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Chairperson and Committee Members 
ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 

12 SEPTEMBER 2013 

Meeting Status: Public 

Purpose of Report: For Decision 

REGIONAL GOVERNANCE - LETTER TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
COMMISSION 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1 This report seeks approval to submit the attached letter to the Local Government 
Commission (LGC). 

SIGNIFICANCE OF DECISION 

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

BACKGROUND 

3 In a letter dated 8 July 2013, the Local Government Commission notified the Council 
that it had received two applications – one from the Greater Wellington Regional Council 
(GWRC) and a joint application from the three Wairarapa district councils - for local 
government reorganisation in the Wellington region which it had accepted and intended 
to consider at the same time.  It requested that alternative proposals be submitted to the 
Commission by 16 August 2013. 

4 At its meeting of 11 July 2013, the Council subsequently met with the Local Government 
Commission who briefed the Council on process and potential timelines for addressing 
the applications.   

CONSIDERATIONS 

Issues 

5 Because the Council supported continuation of the status quo in Kāpiti and was not 
intending to submit an alternative proposal, the deadline for submitting to the 
Commission did not apply.  The Council requested that officers prepare a letter to the 
LGC making clear its views on the question of local government reorganisation for the 
region. 

6 The draft letter is attached for approval. 

Financial Considerations 

7 There are no financial considerations. 

Legal Considerations 

8 There are no legal considerations. 
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Delegation 

9 The Committee has the delegated authority to approve this letter as indicated in Section 
7.16 of the Council’s Governance Structure and Delegations: 

“7.16 Authority to review and approve any submission on any issue that is being 
made on behalf of Council where such review and approval is requested by 
officers.” 

 

Consultation 

10 The community has been consulted in this matter in two iterations in 2012 and 2013.  
Details of the results of those consultations are included in the attached letter. 

Policy Implications 

11 There are no policy considerations. 

Tāngata Whenua Considerations 

12 Tāngata whenua are being kept abreast of the Council’s views through updates to Te 
Whakaminenga o Kāpiti and also through the presence of iwi representatives at Council 
and Committee meetings. 

Publicity Considerations 

13 A media statement was released when the order paper for this meeting was published. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

14 That the Committee approves the letter attached to report SP-13-979 for submission to 
the Local Government Commission. 

 

 

Report prepared by: Approved for submission by: 
  

Alison Lash Pat Dougherty 

Senior Advisor, Strategic Projects Chief Executive 
 

ATTACHMENT 1: PROPOSED LETTER TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 

(INCLUDING THREE APPENDICES TO THE LETTER) 
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Attachment  

 
Chief Executive  
Local Government Commission 
 
 
Dear Donald 

Decisions on local government reorganisation applications for Wellington 
region 

 
Thank you for your letter of 8 July 2013 in which you informed this Council of the two 
reorganisation applications pertaining to the Wellington region that you had received.  I note 
that one of those applications was from the Wairarapa district councils making a joint 
application and the other from the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC).  You 
indicated that the Commission had accepted both applications, decided to consider them at 
the same time and asked for alternative applications with a deadline of 16 August 2013.   
 
I am also aware that Wellington City, Upper Hutt City and Hutt City Councils have submitted 
alternative proposals.   
 
Kapiti Coast District Council (the Council) has been engaged in discussions regarding 
regional local government reorganisation since it became a topic for consideration by the 
Wellington Mayoral Forum in 2010.  More particularly, over the last 18 months it has 
participated in regional and local surveys of residents and in a regional working party which 
explored the concept of a single unitary authority for the region.  This recent activity was 
triggered by the release of the Government’s Better Local Government document and the 
introduction of the Local Government Act Amendment Bill which became law late in 2012. 
 
The Council declines the invitation to submit an alternative proposal on the understanding 
that the Commission must consider the status quo as an option in its deliberations. 
 
Summary of the Council’s position 

In summary, the Council’s position is that it supports the status quo with regard to local 
government structures in Kāpiti (i.e. a regional council and a district council with community 
boards).  This does not mean the Council sees no room for improvement in the way local 
government operates in the Wellington region.  On the contrary, the Council is very keen to 
see considerable growth in shared services, particularly for “back room” activities, and 
increased collaboration in spatial planning and economic development.   
 
