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Mayor and Councillors 
COUNCIL 

25 AUGUST 2011 

Meeting Status: Public 

Purpose of Report: For Decision 

 

CHOICE OF ELECTORAL SYSTEM FOR LOCAL BODY 
ELECTIONS 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1 This report provides the Council with the opportunity to change the electoral 
system used in the District local body elections from Single Transferable Vote 
(STV) to First Past the Post (FPP).  

SIGNIFICANCE OF DECISION 

2 This report does not trigger the Council’s Significance Policy. 

BACKGROUND 

3 At the beginning of the Triennium Council expressed an interest in reconsidering 
the choice of electoral system for District elections. 

4 There are two electoral systems in use for local body elections in New Zealand – 
STV and FPP. The STV system has been an option since the 2004 local body 
elections.  

5 Currently the majority of councils use the FPP system. However, each local body 
election includes elections for DHBs and these must use the STV system. This 
means that in some cases (including the Kāpiti Coast District) voters have been 
faced with two different systems on the one ballot paper. 

6 The Local Electoral Act 2001 provides local authorities and/or their communities 
with three options for choosing which system is used: 

• a local authority may resolve to change its electoral system; or 

• a local authority may resolve to hold a poll to determine which system should 
be used; or 

• five percent of electors may demand that a poll be held on the matter. 

7 There are specific timeframes and conditions associated with each of these 
actions – see Appendix 1 for further details. The result of any poll is binding.  
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8 The Kāpiti Coast District has used the STV system for the last three triennial 
elections by resolution of the Council on 1 August 2002, and 21 August 2008 
(Appendix 2). Under legislative provisions the 2008 decision applied to the 2010 
elections and would apply to the 2013 elections, unless the Council resolves 
today to make a change, which it may do under section 27(2) of the LEA 2001. 
Alternatively it may choose to retain the status quo. 

How do the two systems work? 

9 FPP is the electoral system most commonly used. Under this system voters have 
as many votes as there are positions to be filled and may vote for up to that many 
candidates. Where a single position is to be filled, the candidate who receives the 
highest number of votes is elected. Where more than one position is to be filled, 
the candidates equal to the number of positions who receive the highest number 
of votes are elected. 

10 Under STV each voter ranks candidates in order of preference, 1, 2, 3 etc. Voters 
may rank as many or as few candidates as they wish, as long as they indicate just 
one first preference and consecutively rank other candidates without skipping or 
repeating a ranking. 

11 The rationale for STV is that when a candidate receives sufficient votes to be 
elected any surplus votes are not ‘wasted’, but instead are available to help select 
other candidates, (i.e. ‘transferred’) based on the second or subsequent 
preferences of voters. This means most voters are represented by a member or 
members for whom they voted. 

How many Councils use STV/FPP? 

12 Councils had the option of using STV for the 2004 local body elections and ten 
councils took up that option. However, for the 2007 and 2010 elections the 
number of councils using STV decreased from ten to six respectively. In 2010 the 
six councils included Dunedin City Council, Kaipara District Council, Kāpiti 
Coast District Council, Marlborough District Council, Porirua City Council and 
Wellington City Council.  

13 The reasons for the change back to FPP over the 2007-2010 period included: 

• Chatham Islands concluded that FPP was simpler to use and that ‘STV had 
failed’; 

• Thames-Coromandel District Council decided that FPP was simpler for voters 
to understand. 
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14 Wellington City Council held a poll in 2002 which changed the system to STV 
for the 2004 elections. Another poll was held in September 2008 which 
confirmed the use of STV for the 2010 elections and the 2013 elections.  

15 On 27 July 2011 Greater Wellington Regional Council became the first regional 
council in New Zealand to change from FPP to STV. The Council believed that 
the STV system is fairer and more democratic than the FPP system.  

16 If Kāpiti Coast District retains the STV system this would mean voters would no 
longer be faced with mixed voting systems on the one ballot paper. (In the 2010 
elections the ballot paper featured STV for Council and DHB elections and FPP 
for the Regional Council election.) Arguably the one system on the ballot paper 
could lead to decreased numbers of informal and/or blank votes. 

