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Option Chosen

A - Retain full ownership and control (via borrowing/rates)

Submitter

Commentary

Tom Ringrose
Submitter #10
To be heard? No

A/ The port is a valuable asset owned by the people of HB and should stay that way.
Regional ownership will also give ratepayers input into its activities and other issues
that may affect locals i.e. noise, expansion, coastal impact etc.

B/ A 49% public share offer will see these shares end up being owned offshore (likely
by a Chinese corporation)

C/ Investment partner will also be an overseas corporate who will expect to have a
lead say in the ports direction.

D/ This would result in absolute loss of control of the asset and would also likely be an
overseas investor with no interest in the people of HB.

Cherie Eddy
Submitter #12
To be heard? No

Hard enough to live with noise being council owned can only imagine what it would
be like under private ownership.

Alan Leach
Submitter #14
To be heard? No

The Napier port belongs to us if part of the port is sold to overseas people how many
of us will loose jobs,our local business,companys,contractors will loose out our people
need council to think clear minded about wat there doing cause once the port is half
in someone else's hands to do wat they want there's no giving back its gone.Thanks

Liz St John
Submitter #26
To be heard? No

Option B is the same as option C: i.e. the result will still be private ownership. Option
A is the best option and uptake will only be limited by the strength of the
communication to the public. Everyone likes a ‘what’s in it for me’ so any
communication plan should include the fact that short to med term increase in rates
will result in long term gain and benefit for rate payers in future.

kelvyn stevens
Submitter #27
To be heard? No

Asset stripping is not an option. Assets do not grow by selling them off. If you cant
manage this get new port managers and if you insist on this campaign to sell off a
major public asset elected councillors must go to an election on the proposal.

Nick Lockwood
Submitter #34
To be heard? No

| believe we should retain full control/ownership of our assets and fund development
by borrowing and charging e.g user pays.

Warren Whyte
Submitter #38
To be heard? No

Like 100 percent ownership

Steven Waerea
Submitter #44
To be heard? No

No Brainer really

Karl Goodchild
Submitter #46
To be heard? No

the port has been and always will be the best asset that the rate payers can own.

Paul Olsen
Submitter #59
To be heard? No

They should just keep it small increase in rates to pay for port.

Lauren Treagus
Submitter #61
To be heard? No

Not Sure about borrowing from rates but definitely still have full ownership don't sell
it to others.
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Submitter

Commentary

Terence Leonard
Submitter #75
To be heard? No

The port must stay 100 % rate payer owned and controlled . | do not trust any
involved with this and never will .

Mark Hudson
Submitter #80
To be heard? No

This port should stay owned by the people of napier, once it is sold it is gone for good,
the returns should go towards paying back the loan or as a rates rebate the upgrade
needs to go ahead so we can stay competitive with other ports around nz, i dont want
to see napier ports sold off like over in australia with port darwin were the chinese
govt now operates it and profits go offshore, we need to sharpen up and keep this
owned by the people not sold off like in option B

David Renouf
Submitter #83
To be heard? No

Budget within Port for new investment money - Is this being done? Downhill with
shares, for rate payers. No control on shareholders - overseas - unless written to
share float details. Loss income for HBRC - Us - Rate increase - Loss of some dividend.
"Challenge" HBRC to have a set of debentures timed when money is required. 2nd
Submission: This submission adds extra information:- Staged funding by Several lots
of debentures - certificate or bonds spread over the project time. Has this funding
type been evaluated?

Philip Stubbs
Submitter #88
To be heard? No

$1000 per household is a small price to pay to maintain our financial interest in the
port for the the next generations.

Victor Parsons
Submitter #89
To be heard? No

The port is an important asset for the regional and should remain in local body
ownership. Two dollars a week is not going to send anyone to the poor house.

Malcolm Mott
Submitter #95
To be heard? No

Should be lowest cost of capital option long term. Any private investor will have a
high cost of capital than a local authority and require a return in excess to cover that
cost any risks and a profit.

Andrew Pattison
Submitter #96
To be heard? No

The port should stop paying a dividend to the council and more debt raised to fund
the ports development. Some of this will be offset by the increased revenue created
by the increase in shipping and cargo tonnage made possible by this investment and
by increasing slightly the container handing charges.

David Karnbach
Submitter #101
To be heard? No

dont be stupid "do not sell any part of the port. once it is sold you will never get it
back

Keith Simes
Submitter #105
To be heard? No

History shows private ownership (of even 49%) leads to profit driven boards, rather
than what is good for the whole community. Public/private partnerships tend to put
profits in private hands until it doesn’t work, then the public bears the cost. Debt can
be served by increasing TEU charges (slightly).

Paranoia about risk from natural disasters is a distraction, an earthquake that bad
would hurt the whole region anyway, and | don’t think private investors would rush in
to rescue us.

Peter Arnold
Submitter #123
To be heard? No

The Consultation Document states "The Port remains the region's single biggest
economic enabler" and for this reason full ownership and control must be retained by
the region. Port dividends should be reinvested in Port development and not used to
subsidize general rates.

Richard Matthews
Submitter #137
To be heard? No

The amount required by way of a rates demand is small and unlikely to be a major
problem for the majority of property owners in the region.

The other options all result in a lowering of the income stream from the port to the
Council and therefore if services are retained at the current level, the lifting of rates
anyway. | am more than happy to see my rates doubled if this does not result in the
"sale of the family silver".
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Submitter

Commentary

Maurice Free
Submitter #144
To be heard? No

HBRC currently receive from the port $10m per year, $7m after tax If the 49% of the
port was sold the dividend would drop to half $3.5m so it's not just the borrowing
cost but also the lose of that $3.5m. Surely the ports a good investment and would'nt
have difficulties in raising cheap overseas loans. Am | correct?

Robert Lynch
Submitter #146
To be heard? No

| contend that is far better to suffer some initial pain and thereby retain full
ownership of an asset that will continue to provide us with healthy annual profits.
The proposed 49% sale is permanent and will forever be a drag on our potential
income.

| would favour borrowing the lot with a mix of overdraft and bonds. Costs of the
latter are tax deductible.

Rex Manley
Submitter #151
To be heard? No

| wish to express my displeasure at the Council seeking to run roughshod over its
ratepayers once again (Like the Ruataniwha Dam) over the Hawkes Bay Port. The port
belongs to the ratepayers and thus any sale or privatisation attempts must be subject
to a referendum first. To start claiming the council has no obligation to act on the
wishes of its ratepayers or to consult in the most thorough way is a disgrace. It will
certainly influence my vote in the next elections.

No privatisation of the port No sale of the port to rich investors at the expense of the
people

Put your preferred option to the ratepayers at the next local body elections and make
sure each Councillor OPENLY indicates where they stand. Then let the voters decide...

Glenis Massee
Submitter #168
To be heard? No

Do not sell off a great asset. Spend funds on a performing asset instead of wasting
time and funds on court cases like the dam that didn't go anywhere.