It follows, therefore, that the Council does not support the GWRC application as its preferred 
option.  This is based on the results of a random survey of 1500 Kapiti residents conducted 
in May 2013 (margin of error +/- 2-2.5%) which showed that 55% of respondents supported 
the continuation of the status quo.  Should the Commission’s eventual preferred option be a 
reorganisation with the establishment of one or two unitary authorities in the region, the 
Council’s preferred option is for a two-tier structure with local boards, as proposed by the 
GWRC.  This was the structure preferred by 51% of those residents surveyed who 
supported a reorganisation in the region.  The detailed reasons for this preference are 
discussed later in this letter.  A copy of the results of the survey is attached for your 
information. 
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The Council supports the joint application of the Wairarapa councils to establish a unitary 
authority for the Wairarapa on the basis that it has found no compelling arguments that 
would counter the area’s being able to determine its own preferred governance structure. 
 
The Council’s guiding framework 

During discussions in the latter half of 2012, the Council developed a set of principles and 
objectives to guide its own discussions and also its participation in the regional working 
party.   

Principles 

 meaningful local democracy and access to decision-making.  This is a critical 
issue, particularly in the context of any arguments for a single city;  

 any change, whatever model is finally proposed, must be better than that which 
we currently have; 

 there should be early and meaningful provision for involvement of Māori in 
decision-making as per the Local Government Act.  The Council is disappointed 
that explicit structural provision for such representation was not made in the 2012 
amending legislation;  

 any structural governance solution should: 

 maximise the ability of the community to directly manage the city as 
an interlinked social, economic and environmental system.  The CBD 
and the surrounding areas, transport systems, including airports and 
the port etc all have cross-boundary implications.  The regional 
economy and social systems are not confined to single local authority 
areas; 

 maximise direct community control of decision-making in relation to 
services and assets and avoid arms-length management and delivery 
systems; 

 debt and infrastructure financing should result in fair management of legacy debt 
and asset condition.  Ratepayers in one area should not be unfairly burdened 
either with debt or with the costs of historical lack of investment in asset 
management by another council; 

 any integration and consolidation of policies, especially urban planning and 
associated regulatory policies, standards and systems should be undertaken to 
the identified best practice level in evidence across the region, within the 
sustainable development approach set out in the Local Government Act 2002.    

Objectives 

 in the event of a larger unitary authority being established, Kāpiti must have the 
ability to retain its village identities even as it grows and becomes a city in the 
making, possibly through a ward structure.  Ōtaki must be retained in the region; 

 planning must use best practice and have a focus on sustainable management.  
At a minimum Kāpiti should be able to retain its Proposed District Plan provisions; 

 service delivery and other functional capabilities should be retained within the 
footprint of the current territorial authorities – there should not be unnecessary 
centralisation.  Local staff should be retained where they are at present as much 
as possible; 
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 Kāpiti’s potential for sustainable growth must be appropriately provided for. 

 
Preference for the status quo 

The Council has carried out two rounds of surveys of its residents The surveys of residents’ 
early views on boundary change in June/July 2012 indicated stronger support for change in 
Kāpiti than in any other territorial authority in the region.  Two surveys were undertaken: a 
phone survey (500 participants) as part of a region-wide survey by Colmar Brunton and a 
write-in survey administered by the Council.  In answer to requests to choose between no 
boundary change for Kāpiti Coast and some form of amalgamation, 44% of Kāpiti phone 
survey respondents and 78% of postal survey respondents indicated they would like to see 
some form of amalgamation (several boundary configurations were offered as options) as 
opposed to 48% and 21% who favoured no boundary change.  This gave the Council a 
strong mandate to explore reorganisation options through the regional working party.  A 
summary of results is attached for your information.  We believe you may find the 
information on drivers of choices (slides 34 – 64) of interest. 
 
Almost a year later (May 2013), the Council commissioned a second phone survey of 1500 
residents by SIL Ltd (margin of error of +/- 2 – 2.5%) to assess support for the single city 
models which came out of the regional working party deliberations.  Participants were asked 
to choose between the status quo and a single city (with or without the inclusion of the 
Wairarapa area).  They were also given an opportunity to propose some other model.  In 
response, 55% of residents surveyed preferred the status quo option, and 43% preferred a 
single city option consisting of the Hutt Valley, Wellington, Porirua and Kāpiti with the 
optional inclusion of the Wairarapa.  For those opting for a single city, a further question 
asked them to choose between a two-tier and a single-tier model.  Of this group, 51% 
preferred the two-tier model and 45% the single-tier model.  As noted above, the detailed 
results are attached for your information.   
 
In discussing these matters, the Council has formed the opinion that the issue of preserving 
locally representative democracy and a true local voice is critical.  Kāpiti Coast District 
Council has operated with four community boards (established by the Commission at the 
time the Council was set up) since 1989.  This structure functions well with the advocacy role 
of the boards well understood by their communities.   
 
