilities to remain competitive. Failure to do these things well opens you up to competitors who will always offer more ??? promises promises.

We are fortunate to live in a district which has viable airports, railway stations, state highways and a port. It is a shame to lose anything through lack of investment. Just look down the highway at the Lyttleton Port Company. Here we have a shipping company (TranzRail) and a government willing to go in partnership with us to provide the services which are required.

We all need to get behind the partners and supports this proposal.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 46



Name: 		Kevin Jackson



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	986174433

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I support Marlborough District Council raising and on-lending the $110 million to Port Marlborough in principle, because the ferry redevelopment is strategically important for Picton, Marlborough, and the national transport network. 

However, my support depends on Council confirming that ratepayers are protected by a hard cap on Port Marlborough’s exposure, robust guarantees and bonds, clear SPV governance, and transparent annual reporting on the loan, dividends, repayment progress, and any material risks.  

In particular, I would like Council to clearly explain the proposed Special Purpose Vehicle arrangement, including its governance, ownership, liabilities, and how it protects ratepayers from project and operator risks.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment









Special Hearing Committee to hear submissions on the Consultation to finance Port Marlborough’s share of the Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project – 20 & 21 May 2026 - Page 36





Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 47



Name: 		Heather Turnbull



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	215013806

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

Does the MDC want to invest money that it has to borrow, for a limited asset?  

Should the MDC assist the Port of Marlborough with a loan that the Port of Marlborough will slowly pay back?  My answer is NO because back in May 2021, the Covid-19 fast tracked Consent decision was well meant, but hasty.

Yes, we need Inter Island transport to function well, but don’t need a REPETITION of the INEFFICIENCIES of LONGER TRAVEL.

Picton has limited space to operate ferries and cargo ships without congestion, environmental damage and vista degradation.  The Clifford Bay option makes more sense.  Port Marlborough’s facilities are old and don’t fit the future. 

It is completely understandable that we don’t want to stand on Picton’s and invested Picton businesses’ toes, but looking at it with a cold hard stare, it doesn’t stack up, and it won’t.  Marlborough will be faced with the unsuitably of the Picton area, the extra travel time and the tight space, time and time again. Progressing with the Picton Port for the interisland ferries and freight is short term thinking and I think we all know that.

There have been long term contracts drawn up that make one want to support continuing with the Status Quo and Vested Interest  interests, but isn’t that just projecting the wider problem into the future?

Logic strongly points away from Picton being the port for inter island transport.   

We have already seen so much disruption from ferries and the choice of ferries because the old Picton harbour infrastructure is not suitable for larger vessels. Why spend more money there? 

New Zealanders live on two main islands and we have all noticed how getting across the Cook’s Strait is a gamble.   We are no longer just two million people, but five and growing. NZ is a tourist destination and there is more demand.  For freight, travelers and resources, streamlining for the future is important.

WHY does the Inter Islander Ferry Port LOCALITY need to change to Clifford Bay?

* It’s because it would greatly lesson the SAILING TIME ON the FERRY between Picton and Wellington by up to 2 hours. Time and fuel are valuable.

AND

* Because by road it would take an hour’s less time and it would be 63 kms shorter from Clifford Bay eliminating a circuitous route in Marlborough on State Highway 1. which is a two lane configuration road with few passing lanes and a difficult path over Weld’s Pass. For the many large cargo trucks, it is a nightmare. They even have to go through the Blenheim streets. And that’s without the inconvenience of the more than expected SH1 road closures.  The trucks are heavier vehicles than they used to be and they can’t help but constantly damage the roads. The amount of energy / fuel expended by rail, trucks and private vehicles would be much less if the Inter Island port was, still in Marlborough but closer to Christchurch.

* Fuel costs, highlighted by current world affairs, and Carbon Emissions in our environment are SUBSTANTIALLY  INCREASED  by both distance to the Picton Ferry Port and the distance across the Sea Strait.  

* The delicate Marlborough Sounds Environment has to tolerate the constant comings and goings of ships that have a disturbing wake resulting in seaside damage.

The dolphins and other sea life would be grateful not to have big noisy vessels regularly invading their Sounds. Picton and the Marlborough Sounds are renowned for providing recreational activities in beautiful settings and removing much of the big sea traffic would enhance that.

Do you really want to perpetuate an unsatisfactory solution?