Charles Rycroft
Submitter #175
To be heard? No

My reasons are:

1/ As owners of the port, the ratepayers of Hawke's Bay have benefitted from
reduced rates for the past decade and prior to 2008. A small increase in rates in the
short term is OK by me to retain full ownership, control and 100% dividends from
Napier Port.

2/ | don't think it is necessary or wise to to sell down up to 49% of Napier Port to
reduce earthquake risk. Part publicly owned Lyttelton Port Company was badly
affected by the Christchurch earthquake. Canterbury Regional Council has bought out
all publicly owned shares and regained 100% ownership of LPC, thus ensuring full
control and dividend return to CRC. Lyttelton Port Company has prospered since
without public funding.

Wayne Hodson
Submitter #185
To be heard? No

Strategic regional asset important to the prosperity of the region long term. Resting
full ownership and control with borrowing to achieve upgrades.

Richard Waterer
Submitter #191
To be heard? No

| do not support privatisation, even in a partial form. It is a flawed concept which has
proved to be less successful than predicted and certainly less beneficial to the public
at large. Retain public assets in public ownership.

Basil Bromley
Submitter #199
To be heard? No

It belongs to us ratepayers and must remain in 100% ratepayer ownership.

Peter Mclntosh
Submitter #205
To be heard? No

Take out a long term intergenerational loan. Better investment than the dam would
have been.

Janet Scott
Submitter #210
To be heard? No

Borrowing via issue of reserve bank notes
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Submitter

Commentary

Alex Muir
Submitter #267
To be heard? No

| do not believe that selling 49% to the public will in the long term ensure Hawkes Bay
residents' control of the port. The 49% will eventually be concentrated in the hands of
one or a few corporates that will in the end successfully lobby to take majority or full
control.

The history of privatization in NZ shows that that will not lead to good outcomes for
the people of Hawkes Bay. Of course, whoever takes 49% will want to maximise
return on their investment and so will apply pressure to raise port charges. This
undermines the argument that the current owner cannot raise charges to pay for the
expansion of the port, for fear of turning away customers. There is in fact not a lot of
easily accessible competition as far as ports are concerned, so | expect that demand is
'sticky'. And if some customers did go elsewhere, that would reduce the urgency to
expand anyway, which might not be a bad thing.

So | would support full retention even if it meant HBRC rates went up significantly
(they are not very high as it is). In any case, the rates rises would be reversed in future
with all the additional income from the additional business. | think a temporary extra
charge on containers in line with Clir Paul Bailey's idea should be a part of the mix for
raising the capital for the expansion. Regards, Alex Muir

Damian Brede
Submitter #288
To be heard? No

You need both A and B, the web form did not allow this.
I think a small rate rise is acceptable.
Do not float 49%, float a smaller more manageable percentage.

Add a third source, rent off some of the land. I'm positive some of the area -
especially the mostly unused train tracks - can be made available for business. This
will allow the land to be used efficiently, and cheap office/commerce made available.
There is also a lot of foot traffic, I'm sure a cafe could pay rent somewhere along
there. Considering you could set up a noisy tavern, you could even have a gig venue
there, I'm sure the bands won't be louder than the noise already there.

Greig Madden
Submitter #292
To be heard? No

This is the biggest asset we have, why go down this old out dated model of selling.

Diane Zidich
Submitter #295
To be heard? No

| firmly believe 100 per cent ownership of the Port should be retained and controlled
by Hawkes Bay ratepayers.

Not all options or consultation processes have been investigated.

The business plans submitted those favoured by HB Regional Council Chairman and
not transparent.

Jamie Lawson
Submitter #300
To be heard? No

Do not cut off the head of the hen that lays the golden egg for ratepayers.

Dave Hall Don,t know where shares will end up in the future

Submitter #301

To be heard? No

David Zidich It would be foolish to sell such a great asset! Let those who need improvements come
Submitter #305 to the party and help by funding it fully or partially in a way in wich we retain full

To be heard? No

ownership forever Amen !

Matthew Burnside

Submitter #307
To be heard? No

A bond issue would be the best thing we could do to fund the development that
needs to be done at the port. If the regional Council needs more money for other
projects they should be justifying selling the port to fund those projects separately as
selling 49% is double the money required for the port expansion

Simon Bailey
Submitter #310
To be heard? No

The port is great business that part of Hawke’s Bay businesses and has been for many
years. It will always be a profitable business model. | do not see why you would sell
49% of it and therefore reduce your potential earnings towards the rate payer. Keep
the ownership in Hawkes Bay which assist in keeping regional rates down.
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Submitter

Commentary

Graham Riach
Submitter #311
To be heard? No

Because | do not wont outsiders to get hold of shares

Graham Riach Riach

Consultants Ltd
Submitter #312
To be heard? No

Don't allow overseas investors keep it in Hawkes Bay

Sam Hartree
Submitter #320
To be heard? No

| believe if the Hawke’s Bay regional council didn’t waste an exorbitant amount of
money on the dam proposal and wasting money on trying to prosecute the Hastings
district council over Havelock North’s water problems we wouldn’t have to sell part or
borrow any money for the Napier port extension.

Sage Burt
Submitter #325
To be heard? No

The Port should be kept 100% in Hawkes Bay ownership. Too many companies are
selling out for money. Be unique and keep it in our hands. Stand out from the crowd
HBRC!

NOT HAPPY with rates increases especially when us ratepayers will get nothing in
return. If we should have to have increases in our rates, we should be able to recieve
some sort of quartly or yearly dividend seeing as this is an investment of sorts.
Ratepayers only.

Rosemary Marriott

Submitter #349
To be heard? No

By a combination of increased rates, perhaps higher port charges and by issuing
bonds

Anthony Moore
Submitter #353
To be heard? No

Over 100 years of owning the port and now you want to sell it? We only need 1 more
wharf and this council wants to sell up and cash in for other projects. This council
wasted millions on the dam that I'm sure we are still paying for.

These so called representatives of the people will do what they want with no
responsibility of the end outcome if it all goes bad just like the dam.

We are not Tauranga so stop trying to compare us to them to sell your point to get
"your"objective through. It all seems like shifty money shifting, the port company will
end up with $200million + in debt with half the income because of having to pay out
to share holders. Come next elections the pro sell council members better state that
because never will | vote for one of them again.

Keep 100% ownership so Hawkes Bay can keep 100% of the profits.

John Freeman
Submitter #356
To be heard? No

We want to keep the control our Port in ratepayers hands. Loose control then loose
the revenue. Look at the benefit to those communities who retained ownership of
their electricity networks.

Pamela Hartree
Submitter #361
To be heard? No

I think it would be foolish to sell such a valuable asset as the port if there are options
to make it work whilst retaining full ownership

Paul Scott
Submitter #392
To be heard? No

If full ownership is relinquished , then you can never get it back. You loose control.
Shares are not an option as suggested. The ownership and control can end up in any
of the Global Corporate companies resulting in local job loss.