In addition, the Council has adopted the practice of automatically appointing the locally 
elected Councillor back to the community board.  The communication lines are further 
reinforced by 

 the appointment of a member of the Senior Leadership Team to attend board 
meetings and ensure that issues raised are promptly addressed by the Council 

 the custom of having community board Chairs attend all Council and Committee 
meetings with speaking but not voting rights.   

The views and interests of local communities are thus clearly communicated and heard at 
the Council table and form part of the debate as decisions are made.   
 
The importance of this structure to the communities was amply demonstrated in the results 
of the 2013 survey of residents.  Across all respondents, 65% indicated that community 
boards were very or somewhat important to them.  Grass roots democracy is highly valued 
in Kāpiti. 
 
As a consequence of the results of the second survey of Kāpiti residents and in light of the 
other considerations discussed above, the Council has resolved to support the continuation 
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of the structural status quo with improvements in shared services and other beneficial 
collaborations as its preferred option. 
 
Views on possible reorganisation models 

Setting the issue of the Wairarapa aside, there are a number proposals for reorganisation for 
the Commission to consider in its deliberations as to the optimal governance structure for the 
Wellington region. 
 
Given the results of the survey of residents on this question, should the Commission 
propose some form of amalgamation for the region, the Council would favour the 
establishment of a single unitary authority west of the Rimutaka range employing the two-tier 
model included in the Greater Wellington Regional Council application.   
 
Despite the very positive experience of a strong community board structure in the Kāpiti 
Coast District, the Council’s view is that the legislative safeguards for local boards 
established by the Commission’s decision would be important in any unitary authority 
covering the greater part of the Wellington region.  While a single-tier unitary authority would 
not preclude the establishment of community boards to ensure that local voices and views 
can be heard, the Council is concerned that their continued existence would be less secure 
than under the “Auckland model” referred to in the 2012 Amendment Act. 
 
The Council is aware that a further amendment to the Local Government Act may allow for 
both local and community boards to be set up under the same council.  The Council 
welcomes this possibility.  However, in the absence of any details as to how this might work, 
the Council is still concerned that community boards may not have the legislative protections 
of local boards thereby opening the door to silencing the voice of some local communities at 
the whim of the parent council.  Whatever the final outcome of this change, the Council is of 
the strong view that the democratic principles relating to community boards - local 
representation on local issues - must be carried though to any second tier of any council set 
up by a reorganisation through the Local Government Commission.  In this regard the 
Council strongly supports the principles of local democracy expressed in the joint submission 
to the Commission of Kāpiti’s four Community Boards (attached).  The Boards developed 
their submission entirely independently of the Council and we are pleased to note how 
closely our views are aligned.  
 
In relation to the establishment of local boards, there are two further issues of concern to the 
Council: 

 the number of elected members representing the Kāpiti community on any new 
Council; 

 the function of any level below the parent Council and ensuring that it has a 
meaningful and productive role that avoids frustration and confusion.   

In discussion Councillors have concluded that there should be at least two representatives 
from Kāpiti on any combined council and that iwi representation must be appropriate and 
meaningful.  The links between the local and central “tiers” must be transparent, and easily 
used and understood by the local community.  To this end, Councillors support replicating 
the Kāpiti Coast model of automatically appointing the local representatives elected to the 
central council back to local councils/boards. 
 
The proposal put forward by Hutt City for a four unitary authority structure for the region is of 
some interest to the Council, not least because it proposes a stand alone unitary authority 
for Kāpiti.  To date the Council has not discussed this concept in any depth although it is 
worth noting that in the first survey of residents in mid-2012, this model was presented as a 
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sub-option of the no boundary changes option.  Only 53 of a sample of 500 supported the 
concept of Kāpiti becoming a stand alone unitary authority. 
 
The Council commissioned some analysis of the financial implications of such a change 
notwithstanding the community’s preliminary view as portrayed in the first survey, as it 
believed it should have some information to put in front of the community in the event of just 
such a proposal for multiple unitary authorities west of the Rimutaka divide.  This analysis 
shows that, with the exclusion of the question of public transport provision, the net position 
for a Kāpiti stand alone unitary would be close to neutral: there is some $215,000 deficit for 
the Council once rates currently paid to the Regional Council are diverted to the new 
authority. 
 
The Council is of the view, however, that such a multiple unitary authority model: 

 would retain duplication of administration, systems, planning and processes 

 would be highly unlikely to be capable of generating a single vision for the region 
with each council representing the interests of its community only 

 would satisfy with difficulty the legal requirement for a unitary authority to 
demonstrate it enables catchment-based flooding and water management issues 
to be dealt with effectively.  This latter comment refers particularly to the shared 
catchments of Hutt Valley/Wellington and Wellington/Porirua; the Kāpiti 
catchments are all contained within the current District footprint. 