The Consent for Port Marlborough’s redevelopment was a Covid-19 rush deal.  Most of half billion dollar expenditure has not yet incurred. Picton Port needs to upgrade but not with ferry and freight vessels in mind.

Start a new Clifford Bay facility for Ferries and Freight  with built-in efficiencies and then both harbours, Picton and Clifford Bay, could operate.  I know there is the pressing issue of new ferries arriving in 2029 but why not bite the bullet and do the logical thing for the future?

With modern day care and mindfulness for the environment, Clifford Bay has room to grow.

It is NOT TOO LATE.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 48



Name: 		Kamaljodh Singh



Contact person: 	Kamaljodh



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	233653420

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

We need infrastructure to support existing town rather building new one in isolated place to benefit few investors.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 49



Name: 		Rex Scoble



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	536659399

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I support this for the future of Marlborough.Port Marlborough and the region needs this for long term employment, development and opportunities that will exists once completed.Good on you MDC for getting behind this proposal. 

Excellent proposal Port Marlborough…..
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 50



Name: 		Evelyn Arnold



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	287851297

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

Very important investment for Picton and Marlborough
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 51



Name: 		Sari Lewis



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	915923474

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I think it is important that Marlborough community remains invested in the Cook Strait ferries and the Picton infrastructure
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 52



Name: 		Jane Robinson



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	1009230450

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

This development needs to proceed before the cost increases any further.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 53



Name: 		Chris Davies



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	660147300

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

You keep say Might and Maybe and putting up a frightening scenario,  without going into detail. I don't agree. You don't know whether the Port Authority will have to pay more, by way of interest, on a future loan! Yet you seem to be sure that a mere extra 1% in interest will equal a 1.5m dollar loss of future income! And you fail to show what benefits might be lost!

This is a pure commercial transaction and should not involve the council.

Had this gone ahead prior and then i Rex cancelled, it would have left the council, ie ratepayers, in the lurch.

There is no question re a possible loss of ferry services, that has already been confirmed by the government. Fact!

There will be no re negotiation with Ferry Holdings, that's already been settled.

You are using an old scare mongering argument from the last time you wanted to borrow. Fact!

Your whole argument is fictitious, just a red herring. Therefore, I cannot support it.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 54



Name: 		Peter Colenbrander



Contact person: 	Oddies Marine Waikawa Limited



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	758667759

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I support this option as option 2 will put the whole development in jeopardy and not give the council or the rate payers the return on investment.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 55



Name: 		Jo Huntley



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	677456213

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I would like to see an upgrade of the Ferry Terminal incorporating The Picton I site and removal of rental car offices from the foreshore so we can have more parking.Wellington do not have rental car offices.Where the aquarium used to be a picnic area with steps into fenced off swimming area where the old boat launching ramp was then people would use the sauna that could be parked in picnic area instead of taking the best park space as it does now. Incorporating the I site into Ferry Terminal would improve the service for bus and rail connection ,instead of the old building it is   now.The Blenheim I site is far better.Just these few things would enhance our beautiful foreshore instead of tin sheds and old past their use by date buildings. Do not forget the people of Picton and the tourists because we are the gateway to the south! Thank you
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 56



Name: 		Clinton G



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	876650691

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	

I oppose Marlborough District Council lending $110 million to Port Marlborough for the Waitohi/Picton ferry redevelopment project.

While I acknowledge the importance of maintaining a resilient Cook Strait link and the strategic role of Picton as a national transport hub, I do not believe this proposal represents a prudent or low-risk financial decision for council or ratepayers.

1. 	Financial Risk Ultimately Rests with Council (and Ratepayers)

Although it is stated that the loan will be repaid by Port Marlborough and not ratepayers, the debt is still being raised by Council. 

This exposes Council to:

Balance sheet risk

Potential impacts on borrowing capacity and credit rating

Increased costs of borrowing for future essential infrastructure

Concerns have already been raised publicly about whether this level of debt could affect the Council’s credit rating and therefore future rates.

If the port or wider programme underperforms, the financial burden could materially shift back to Council.

2. 	Lack of Crown Guarantee Increases Exposure

There is no Crown guarantee underpinning this loan.

Previous commentary has highlighted that without a government guarantee; Council is effectively taking on risk that depends on the performance and continuity of central government entities and arrangements.

Given:

The reliance on national ferry operations

The involvement of government-led entities (e.g. Ferry Holdings, KiwiRail)

Previous programme changes and cancellations

This creates a level of uncertainty that is not appropriate for a council-backed loan of this scale.