CONSIDERATIONS 

Table 1: summary comparison of FPP and STV 

FPP1 STV 

Casting votes 

A straightforward system of voting 

Familiar to most people 

 
‘Tactical’ voting is possible; votes can be 
used to prevent a candidate from winning 
in certain circumstances 

A less straightforward system of voting 

More information is needed for people to 
understand the ranking of candidates 

It is virtually impossible to cast a 
‘tactical’ vote; as a result voters are 
encouraged to express their true 
preferences 

Counting votes 

Counting votes is straightforward 
 

Votes can be counted in different 
locations and then aggregated 

Election results are usually announced 
soon after voting ends 

Vote counting requires a special 
computer programme 

Votes must be aggregated first and then 
counted in one location 

Election results usually take a little longer 
to produce 

Election results 

Official results show how many people 
voted for which candidates 
 
 
 
 

Official results identify which candidates 
have been elected and which have not and 
in which order. They do not show how 
many votes candidates got overall, as all 
successful candidates will have the same 
proportion of the vote (quota). This 

                                                 
1 See Appendix 3 for more information on how FPP voting works. 
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Results are easy to understand 

 
A ‘block’ of like-minded voters can 
determine the election of multiple 
candidates in multi-member 
wards/constituencies, without having a 
majority of the votes, thereby ‘over-
representing’ themselves. 
 
The overall election results will not be 
proportional to voters’ wishes, and will 
not reflect the electoral wishes of the 
majority of voters, only the largest group 
of voters who may not be the majority. 

In single-member elections, the winner is 
unlikely to have the majority of votes, 
just the largest group of votes. 

There will be more ‘wasted’ votes (votes 
that did not contribute to the election of a 
candidate). 

information can still be requested 
(iteration reports). 

Results can be easy to understand if 
presented appropriately. 

STV moderates ‘block’ voting as each 
voter casts only one single vote, even in 
multi-member wards/constituencies. 
 
 
 
 
The overall election results reflect the 
wishes of the majority of voters in 
proportion to their support for a variety of 
candidates. 

 
In single-member wards/constituencies, 
the winner will have the majority of 
voters (preferences). 

Every vote is as effective as possible 
(depending on the number of preferences) 
so there are fewer ‘wasted’ votes and 
more votes will contribute to the election 
of a candidate than under FPP 

 

17 Documents at Appendices 3, 4, 5 and 6 provide further information about the 
two systems. These are: 

• More information on FPP vote counting from the Department of Internal 
Affairs; 

• ‘Choosing Electoral Systems in Local Government’ – a resource document 
produced by the May 2002 STV Taskforce which explains how STV works 
and the relevant legislative provisions; 

• the ‘Local Government Electoral Option 2008’ guide prepared for the 
Department of Internal Affairs and the Society of Local Government 
Managers Electoral Working Party. This includes FAQs on the two systems; 

• comments on STV from the Local Government New Zealand Candidates’ 
Survey 2004 

18 When comparing results from the 2004-2010 elections for mayor, councillors and 
community board members, STV elections had higher levels of turnout than FPP 
elections in 2004 and 2007. However, in 2010, mayoral and councillor STV 
elections had lower turnout levels than FPP elections, while community board 
STV elections still had slightly higher turnout levels than FPP elections (See 
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Appendix 7 for a complete table of voter turnouts across local authorities from 
1989-2010). 