Trevor Gillespie
Submitter #407
To be heard? No

We get the full dividend each year instead of just half. Rates therefore don't need to
go up especially if HBRC have, and will, retain dividends for expansion. | don't want to
see half our port's ownership going into overseas hands as so much of New Zealand's
assets have since neo-liberal economics were applied here in the 1980s.

Robert Phipps
Submitter #416
To be heard? No

We shouldn't be selling down our largest asset. The region is growing so should the
returns from the port. The investment can also be part funded by a user pays
system. The process hasn't been run well and the options have a spin put on them to
scare the public away from other options than B.
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Submitter

Commentary

Regan Kalmancsi
Submitter #421
To be heard? No

We don't need to sell our biggest asset to fund the councils mistakes. The port and
the council are in debt because of the wrong decisions made that were very costly but
no accountability has been admitted. Increase the rates keep 100% ownership and
100% profit

Donald Hurley
Submitter #422
To be heard? No

Once shares are sold, they could be on sold to anyone, so local ownership would
quickly disappear. By retaining 100% ownership and borrowing of $140m spread over
a few years could be absorbed by profits and a small levy on rates. As the HB Power
Consumers Trust is the same area as the port, profits from this could also go to repay
the loan, instead of being squandered by the sending of small cheques to individuals.
And so become an asset for the Bay.

Ken Hutchison
Submitter #429
To be heard? No

| am loathe to see the port being open to investors. If this is done, then there will
always be pressure on management to provide a "better" return on investment. This
will result in downward pressure on wages, pressure to reduce staff and possible
short cuts taken with Health and Safety.

The port will also become, in the main, a refuge for the wealth of the wealthy and in
turn they will then have influence over workplace decisions, even if indirectly.

The money received from investors still has a cost in terms of their return on their
investment. It is much better | believe to keep the Port in full control of the people of
Hawke's Bay and obtain money that is required for development through loans at a
fixed interest.

Dianne and Matthew
Charlton The Berry
Farm

Submitter #440

To be heard? No

We firmly believe that the port or any part of it should NOT be sold and we should
retain full ownership. We are concerned about losing nearly half of the dividends
should the port be sold via public shares (Option B).

We would like you to look into reducing the Port's debt levels. We also believe that in
the long term the profits gained from the new extension/development would go a
long way in covering the borrowing costs.

With several properties in Hastings, we are well aware that our HBRC rates will
increase with our preferrred option (A) and are comfortable with this. We have read
and studied all of the contributor's letters and opinions relevant to Our Port, Our Say
in the HB Today newspaper over the last month and agree with James Vaughan
(Letters, 01.11.18), Paul Bailey (with his proposed Option E), Grenville Christie (a
recent Talking Point) and Bruce Bisset (19th October).

A final note......we don't feel a referendum is necessary. Thank you.

Michael Bull
Submitter #447
To be heard? No

Please don't kill the Golden Goose. Introduce User pays.

James Isaacson
Submitter #451
To be heard? No

If you own an asset that has the potential over time to pay for borrowings and make a
profit, you do not sell it under any circumstances. The cost to ratepayers is around
50cents per day and | believe the majority would support funding options if they were
set out fairly and not skewed to what the Regional Council want.

Peter Boshier
Submitter #454
To be heard? No

| believe retained full ownership gives and returns back to the public/community.

Todd Taylor
Submitter #461
To be heard? No

| believe the current model has worked well in the past. The need for the port to grow
and upgrade it's infrastructure has been obvious for many years. The use of some of
the profit from the port going into the regional council coffers, in my view, should
have been appropriated towards funding future needs of the port. There is a need to
clearly state to the people in this region that the increase in rates to cover this
funding is an increase of approximately 50% to regional council rates, not city council
rates.
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Submitter

Commentary

Roy Holderness
Submitter #465
To be heard? No

There is no point in 'killing the goose that lays the golden egg". The port development
can be financed by a 'bundle’ of sources. These would include a public bond offer,
directing profits back into the port instead of paying ratepayers a dividend (rates
subsidy), increasing the container unit charge, borrowing from the Government, etc.
Selling 45-49% would allow a single buyer too much influence, assuming that a
proportionate number of Board seats goes with the purchase. Any initial attempt by
the HB Regional Council to limit the on-sale of such shares to a third party would
either discourage a potential investor or reduce the attractiveness, and therefore the
value, of the sale. We suspect that future generations would look back at this Council
and ask "What on earth were they thinking?". The increase of cruise liner visits is a
non-issue. We have done many cruise trips and tendering passengers to shore is as
common as berthing. Many cruise companies see it as a way of saving on port fees.

Sally Davenport
Submitter #469
To be heard? No

Once it's gone, it's gone. Capital assets are hard to replace. However, | have not
received Port papers from HBRC which would, I'm guessing, give me the financial
rationale behind the preferred option of B. Have to say the distribution of the papers
appears to have been very badly managed. | do not, like thousands of others,
subscribe to HB Today. Complete waste of my money. One final point. What a
dreadful shame that the arrogant previous incumbants at HBRC wasted millions &
millions on a damn nobody appeared to want. It's about time HBRC stuck to their
knitting and focused on managing the appauling damage being carried out
environmentally.

Sherryn Quate
Submitter #473
To be heard? No

My reason is that we have had zero or little consultation so | dont understand. But
what | do know if you sell assets you dont make profit. So why sell your asset??

Julie Pollock
Submitter #478
To be heard? No

This is a great asset for our community which makes really good money. Either
option A or B. Keep in HB hands.

Brenda Conlon
Submitter #492
To be heard? No

There are two suggestions of how to raise money in the Hawkes Bay Today on
November 2: Bruce Bisset suggested using the dividend from the port, currently used
to subsidise our rates, for a fund which would quickly grow and give plenty of money
for council scemes; Bruce Bisset also says Unison apparently has money to invest.
That is an excellent idea because the port would stay in public ownership. It is
important to keep the port publicly-owned because it is a well run profitable
organisation, and that profit needs to stay in Hawkes Bay.

William Irving Peacock
Submitter #496
To be heard? No

"DONT SELL THE PORT" SHARE FLOAT IS EXPENSIVE AND WHILE SHARES MAY BE
ALLOCATED TO RATEPAYERS, SUBSEQUENT SALES MAY ENABLE PERSONS/GROUPS TO
BECOME DEMANDING ON RETURNS AND OR LACK OF DEVELOPMENT

Duncan & Beth Scott
Submitter #500
To be heard? No

first option A 2nd option B C not option D not option
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Submitter

Commentary

Rosalind Muir
Submitter #514
To be heard? Yes

The port belongs to the people of Hawke's Bay. Let the ratepayers fund the required
expansion, and have the control and future financial benefits kept local, in our
community. Any form of privatisation will negatively impact the workers as well as the
community at large

Clarence Jacobs
Submitter #520
To be heard? Yes

The port is an asset owned by the citizens of Hawkes Bay, and the guidelines for a
prudent corporate debt/equity ratio do not apply. If an outside investor would decide
to supply the additional needed capital, that investor would only do it if it had
sufficient faith that there would be a significant return on that investment.