3. 	History of Programme Changes and Abandoned Investment

This project follows earlier ferry replacement initiatives that were stopped or restructured after significant investment had already occurred.

There has already been:

Disruption in Picton

Partial works completed without delivery of the full programme

Changes in vessel design and ownership models

This history raises legitimate concerns about:

Delivery certainty

Cost escalation

Scope changes

Council should not commit to further debt until there is stronger certainty around long-term delivery and funding stability.

4. 	Scale of Investment is Disproportionate to Local Risk

The Picton works alone are estimated at approximately $531 million, as part of a much larger national programme.

While the port’s contribution is capped at $110 million, this is still a very significant exposure for a regional council to support—particularly when:

The benefits are national

The risks are partially localised through council borrowing

In principle, nationally significant infrastructure should be funded and underwritten at a national level, not through local authority debt mechanisms.

5. 	Uncertainty Around Long-Term Financial Returns

The proposal assumes:

The port will generate sufficient operating income

Dividends will continue to offset council income

However, this relies on:

Ongoing ferry demand

Stable operational performance

No major disruptions or restructuring

Given the level of uncertainty in transport infrastructure programmes, these assumptions should be treated cautiously.

6. 	Alternative Approach Should Be Considered

Before committing to borrowing, Council should:

Seek a stronger Crown funding or guarantee position

Require clearer contractual protections

Explore alternative funding structures that do not expose Council debt

Delay commitment until full programme delivery risks are better understood



Conclusion

This proposal places a disproportionate level of financial and strategic risk on Marlborough District Council for a project that is fundamentally of national importance.

Without stronger guarantees, greater certainty of delivery, and clearer protection for ratepayers, I do not support Council proceeding with the proposed $110 million loan.
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 57



Name: 		Robyn Barclay



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	688540190

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

I'm a Picton rate payer and resident of 25 years.

I recall 10-12 years ago when the idea of Clifford Bay was mooted and Port Marlborough and residents  fought to keep the Interislander Ferries here in Picton.  There was a period of 2-3 years when Picton stopped dead in it's tracks.  Homes were not being bought or sold.  Business's also the same.  Tumbleweeds blowing down the street.  There was very little confidence in the town and a lot of fear that without the ferries, Picton simply would not survive.

I see the opposite when our confidence is high, give us the chance to thrive.

Further, I know the benefits that Port Marlborough and the ferries bring to the entire district.  The Port, their suppliers, their employers, other companies that enjoy trade because of the ferries - it's a ripple effect giving a better economy, a huge employer .  What is Marlborough without the ferries?

On a more personal level, I'm a frequent Ferry user.   Bring on the newer safer ones, bring them into our safe harbour.





Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 58



Name: 		Rangasamy Balasubramaniam



Contact person: 	Bala



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	247561477

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 59



Name: 		DN Laing



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	214739945

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made}



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 60



Name: 		Kara Turfrey



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	1043333629

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 61



Name: 		Kara Turfrey



Contact person: 	Picton ITM Building Centre Ltd



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	392711006

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 62



Name: 		Sarah Bennett



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	778580328

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 63



Name: 		Charlotte Knowles



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	341795296

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 64



Name: 		David Hancock



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	378482845

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]





Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 65



Name: 		Baldeep Kaur



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	572129745

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	





Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 66



Name: 		Francois Cuccurullo



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	436906928

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 67



Name: 		Kamini Bajwa



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	790473290

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 68



Name: 		Elizabeth Smith



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	840528914

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	





Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 69



Name: 		Zane Monteith



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	182907798

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 70



Name: 		Heide Watson



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	449726894

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	





Submitters who did not want their details published



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 71



Name: 		ANON-8T2H-9E4W-F



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	

Speak to Submission:	Not Answered	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

[No comment made]
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Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 72



Name: 		ANON-5Z8V-7S6S-G



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	



Submission:	

It is important for the MDC to support Port Marlborough in funding this key piece of infrastructure for New Zealand.



Waitohi Ferry Redevelopment Project 

Submission 73



Name: 		ANON-6Q5J-3M8V-M



Contact person: 	



Organisation:	

	

Submitter ID:	

Speak to Submission:	No	



Submitter Position:	Option 2	



Submission:	





Preferred choice	Option 2	Option 1 - Preferred by Council	13	60	
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