Table 2: Voter turnout by electoral system used, 2004-2010* 

 2004 2007 2010 

Mayoral elections (all) 

- STV TAs 

- FPP TAs 

46% 

48% 

46% 

44% 

45% 

44% 

49% 

46% 

50% 

Councillor elections (all) 

- STV TAs 

- FPP TAs 

46% 

48% 

46% 

44% 

45% 

44% 

49% 

46% 

50% 

Community Board elections (all) 

- STV TAs 

- FPP TAs 

42% 

53% 

42% 

41% 

52% 

40% 

50% 

51% 

49% 

*p34, Department of Internal Affairs, “Local Authority Election Statistics 2010” 

Table 3: Percentage voter turnout for local authorities using STV 2004-2010 

Local authority 2001 
(FPP)%  

2004 % 

(all STV) 

2007 % 2010 % 

Chatham Islands 77 68 63.92 72 (FPP) 

Dunedin City 54 53 47.44 53 

Kaipara District 56 51 43.11 53 

Kāpiti Coast District 63 51 53.47 49 

Marlborough District 66 62 50.92 57 

Matamata-Piako 52 42 42.14 (FPP) 42 (FPP) 

Papakura District 42 40 34.66 (FPP) * 

Porirua City 43 43 38.74 39 

Thames-Coromandel 61 56 52.98 61 (FPP) 

Wellington City 48 42 39.76 40 

* Now part of Auckland Council 
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19 Matamata-Piako and Papakura District Councils decided to revert back to the 
FPP system for the 2007 election. That decision resulted in a marginal increase in 
voter turnout for Matamata-Piako and a reduction of 5.34% for Papakura (the 
latter is now part of the new Auckland Council governance structure). Thames-
Coromandel District Council reverted to FPP for the 2010 elections and 
experienced an increase in voter turnout of almost 8%. 

20 Given both the small number of councils using STV and the size of wards 
generally employed by these councils (usually smaller than five-member wards), 
there is insufficient data to say whether STV has a definitive effect on voter 
turnout one way or another. In addition, voter turnout can be influenced by a 
range of other factors such as the nature of the mayoral race, the changes to 
Auckland governance arrangements, the nature of local issues at the time, and 
voters’ disengagement with political processes2; 

Process to follow 

21 Appendix 1 details the statutory obligations pertaining to a change in the electoral 
system. To summarise the options for action: 

1.  Council may decide to do nothing (ie not pass a resolution) in which case the 
status quo would apply and the STV system would be used in the 2013 
elections. However, Council would still have to let the public know of its right 
to demand a poll to change the system (and this would be effected by Council 
officers lodging a public advertisement); 

2.  Council could pass a resolution confirming the use of the STV electoral 
system and this would mean that STV would be used for the next two triennial 
elections unless countermanded by either another resolution by a future 
Council or the demand for a poll lodged by the public. If Council made such a 
resolution it would have to publicly advertise the fact, along with details about 
the public’s right to demand a poll on the matter; 

3.  Council could resolve to hold a poll on the electoral system. The poll would be 
held on or before 21 May 2012, with the results being binding and applying to 
the 2013 and 2016 elections. 

4.  The public may demand a poll be held on the electoral system. They may do 
this either at any time, or in response to Council’s public notice. To be valid a 
demand from the public must: 

• be made by notice and in writing; 

• be made by people qualified as electors of the local authority, who are 
enrolled either on the local authority roll (resident or ratepayer) or the most 
recently published parliamentary roll, at an address within the District; 

• be signed by 5% or more of the number of electors enrolled as eligible to 
vote at the 2010 local body election (which in the Kāpiti Coast District 
Council’s case would be a minimum 1,867 electors); 

                                                 
2 DIA, Local Authority Election Statistics 2010, July 2010 pp33-34 
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• be delivered to the principal office by 28 February 2012 if the result of the 
poll is to take effect at the 2013 local body elections; 

• state the elector’s name and the address for which the person is qualified as 
an elector of the local authority. 

22 The timing of the poll depends on when the valid demand is made. If a valid 
demand is received from the public by 28 February 2012 the poll must be held on 
or before 21 May 2012. If it is received after 28 February the poll must be 
conducted after 21 May 2012. If the latter, the results would apply to the 2016 
and 2019 elections. A poll may be conducted at the same time as a triennial 
election. 

Financial Considerations 

23 The budget for the 2013 elections is $157,050. The cost of holding the 2010 
election was $156,518.81. If the Council decides or is required to hold a poll the 
cost is estimated at around $70,000 and would represent an additional cost.  