Using that same rationale, it makes sense that other avenues that retain 100%
ownership can expect a comparable cashflow that could be used service debt funding
- which should be available at competitive rates if the Regional Council underwrites
the loan.

History shows us that privatisation of public resources/services leads to profit
demands that diminish operational quality and degradation of the assets. Ultimately
the citizens of HB will have to further dilute their ownership or “ante-up” additional
cash to retain the majority ownership.

The debt/equity argument put forward by the council’s consultants/staff is spurious
because those guidelines don’t apply when the debt is underwritten by a substantive
government body.

Helen Morgan
Submitter #527
To be heard? No

It belongs to Hawke's Bay, and the public shouldn't have to have rates etc increased.
The HBRC should be able to supply required funding. It is essential that WE (HB) owns
OUR PORT!

Anne Brown
Submitter #529
To be heard? No

The port is the backbone of NapierWhy on earth would the council even consider
selling any of it.

Cheri Gillett-Jackson

Submitter #539
To be heard? No

Keep ownership local

Gerard Gillett-Jackson

Submitter #540
To be heard? No

Keep the port NZ owned

Steve Bluck
Submitter #543
To be heard? No

Selling a long term asset & associated income stream for short term gain is poor
thinking

Bill Douglas
Submitter #545
To be heard? No

Make an offer to us land/house owners for a loan from us, | will

Helen O'Connell
Submitter #546
To be heard? No

Please keep. Once we start selling things when tough times come what will happen to
being called a Kiwi. Have we not the capability to find an answer or get out the
number eight wire when this needs to be done. By selling this off as a quick fix what
does it make us. It seems that everything my grandparents fought and taught us has
no value.

Peter O'Connell
Submitter #549
To be heard? No

once we start selling off the assets built up by previous generations where do we stop
.We loose full control of our own destiny and place our selves at the mercy of
investors who's interests may change in the future to the detriment of our needs . As
witnessed with the contrys rail system its demise when private interest became
involved is this the type of future we open ourselves up to if we go down this path

Option A
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Submitter

Commentary

Elizabeth Hills
Submitter #550
To be heard? No

| believe it is far better, long term, to retain full ownership.49% is far too much to sell.

Ralph Harper
Submitter #552
To be heard? No

| tend to believe that retaining full ownership of the port shares will ultimately be
more beneficial for the people & prosperity of this province as a whole, and would
have no problem with the current rates subsidy from the Port dividend being reduced
to provide more revenue. The projections for growth from cruise ships, logs, onions ,
apples & containers are very strong and an extension of the wharves and facilites can
only see increased revenues from these areas. The Napier Port has been wholly
owned by local bodys since it's inception, and a public share offer will only benefit
those with the ability to provide cash to purchase shares and who will be expecting to
see a competitive rate of return on their investment, funding in whole or part from
the Government or the Regional Development Fund should be investigated further.

David Mcloughlin
Submitter #553
To be heard? No

Once its sold you can't get it back and if the cruise ships or wood industry decline you
are left with a big port doing nothing much. Westport relied heavily on mining to
grow and when mines left town is losing all services. Napier is a wonderful place
don't try and grow it too quickly.

Daniel Mcsweeney
Submitter #558
To be heard? No

Please don’t sell any of the port. This is an asset owned by the people of Hawke’s Bay

Marianne Gilbert
Submitter #563
To be heard? No

There have been many examples where transferring public assets into private
ownership has led to huge increase in costs to use that service - electricity for
example. Getting funds short term from the sale is cutting off half your income
stream going forward, huge amount of money given up. What will you then do if
further expansion is needed in the future? Take a loan against the assets if needed. Or
how about use the money it brings in, along with the rates money in a staged
upgrade? Don’t waste $50M on a pool complex for starters. That is about 12% of
what’s needed. There are options!!

Martin lindley
Submitter #567
To be heard? No

no other option will balance profit making with community benefits

Kyle Lothian
Submitter #570
To be heard? No

Do not want a private investor or foreign company/person owning and taking profit

Reginald Corbett
Submitter #571
To be heard? No

| believe the port is an important property belonging to the Hawkes Bay people. To
sell shares or lease is a retrograde move. We must have total control & with better
financial management it will not mean greatly increased rates.

Belinda Galbraith
Submitter #576
To be heard? No

When | look at Tauranga which has been a great success, though | do not know their
original debt, | think to give retail an chance to invest, with suitable restraints, would
be good for the people of Hawkes Bay and probably for the whole country.

Lesley Redgrave

Submitter #577 To be heard? No

Retaining full ownership and control is paramount!! | am totally against Option B and object to how this
consultation document is heavily biased towards that ( as in the repeated reference to preferred option!!).I am also
against leasing to a private investor..this is a locally owned asset and must remain so to the benefit of ratepayers.
Within Option A, | believe there should be a move to user pays, with a levy on containers and berths to fund loan
repayments.Whilst the ratepayer ultimately has liability for the loans required, a suggested $35 per container and
higher berth fees could relieve the taxpayer of the repayment burden over time and should be pursued. If the
option of Unison Networks buying a share of the Port was put forward for consultation, | would support this, as it
retains 100% local ownership and the ratepayers get to profit through Unisons share..As this win/win option has
not been put specifically here though, | must record my support for the only option that currently retains full local
ownership and control..Option A
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Submitter

Commentary

Owen Williams
Submitter #581
To be heard? No

We need to retain ownership the ward and the port are an investment for the future
of hawkes bay it's time we started building a worthwhile return on our investment.
We need to look at the charges for both freight ships and tourist boats and adjust
them accordingly we need to retain this resource.

Jonty Underhill
Submitter #583
To be heard? No

Selling one of your best assets is not the smartest thing. It would be fair to show the
public the revenue over the past 10 years and forecast revenue for the next with the
wharf extension.

James Vaughan
Submitter #591
To be heard? No

| support Option A or any solid modification of it which retains full ownership.

Andrew Kells
Submitter #595
To be heard? No

Keep the port in Hawkes Bay's hands. All Hawkes Bay people need to contribute to
this plan not just 70,000 letter box drops. 1. Has consideration been given to the
feasibility in developing a logging port north od Napier? This would ease the
congestion of logs at port. 2. The name of the Port should be Port Ahuriri or Port
Hawkes Bay.

John Hancock
Submitter #606
To be heard? No

The dividends paid by Ports of Napier is very important for funding Regional Council.
Put a business plan together that allows HBRC to fund the extra investment

Hastings Resident
Submitter #628
To be heard? No

| support Option A, no change, full ownership. | am Hastings resident.

G & R Dockary
Submitter #637
To be heard? No

It's important that it stays under rate payer control as its a valuable asset.

Christopher James
Cameron
Submitter #642

To be heard? No

I don't mind paying more in rates to keep this asset locally owned and controlled.