Legal Considerations 

24 Legal considerations have been detailed above and also at Appendix 1. 

Delegation 

25 The Council has the delegated authority to consider this matter. 

Consultation 

26 The Council is required to inform the community of its right to demand a poll on 
this matter, regardless of whether the Council makes a decision to change the 
system or not. 

Policy Implications 

27 There are no policy implications. 

Publicity Considerations 

28 The Council will publicly notify its decision in accordance with legislative 
requirements detailed elsewhere in this report. 

Other Considerations 

29 Council uses a computer programme to process votes under the STV system. If 
the Council moved to the FPP system the same computer program could be 
employed to do the vote processing and final calculations, and being a simpler 
method of counting, the results would probably be released earlier on Election 
Day. There was some delay in announcing the results of the 2010 STV election 
because the processing team experienced a higher than expected volume of votes 
lodged on the last day of voting. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

30 That Council does not make a decision on the electoral system for the 2013 
triennial elections, thus retaining the existing electoral system (STV); and that the 
public be notified by 19 September 2011 of its right to demand a poll on the 
matter; 

or 

31 That Council confirms the STV system as the preferred electoral system for the 
2013 triennial elections and this decision be publicly notified by 19 September 
2011 in accordance with statutory requirements including the public’s right to 
demand a poll on this decision; 

or 

32 That Council resolves to change the electoral system to the First Past the Post 
(FPP) system for the 2013 and 2016 triennial elections and that this decision be 
publicly notified by 19 September 2011 in accordance with statutory 
requirements including the public’s right to demand a poll on this decision; 

or 

33 That the Council resolves to undertake a poll of electors on the electoral system 
to be used for the next two triennial elections, such a poll to be held by 21 May 
2012 using the postal voting method. 

 

Report prepared by: Approved for submission by: 
  

Vyvien Starbuck-Maffey Bernie Goedhart 
Democratic Services Team Leader Group Manager, Corporate Services 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Appendix 1 Timeframes for each decision option 

Appendix 2 Extracts of minutes from Council meetings 

Appendix 3 More information on FPP voting  

Appendix 4 ‘Choosing Electoral Systems in Local Government New Zealand – a 
resource document’ 

Appendix 5 The Local Government Electoral Option 2008 

Appendix 6 Local Government New Zealand Candidates’ Survey 2004 

Appendix 7 Voter turnout across New Zealand 1989 – 2010 
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Appendix 1 – timeframes 

Option/requirement Time constraint 

Local authority may resolve (by resolution) to 
change the electoral system 

By 12 September 2011 

Local authority must publicly notify the right 
for the public to demand a poll to change the 
electoral system, whether or not a resolution 
(to change the system) has been passed. 

If a resolution to change the electoral system 
has been passed the public notice must include 
notice of the resolution, the electoral system to 
be used and that a poll will be required to 
countermand it. 

Public notice is not necessary if: 

(a) the local authority has already passed a 
resolution to hold a poll, including a 
poll date before 21 May 2012; or 

(b) the result of an earlier poll took effect 
at the previous triennial election or 
takes effect at the next triennial election 
(sn 32) 

By 19 September 2011 

The public demand a poll to decide which 
electoral system should be used. 

A demand may arise whether or not a 
resolution has been passed through Council. 

The public may not demand a poll if the result 
of an earlier poll took effect at the previous 
triennial election or takes effect at the next 
triennial election. 

If the demand is received prior to 28 
February 2012 the poll must be held 
by 21 May 2012. The results of the 
poll are effective for the next two 
triennial elections. 

If a demand is received after 28 
February 2012 the poll must be held 
after 21 May 2012 and the results 
are effective for the next but one 
triennial election and at least the 
following triennial election. 

Council resolves to hold a poll to decide which 
electoral system should be used. 

The local authority may not hold a poll if the 
result of an earlier poll took effect at the 
previous triennial election or takes effect at the 
next triennial election. 