Ann-louise Webster
Submitter #671
To be heard? No

If you sell off 49% of the port then that is 49% of your income gone. Then how will
this money be recovered??? The HBRC WILL increase rates. | don't see how they can
say there will be NO IMPACT on rates. It is ludicrous to want to sell off any part of this
asset. It shouls be retained for the benefit of Hawkes Bay. It is better to retain full
control even if it means an increase in our rates. In saying that, a levy could be
imposed on cargo/passengers that use the port by way of per container, per tonne or
per person. This revenue would be ongoing to support the cost of capital expenditure
required.

Andrea Smiley
Submitter #691
To be heard? No

Lets keep it 100% owned by ratepayers so we can benefit 100% from the future
growth generated.

Richard Catley
Submitter #701
To be heard? No

Having read all the information provided, i feel the best long term option would be to
retain full ownership. The increase in rates would be worth it for the long term
benefit. Especially the fact that we can allow more cruise ships alone to berth in
Napier should boost economic activity in the region. The port will obviously generate
more income with the additional wharf which in turn would increase the future
dividend to the ratepayer. | just don't believe in selling the golden goose... Is there an
option to perhaps sell some of the lease hold properties to any interested lessee
allowing them to secure a freehold property and provide some cash that can go
against the proposed port borrowing?? | completely agree that doing nothing is NOT
an option.
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Bob Bell
Submitter #709
To be heard? No

Once 49% is sold, corresponding revenue drops. Once sold it is gone to never come
back to the region. The Port should manage to do what it needs to do with good
management of increasing current revenue. | totally oppose any sale.

Paul Casey
Submitter #710
To be heard? No

Long term it is best to retain ownership. Payback through increased profitability in the
future.

David Bishop
Submitter #719
To be heard? No

I am concerned that any share offer or divestment of the Port will lead to overseas
investment (e.g. China, America) directly in the Napier Port asset. This will be a
further erosion of sovereignty of key NZ assets. | am not convinced of the investment
analyses undertaken by Council that divestment of the port asset will be of benefit to
the Hawke's Bay region and its ratepayers. | of the view that the current debt of $86
million must be paid off first of all by not paying any dividend to the regional council. |
am a ratepayer under valuation number 1090042005.

David Bishop Margaret
Bishop Family Trust
Submitter #720

To be heard? No

I am concerned that any share offer or divestment of the Port will lead to overseas
investment (e.g. China, America) directly in the Napier Port asset. This will be a
further erosion of sovereignty of key NZ assets. | am not convinced of the investment
analyses undertaken by Council that divestment of the port asset will be of benefit to
the Hawke's Bay region and its ratepayers. | of the view that the current debt of $86
million must be paid off first of all by not paying any dividend to the regional council.
Then HBRC is able to borrow to fund port development itself. | am a trustee of the
Margaret Bishop Family Trust as ratepayer under valuation number 1092048800

Carolyn Campbell
Submitter #724
To be heard? No

Privatisation doe not work as up to half the profits will go elsewhere. We need to
retan full ownership, and control, and also need to investigate financing this through
a much bigger user pays arrangement for thos who use the port.

William Macready
Submitter #727
To be heard? No

We must retain the profit for the benefit of the community

Claire Macready
Submitter #728
To be heard? No

This port is an asset and is returning revenue to the district We must retain this asset

Rachel Dahgl
Submitter #732
To be heard? No

All port expansion options have not been fully investigated. | have yet to receive
your postal information; this is not satisfactory. | have been following via internet and
newspaper. Public consultation is incomplete and questionable. Decision already
seems to have been made behind closed doors and a hurried result is said to be
required. Unsettling and uncomfortable from a taxpayer and residents point of view.

Rebecca Greaney
Submitter #737
To be heard? No

We need to retain control of the port. It’s a large asset we shouldn’t sell as once it’s
gone it’s gone. The only other option | would consider is selling shares to local
ratepayers.

Sharon Awatere
Submitter #738
To be heard? No

New Zealand needs to retain our resources it’s the people that matter as much as
growth

Robert Haas
Submitter #739
To be heard? No

As a longtime resident of Hawke’s Bay, | am undoubtedly in support of future proofing
the port as a vital piece of infrastructure AND asset for Hawke’s Bay. However, | do
believe that retaining full and true ownership in the hands of all of Hawke’s Bay’s
people is paramount. Therefore, | can only support Option A, and ask you to retain
our full ownership and control of the Port. Many thanks for considering my feedback.
Kind regards Robert Haas

JW&DE Potter
Submitter #744
To be heard? No

Once the Port is sold its gone for good. So in 49% of the Port dividend. As the port
growes (after investment) so will the dividend.
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Katja Morrison
Submitter #749
To be heard? No

I think it is a new trend to give away ports to foreign Countries (see Newcastle) or
private investors, as well as farming, forests and water. One day there won’t be
anything left of Aotesroa anymore. Call me old fashioned but | see a huge risk in this
latest craze. Sometimes less is more particularly in a dangerous work environment
like a port.

Kevin McGrath
Submitter #751
To be heard? No

I AM CONCERNED THAT THE COUNCIL HAS NO INTEREST IN PROTECTING THE
RATEPAYERS INTEREST IN THE PORT OF NAPIER WHY ARE YOU NOT WAITING FOR
THE TRANSPORT STUDY OF NZ RESULTS BEING RELEASED WHY ARE YOU NOT SEEKING
DEVELOPMENT FUNDS FROM MINISTER SHANE JONES WHY IS THE FAVOURED
OPTION NOT SEEKING GOVT SHAREHOLDER OR ANY TOM, DICK OR INTERNATIONAL
HARRY WHY IS LOAN ONLY 9 YEARS - WHY NOT A 30YR OR 50YR LOAN FROM GOVT
OR OTHER SOURCES NOT CONSIDERED = LOAN PA PAYMENT FROM RATEPAYERS

A & E Parsons
Submitter #754
To be heard? No

we prefer to be in control of our own destiny and not have others telling us what to
do with our port and taking the profits elsewhere. We strongly favour the Annie Lorke
model

Jo Wilson
Submitter #781
To be heard? No

| strongly support maintaining ownership of our port. Therefore | support option A.
Do not sell our assets Jo Wilson

A F Wilson

Submitter #782 To be heard? No

Surely the way in which the whole consultation was presented, with an obvious slant towards scaring the ratepayer
will attract adverse reactions and perhaps, judicial review. Submission annexed Signed Hawkes Bay Regional
Council Submission on Port consultation document | strongly support Option A with the retention of full ownership
and control. | would make the following points

1) No mention is made of the increased costs to be charged to ship operators and exporters for the expanded and
enhanced facilities and the extent to which these will offset the impact on rates

2) No comment on the environmental effects of large numbers of cruise ships in our port - these are well
documented in recent reports in the media

3) No detail as to how the "benefit to the local community" is calculated as far as cruise ships are concerned - what
categories of businesses will benefit and how detailed is the research

4) No acknowledgement as to the power of minority shareholders which has been greatly enhanced by the
Companies Act over the years to the point where "control" by the majority shareholder is by no means absolute

5) No reference to the limited number of citizens who can afford to apply for shares in a float nor to the likelihood
that large corporations will accumulate at every opportunity

6) No mention of what the Port company plans to do with the money and what the anticipated income from
diversified investments will be.

Bretton Smith
Submitter #784
To be heard? No

The Port should not be for sale

J Duncan
Submitter #785
To be heard? No

| think the Port is a very important assett to Hawkes Bay and the whole community.
As a retired farmer and orchard owner it is so important for the region We must think
of the future and | think it is sad that the management has to let it get to this stage.
History is there to prove this. Most people in the region have benefited; someway
from the Port. so all should pay.

GC & RB Harper
Submitter #814
To be heard? No

SHORT TERM PAIN (RATES INCREASE) BUT LONG TERM GAIN - CAPITAL ASSET

Steven Nichols
Submitter #816
To be heard? No

It is an asset belonging to hbrc ratepayers. Why would we give it away, like our bank
BNZ, our power companies and our phone system. They all worked well for
consumers. Not!!
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Debbie Moore

IT IS NOT THE FIRST TIME THAT THE PORT HAS HAD TO BORROW MONEY AND IT

Submitter #822 WON'T BE THE LAST-THIS IS A GROWING INDUSTRY, IT WILL NEVER STOP.
To be heard? No

TB & JM Lowe Whatever we must keep control 49% selling is too much

Submitter #826

To be heard? No

Rodger Hedkey
Submitter #836
To be heard? No

There's been too much privatisation in this country with no benefit .

Lynda Cushing
Submitter #838
To be heard? No

Because | think 49% public share offer to too much and there is no option for a lesser
share offer.

Robert Arrell
Submitter #844
To be heard? Yes

The Port is a national strategic asset which the citizens of Hawkes Bay own in trust for
the nation. My grandfather, Mr Clive Cassidy, as well as my uncle, Mr Garth Cassidy,
were both Port Chairpersons. They helped to develop the port as a successful and
independent organisation, owned and controlled by the people of Hawkes Bay.

Any development that the directors require to be done at the port should be paid for
by the people of Hawkes Bay as they will be the beneficiaries.

The idea that we should sell a national strategic asset to private or foreign interests is
naive and potentially harmful to the economic and social fabric of Hawkes Bay.

Nicholas Artless
Submitter #850
To be heard? No

Selling the family jewels is not a good idea. Look at the railway and energy companies
here, big banks etc etc. Regardless of the good intentions the port will be purchased
by a pension fund overseas and all the profits will flow offshore - just like the banks!
An increase in regional council rates would make sure we retain all future profits in
our region. Thanks

Marcus Buddo
Submitter #857
To be heard? No

The only reason someone will invest in the port is because they see they can get a
return from it. If the council believes that people will pay to gain part ownership of
the port, then it would be logical to keep the profit for the people of Hawkes Bay. So |
am happy to tolerate a rates increase to gain the full payoff from investing in the port.
Of course rates should go down again when the port runs a surplus over what was
invested. In addition, retaining full control over the direction the port takes is very
important. Other investors may slow the decision making process down, and may lead
to decisions being made that do not benefit the region, but rather the investors.

Dean Hyde

4th November 2018
Chair and Councillors

Submitter #859 To be heard? No

The Port of Napier — Investment Consultation

Firstly, thank you for the opportunity to submit as part of the consultation process.

| would also equally offer my sincere thanks for the effort made in hosting the forum in Waipukurau; as a working
person | appreciated the fact that staff and our political representatives were prepared to stay later in the day to
enable people such as myself to have this important opportunity.

As part of the consultation process, Council has asked for citizens to express a preference for the future funding
(investment) for the development of our Regional Port. As such my submission will be brief and focus on the option
| support and will not waste time commenting on those | oppose.

| would respectfully submit the following.

Investing in our Regional Port:

| support the growth and development of our Regional Port; | further believe that the significant investment is

justified and necessary.

Notwithstanding that, | also believe that the ownership of our Regional Port must remain firmly and completely
with the community (public); in trusteeship by our Regional Council.
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Accordingly | support the first option, A; in that we the ratepayers of Hawkes Bay invest directly in our Regional
Port through our rates. In saying that, I, unlike some public commentators do not see such a financial outlay as
either a cost or payment by ratepayers; | believe any such proportional financial contribution to be a long term
investment by ratepayers in what is a key and critical part of our regions infrastructure.

Post 1986 New Zealand history has shown clearly that once public assets are partially or fully privatised that the
likelihood of local or central Government securing a dominant controlling interest on behalf of its citizens no matter
how politically desirable is virtually non-existent for numerous reasons.

Regardless of the almost outlier examples of the Labour led-Government’s re-investment into Air New Zealand or
the creation of Kiwibank. The overwhelming evidence is that once an asset is divested partially or in whole, it is lost
to the community who created it in the first instance.

Therefore it is my humble opinion that public ownership must be maintained and public investment procured to
support the future viability of our Regional Port.

Should however Council deem it appropriate to endorse one of the other three options detailed within the
Consultation Document, then | would respectfully suggest that the matter be ultimately determined through a
public referendum.

Thank you once again for this opportunity and please accept my sincere gratitude for the service you undertake on
our behalf.

Yours sincerely, DEAN HYDE

Simon Beale Option A - Keep the Ownership - any sell down on ownership could weaken the HBRC
Submitter #860 position going forward if there is more capital investment needed and the HBRC have

To be heard? Yes to sell down shares to re-invest.

Use the NZD$60m invested from the Ruataniwha dam funds to use either as a loan
towards or pay with this money towards the port development, and loan the balance.
At the end of the day the port users will be paying higher charges for these
improvements.

Option B - is my next preference as this has worked in Tauranga, but 33% only.
Option C - No. We could be exposed for example if Port Tauranga buys a shareholding
and this move could make Napier a feeder port only to Tauranga, longer transits for
the exporter and less options to move our cargo through any other ports due to our
location and lack of alternative transport to other regions.

Option D -Do not lease the port to a outside operator or investor. While there may be

big money to be made in income, the local export will be screwed over with higher
port charges, which has happened in Australia.

Brenda Clark Keep control of a major asset
Submitter #861
To be heard? No

Joanna Kim Harris Submitter #862 To be heard? No

NOTE: OPTION A AND/OR D PREFERRED [OPTION A TICKED AS ONLY ONE OPTION CAN BE RECORDED]

To whom it may concern,

I have just read the "Our Port, Have your say document". On completion of the information | have been given and
after also reading several publications, | strongly disapprove of any sell off option, | agree with option 1 and or
option four.