The decision must be made by 28 
February 2012 and the poll held by 
21 May 2012. 
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Appendix 2 

 

Extracts from minutes Kāpiti Coast District Council 

08/02/75  
ELECTORAL SYSTEM FOR 2004 ELECTIONS 

RESOLVED (Drake/Chapman) 

That Council resolves to change to the STV electoral system for the next 
triennial election, and this decision be publicly notified by 19 September 
2002. 

CARRIED 

 

KCDC 08/08/181  
ELECTORAL SYSTEM FOR 2010 LOCAL AUTHORITY ELECTIONS (MF-
08-298) 
 

MOVED (Chapman/Molineux) 
 
That the Council considers and decides on the following alternative courses 
of action: 
a) That the Council resolves to retain the STV electoral system, for the 

next triennial election and this decision be publicly notified by 19 
September 2008, and  

 
b) That the Council publicly notify, by 19 September 2008, of the right of 

5% of electors to demand a poll to be lodged by 28 February 2009 to 
determine the electoral system to be used for the next two triennial 
elections. 

 
CARRIED 

 
MOVED (Molineux/Chapman)  
 
That the Kapiti Coast District Council lobby central government for STV 
to be the universal electoral system for all territorial authority elections. 

CARRIED (Cr Scott abstained) 
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Appendix 3  

More about FPP 

(from Department of Internal Affairs website www.dia.govt.nz) 

Under the FPP (First Past the Post) electoral system, the candidate with the most votes 
wins. This is a very simple method of electing candidates and is widely used 
throughout the world. It was used in New Zealand for Parliamentary elections up until 
the introduction of MMP (Mixed Member Proportional) in the 1996 general election. 
 
Although FPP is very simple, some people have argued that the results of an FPP 
election may not always reflect the wishes of the majority of voters. The following 
examples show how results of FPP elections may vary. 
 
Where one candidate has a clear majority of votes, it can be seen that the majority of 
people did support the winning candidate.  

 Number of Votes Percentage of Votes 
Candidate One 140 70% 
Candidate Two 20 10% 
Candidate Three 20 10% 
Candidate Four 20 10% 

 Total Votes = 200 Total = 100% 
 
In this example, the winning candidate received 70% of the total votes 
 
However, the winning candidate might receive more votes than any other one 
candidate, but receive fewer votes than the other candidates put together. 

 Number of Votes Percentage of Votes 
Candidate One 80 40% 
Candidate Two 60 30% 
Candidate Three 40 20% 
Candidate Four 20 10% 

 Total Votes = 200 Total = 100% 
 
In this case, the winning candidate got 40 percent of the total votes; the other 
candidates received 60 percent of votes. It could be said that the election result did not 
reflect the wishes of the majority. 
 
Some people have also argued that even when the winning candidate gets the majority 
of the votes, many people’s votes are "wasted". 

 

http://www.dia.govt.nz/�
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Appendix 6 

 

Local Government New Zealand Candidates Survey 2004 – respondents 
comments on the STV system 

Advantages 

• Personally like STV system. Representative of voters’ choices. 

• Gives a better indication of what the majority want. 

• STV – fairer representation. Public actually get to vote for whom they want 
not who they are limited to, as in FPP. 

• STV should lead to more representative board, but could confuse voters with 
dual system operating. New wards very large. 

• STV ensures a majority vote not the scandal of a minority winner. 

• STV no votes are wasted. But change in system will cause confusion in 
electorate meanwhile. 

• STV is great – gives more value to your vote, most popular candidate wins. 

Disadvantages 

• Northland DHB – STV voting without wards is a debacle – subsequent 
appointees not representative. 

• I do not believe STV is fair, as a candidate never knows how much support he 
got. 

• Disadvantage – rural candidates have a small voter base compared to urban. 
People are confused by it. People do not know the candidates they need to vote 
for. 

• With no wards rural areas may struggle to get adequate representation. 

• Confusion for some, where there is dual voting systems ie the elderly. 

• Not enough info about STV – nothing locally from Internal Affairs at this 
point. 

• STV complicated counting system reliant on IT software – also gives the 
minority better odds over the majority. 

• They will favour parties – disadvantage for community board [elections]. 