The selling off option to me seems a short sighted easy fix which in future years will have detrimental effects on
Napier and Hawkes Bay in my eyes as we have seen in past years with the sell out of "State owned enterprises".
Foreign ownership is never a good idea, we see dividends going off shore.

| have also just read an article in the media from Ross Hammond , this guy speaks sense to me.

It amazes me in the public sector, Businesses loose money, dividends are paid out when high levels of debt exist.
WHY?

In the private sector businesses, find out quickly if the profit, loss margins dont stack up, funds have to be
reinvested to grow that business, times have to be tough for a period until such times that what ever business
becomes profitable.

We also see this in society on personal levels, if you earn $100, or spending power is $100, not $110, not $120 and
definitively not $200 . Basic economics prevail.
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In situations like we are seeing with this sale of port issue, people over past years that have made the decisions to
get us to the point where we are now run for cover, accept no liability and or responsibility, nothing unusual,
nothing new and not surprising, but us, as in the general public are fed propaganda, and false statements in order
to be persuaded that "The sell off " is the best option.

Submissions and opinions are asked for , then at the end of the day, the powers that be, ignore, totally disregard
the general public, the ratepayers, the people that matters opinions dont matter.

We have seen it so many times with local and general referendums, millions of dollars spent, and percentages
swaying a certain way , then "The powers that be make the wrong decision and we all suffer.

| close this submission with my view of,"NO SELL OFF TO THE NAPIER PORT".

John Reilly None of the other options are better.

Submitter #866

To be heard? No

Chris Burch | believe HB should own the port 100%. Do not sell!!! This is just a short term fix??
Submitter #875 Think of the future

To be heard? No

Barry Smith retain full ownership

Submitter #882

To be heard? No

Michael Sprott
Submitter #886
To be heard? No

Hawkes Bay residents must maintain ownership of local assets. Sale of key assets will
over time pass into foreign or outside interests over time (despite the protestations of
those backing the sale) thus locals losing control of the direction of this key asset.

Add to this the certainty of rate increases due to reduced dividends to the HBRC,
overall it seems like a bad deal for us residents.

Clinton Hawker-Guilford
Submitter #887
To be heard? Yes

i work for the port as a driver ....i own a home here in napier ...... id be happy to put
more on my rates bill to help ...... i know napier could use this more ships more cruize

Sandra Hawker-Guilford
Submitter #889
To be heard? No

my husband works as a driver at the Napier Port..we have a young family and own our
own home...we would be satisfied with an increase on the rates to keep napier going..

Dave Jansen
Submitter #891
To be heard? No

| believe that around S2 per week from rate payers is not to much to ask considering
keeping total control of operations and keeping existing conditions including health
and safety incentives for port workers, if new contractors come to take over certain
operations, Napier port will no longer be striving to be the safest in the country

Graeme & Margaret
Black

Submitter #915

To be heard? No

We believe option A is the better course to follow as once the sharemarket is involved
shares could be on sold to overseas interests. If option B were followed shares onsold
would have to be sold back to the Port to avoid an overseas takeover, which we
understand would not be possible.

Mark Rainey
Submitter #916
To be heard? No

| REMEMBER AN ATTEMPT BY A GROUP TO SELL THE AIRPORT SOME YEARS AGO. THE
AIRPORT HAS BEEN EXCEEDINGLY PROFITABLE EVER SINCE. THE PRIVATE SECTOR
TRYING TO GET HOLD OF OUR ASSETS. THE PORT IS EXCEEDINGLY PROFITABLE. WE
ALREAD OWN BOTH; WHY SELL THEM? JUST REMOVE RESTRICTIONS AND LET THE
PORT DEVELOP. DON'T SELL ANY OF A HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL AND PROFITABLE
ENTERPRISE.
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Richard Orbell
Submitter #923
To be heard? No

| have lived in Napier for over 70 years and watched the port grow from small
beginnings to the thriving business it is today. | have been a Tradesman Engineer and
a busines owner in engineering and have worked many a day in doing work for the
port. | have watched it become a real asset to the people of Napier and by this | mean
us "ALL". 'Because of' the Public ownership the Port has been very progressive and
modernistic, renewing and updating when necessary and needed. This model has
proved to be very "successful" and does not need to change. To sell off any part
would be retrogressive and partisan; in fact it along with the resiting of our successful
swimming pool reeks of "Cronyism". It is quite affordable to borrow the money
needed and with a more positive attitude the historic model, which has "historically"
proven to be succussful, it should continue to be the one selected, which does and
will benefit "ALL" Napier residents!

Stuart Perry
Submitter #926
To be heard? Yes

The returns from the expanded port will help repay the investment. HBRC should use
our reserves alongside internal borrowing to cover the expansion. Selling off a share
of the port is the thin end of the wedge and eventually, the ratepayers will lose
control to private enterprise.

For the past 50 years New Zealanders have been told that privatising public assets will
benefit the ratepayer/taxpayer, keep costs under control and minimise the impact on
taxes and rates. This has been proven wrong time and time again and not only has it
cost us more, but we lose important assets that should be delivering returns to
improve the local economy.

D B Henderson
Submitter #929
To be heard? No

1) STOP THE PORTS DIVIDEND AND CUT HBRC COSTS TO ENABLE PAYMENT FOR PORT
EXPANSION.

2) DONT WASTE MONEY PRINTING HUGE NEWSPAPERS TO SEEK ANSWERS! INSTEAD
PUT THIS SURVEY COST TOWARDS THE JOB!!!

D WHERE IS THE ONLINE SUBMISSION???

Murray Mears

if the port is such a good investment that private investors think it is a good buy why
would we want to sell it?

To be heard? No

Submitter #933

To be heard? No

Chris Atkins retaining full ownership of the port,a great strategic asset by the people of Hawkes
Submitter #936 Bay is in the long term the best possible option

Andrea Geldard
Submitter #945
To be heard? No

The roading infrastructure is already unable to cope with the levels of Port traffic.
Until this issue is addressed, there is no point in expanding the Port.

Matthew Geldard
Submitter #946
To be heard? No

The roading infrastructure is already unable to cope with the levels of Port traffic.
Until this issue is addressed, there is no point in expanding the Port.

Keegan Milne
Submitter #947
To be heard? No

| believe that the port should not be sold, | believe that the port needs to be made
bigger for the container/cruise ships, it is good to see that when the cruise ships come
in that the Hawke’s Bay shops are making more money.

Mike Smith

Killing the goose that laid the Golden Eggs

The purpose of the Council wanting to sell shares in the port should be to raise $86.6 million only, so the Port
Company can repay existing debt.

Why does the Council consider it necessary to raise $181m, give $86.6m to the Port to surrender their debt, and
pocket an additional $83m themselves to ‘invest’ in a “future investment fund”. The cost of raising that money is a
$11.4m expense which is another unnecessary chunk of the port that has to be sold.

One needs to ask why the Council recommends selling more of the Port than it has to.

The Council is using this opportunity to strip $83m from the value of the Port and put it in a “Future Investment
Fund”, “in which the capital would be ring-fenced”.

Submitter #949 To be heard? Yes
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This could be interpreted as ‘ring-fenced’ to HBRC Port investment, but it seems that is not the intention. even
though that could be the prudent thing to do if the proposal to sell the port by IPO succeeds.. So the $83m capital
in the ‘future fund’ would eventually be used on other pressing projects in the LTP. In the not too distant future,
that “future fund” will be fully spent. At that point in time, how much might the Port of Napier be worth. | hope
Councillors and the rate-payers of HB do not ruefully look back and wish the Port had not been sold. The Port is a
strategic asset for our Community. This is truly a ‘golden egg’. On top of the $10m annual dividend, the HBRC says
that the Port can fund another $320m-$350m of capital expenditure over 10 years out of operating earnings.

So that is an average potential profit of at least $32m plus $10m per annum. So why should the Community agree
to sell almost half the Port now. If the Port is NOT sold, then in 10 year’s time, after the expansion is completed,
HBRC could be receiving a huge dividend. How would the HBRC balance sheet and operating statement look like
then, with a huge dividend and a massive revaluation of the Port.

If the Port is sold now, it is likely that none of the $83 million will be left. Lucky shareholders and fund managers in
the 2019 IPO would be reaping the rewards (dividends) at the Community’s expense.

The Council and Community needs to consider not just the immediate future, but the future of our children and
grandchildren. An immediate cash windfall now from the Port will be fully spent sooner rather than later. It might
seem in hindsight the HBRC will have “Killed the Goose that laid the golden eggs”. A Google search of the saying “To
kill the Goose That Laid the Golden Eggs" is an idiom used of an unprofitable action motivated by greed.

The four options presented to the public in the consultation paper are very limited. If a rate payer does not want
the HBRC to sell the Port, that leaves option ‘A’ as possibly the only option.

The consultation document has been very carefully crafted to ‘steer’ people toward option ‘B’. The discussion
document specifies a 45.2% percentage rates increase next year. However, it does not differentiate between City
and Regional Council rates. The impact of a 45.2% regional council rate increase is $95 p.a. or $956 over 10 years.
That information is buried in financial tables. A dollar figure is a lot less alarming than the percentage. Nevertheless
an unaffordable increase for some rate-payers.

The discussion document has soothing words that option ‘B’ “enables Port staff and the local community to directly
invest in our Port.” How much control would HBRC have over a public IPO administered by NZX stockbroker
members. It becomes a public share float, available to everyone, and that includes overseas investors. The Council
says it likes the Port of Tauranga model, and Napier Port would be modeled on that. Well, take a look at the Port of
Tauranga’s share capital. It has over 680 million shares on issue. The shares are worth about $5 each. The 20 largest
shareholders own over 529 million (78%) of all shares. And 20th on that top 20 list own over a million shares worth
more than $5 million. So that leaves only 22% of shares for everyone else. Who are the 20 largest shareholders of
the Port of Tauranga. It is public information. Just google port-tauranga.co.nz.

You will see listed:

Quayside Securities Ltd (assume Tauranga Council) 368,437,680 shares (54.14%)

NZ Central Securities Depository Ltd 60,772,636 (8.93%)

Custodial Services Ltd (3 a/c) 21,605,701 (3.175)

Custodial Services Ltd (4 a/c) 12,294,953

FNZ Custodians 11,128,978

Custodial services Ltd (2 a/c) 10,459,316

And so on. Who are these shareholders and who do they represent?

You don’t see on this list the Superannuation and Kiwisaver Funds that HBRC claim will buy Port of Napier shares.

Does HBRC want the same thing as Tauranga Port to happen to our Port in an IPO? It will have no control over who
applies for shares. Rate-payers and Port Staff will be left the crumbs.

Port of Tauranga is currently worth $3.4 billion. (S5 x 680 million shares). Perhaps Napier should ask Tauranga
residents how they now feel about selling their strategic asset.

There are other ways, of raising the required $86.6m capital for the Port, and some very good alternatives have
been discussed in the local newspaper. Another alternative would be to offer $86.6 million of shares to ratepayers.
The number of shares could be scaled to the value of rates paid by each household. The offer could be accepted, or
ignored. It should be entirely voluntary. Ratepayers could be invited to apply for up to twice their allocation, to
allow for those ratepayers that do not wish to take up the offer of shares. Port staff should be included in the offer,
and the large local growers could underwrite the offer and take up any shortfall. At least ratepayers would own
shares, instead of seeing nothing for endless rate increases. This option is of course on the condition the HBRC
considers the Port a good investment, and could guarantee shareholders a reasonable rate of return. It is a concern
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when we read that the HBRC has taken a $10 million dividend each year when it was possibly not prudent for the
Port to pay such a high dividend.

The alternative of offering shares to the local Community and Port staff allows local community ownership and
investment. It avoids a public IPO, and losing control of who buys our port, and it will save a substantial part of the
$11.4 million that an IPO would cost. And of course, the local shareholders, not HBRC, should appoint independent
directors to ensure the Port is well managed for the benefit of our children and grandchildren.

Thank you for the opportunity to have a say in this important matter.

Stuart Claridge
Submitter #982
To be heard? No

Like other essential infrastructure should be maintained in ratepayer ownership

Adrienne Tully
Submitter #992
To be heard? No

| don't agree with the council Option A route to retaining full ownership and
control,but | do agree this is what needs to happen ,but by a more thought out
means. | favour the suggestion to retain the port dividend and invest it and also
increase rates. | would pay an increase in rates to keep the port 100%. | also like the
suggestion to sell the shares to Unison and still keep control. | also favour a
referendum backed up by transparent and full information sharing. Don't let this be a
flawed ,PR process like the process surrounding the damn dam.

Brian James Floating invariably turns out the most expensive form of funding. 'A' would mean a
Submitter #993 lift in my rates of P.A. $92. - high in retirement but best for port and province

To be heard? No

Gary Steed ONCE THE WHARK IS PAID FOR REPAY RATEPAYERS FROM INCREASED INCOME.

Submitter #994
To be heard? No

Elizabeth Gunn
Submitter #995
To be heard? No

To float no more than 49%. suggest lesser amount would be more advantageous.
Offer a percentage of 49% share for local take up. Suggest 33% of final amount to be
floated.

Catherine Pedersen
Submitter #1000
To be heard? No

We must retain ownership and none of these options here give this assurety. In the
end we all pay anyway so Ratepayer paying is ok (at levels suggested) We must Retain
it in our control Please

Heather Williams
Submitter #1007
To be heard? No

| believe that 100% ownership should be retained. Rates should be increased to cover
the cost of Wharf 6 only at this stage. Debt should be serviced from current and
future increased income, and lower dividends paid to augment this. Selling off half of
an income-producing asset in order to service debt is not good business practice.

A Parkinson A) - 100% of Local ownership priority.

Submitter #1016 - Anna Lorck proposal of UNISON investment into Port a win for all of H.B.

To be heard? No - This enable investment when and needed by 