• I see no advantage at all in STV system. In fact, I believe it paves the way for 
people to get in who don’t deserve to. The votes should stay only with the 
person who gets them, period. 

• Introduction of STV. Turn off for voters. Very low turnout to date. Many have 
told me simply not voted as too hard to rank health candidates. 
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• STV voting for health boards. Do not think STV is a helpful system for health 
board voting as most candidates are not well known – ranking is purely 
arbitrary. 

• Meek’s system that only computers can work out. Prevents population from 
understanding how the votes are counted. There are ways to fool the system by 
tactical voting no 2 or 1, 3, 5 etc. 

• STV and total confusion over form function and accountability in capacity to 
positively verify results. A vote of no confidence perhaps? A perversion of 
basic human rights (principles of democracy) because the candidate is entitled 
to know by definitive hard numbers of the level of community acceptance or 
rejection of the things he says and stands for. STV by its very nature will stifle 
true democracy! And then the persons elected will be the least offensive to the 
greatest number of voters. Thereby killing off any attempts to change the 
status quo. 

Neutral/Mixed 

• Advantages: gives local authorities a choice of the most appropriate election 
system. Gives significant minorities fair representation on their Council. 
Disadvantages: having another electoral system introduces added complexity 
and potential confusion. 

• Change in the voting system. Good, as some people are candidates for more 
than one office so votes for them aren’t wasted so far there hasn’t been enough 
in the media to explain how the system works (transferring votes until the right 
number of positions are filled). There only seems to be information on ranking 
candidates. 

• Confusing, but essential to give certain community people a chance, 
particularly STV. 

• STV okay but only with a small number of candidates – we have 36 on DHB 
list – this is ridiculous. 

• STV could possibly allow more minority groups to obtain representation. 
However, could disadvantage more rural communities. 

• ‘At large’ voting disadvantageous to rural constituents, but arguably fairer 
overall. DHB – return to non-market driven health provision: close to where it 
should be. STV immensely better voting system than FPP and better still than 
MMP. 

• Advantages: no votes wasted. Disadvantages: harder to understand for electors 
– may be frustrated and give up. 

• Advantages: politicians claim STV is fairer for minority groups. Yet to be seen 
whether it actually changes the outcome for DHBs. Disadvantages: lose the 
TLA separate lists and could lead to less fair distribution of places. 

• Advantage on a small scale ie up to 10 candidates, beyond that it becomes 
unwieldy. 
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• Ensures candidates elected have a real mandate and don’t get voted in by 1 or 
2 votes. Changes to DHBs going district-wide will result in less representation 
of smaller communities, also makes it an onerous task rating candidates where 
there are 40 standing. Really, DHBs could have had STV whilst retaining a 
ward-based structure. 

• Advantages: greater likelihood of getting more Māori/other ethnicity 
candidates elected with STV. Probably a far fairer system. Disadvantages: 
more complicated for electors to understand. 

• If you refer to STV, then its use for DHBs has been disadvantageous – large 
number of candidates. May work better for [small number of candidates] eg 
position of mayor. 

• Advantages of STV greater in smaller, urban area where easier for voters to 
find out/know candidates. Disadvantages: in big rural areas where 
concentration of urban votes could swing votes to urban candidates. 

• STV probably a better indication of voter intent, but poorly promoted and 
presented ie: same sheet as FPP, electors don’t move easily between tick and 
1. Besides, there’s too much to read. Many people don’t read well, therefore, 
don’t understand instructions. 

• Advantage: STV a better overall selection process to identify elector 
preferences. Disadvantage: pre-election advertising has not properly prepared 
the voter in the methodology for STV. More prone to voter confusion. 

• Possible better spread of community representation. Disadvantages: 1. Cost of 
lobbying across wide and diverse communities. 2. Communities don’t seem to 
understand the process. 3. Candidates with key skills and experience may miss 
out this time round. 4. Print/radio are rife with package deals to promote 
candidates at enormous costs. 

• At least we could choose if any change was made and it wasn’t forced upon 
us. So we can have a mixture of methods and not an across the board forced 
change. Some systems suit different needs. 
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