Further, in a situation where there is more than one unitary authority west of the Rimutaka 
range, albeit fewer than at present, there would almost certainly be a need to set up Council 
Controlled Organisations to manage certain services, such as water and transport.  Kāpiti’s 
dependence on commuter transport for a significant proportion of its working population may 
mean that residents are not prepared to allow this control to be removed further from their 
direct control.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share the Council’s views on these important issues.  The 
Council would be very happy to discuss its thinking further with the Commission as you 
develop your own preferred option for the Wellington region.  To this end, I cordially invite 
the Commission to meet with the Council at an early date which is convenient to you. 
 
Sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Jenny Rowan 
Mayor 
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Appendix 1: Results of May 2013 survey of Kāpiti Coast residents 
 



 

 
 
 
 

Kāpiti Coast 
District Council  
Governance Reform Poll May 2013 
 
Prepared by Dr Virgil Troy © SIL Research 2013 
 
 
 
Research is undertaken to the highest possible standards and in accord with the principles detailed in 
the MRSNZ Code of Practice which is based on the ESOMAR Code of Conduct for Market Research. 
All research processes, methodologies, technologies and intellectual properties pertaining to this 
project are copyright and remain the property of SIL Research. 



 
 

© SIL Research – 2013 KCDC Governance Poll May 2013  Page: 10 of 53 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Kāpiti Coast District Council (KCDC) commissioned this Governance poll in April 2013. The 
original poll dates were 8th April-13th May 2013; this was later deferred by KCDC to commence 6th 
May 2013. 
1500 residents aged 18years and above across the KCDC territorial area were interviewed via a 
telephone poll over a three week period starting Monday 6th May 2013 and concluding Saturday 25th 
May 2013. Residents were weighted by age and gender across the KCDC region.  
Based on KCDC area population projections of 38,120 residents 20yrs and over and a region wide 
weighted sample, poll results are reported at a 95% confidence level +/- 2-2.5%. 

 

Status quo vs. single city option summary 

Across all respondents, 54.7% preferred the ‘status quo’ option and 42.9% preferred the 
‘single city’ option. A further 2.5% stated ‘other’, with these respondents undecided at that 
time. 
Waikanae and Paraparaumu wards were more evenly split whereas Paekakariki/ Raumati and 
Ōtaki were more inclined to prefer the status quo. Also, males are more evenly split on the 
issue with women preferring the status quo.  

 

Single city tier preferences and other options summary 

Of those respondents who indicated that they would prefer a move to a ‘single city option’, 
51.0% stated that they would prefer a ‘two-tier’ council and 44.5% indicated preference to a 
‘single tier’ council. A further 4.5% stated ‘other’, the majority of which indicating that they were 
undecided at that time. 
Of the 29 respondents indicating ‘other’ responses/ suggestions offered were limited.  

 

Other council structure options summary 

Across all respondents surveyed 78.9% indicated that there was NOT another option they 
preferred and 21.1% stated that there was. When probed for an explanation, almost half of 
those stating ‘yes’ to an ‘other’ option could not offer one.  
A statistically significant variation was recorded in response by ward where Ōtaki respondents 
stated ‘yes’ slightly more than other wards; age was also a factor with younger respondents 
indicating more ‘No’ responses to this question.   

 

Importance of community boards summary 

Across all respondents, almost two thirds (65.4%) stated that community boards are ‘very or 
somewhat important’.  
A statistically significant variation was also recorded in responses by ward with Ōtaki 
respondents rating the importance of community boards higher than other wards; also, 
females rated boards slightly more important than male respondents. 
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FINDINGS 

Status quo vs. single city option 

After providing demographic details, all respondents (n=1500) were asked the following question: 
“Kāpiti Coast District Council has asked us to contact you as they want to know the community’s view 
on single city options for local governance in the Wellington region. Firstly, there are two options: 
(status quo and single city options rotated) 

1. THE STATUS QUO: where the region has eight city and district councils and one regional council. Kāpiti 

Coast is one council and is represented by a Mayor, 10 councillors and four community boards. 

2. A SINGLE CITY OPTION: consisting of Hutt Valley, Wellington, Porirua and Kāpiti. This could be 

expanded to include the Wairarapa.” 

Respondents were then asked which they preferred. An ‘Other’ option was added in the event a 
respondent couldn’t or refused to choose between ‘Single city’ or ‘Status quo’. This option was NOT 
offered as an answer choice and was only used to reflect the level to which indecision or inability to 
decide was a factor in this poll. 
Chart 1 STATUS QUO VS. SINGLE CITY OPTION all 

 
(n=1500) 

As presented in Chart 1 above: Across all respondents, 54.7% preferred the ‘status quo’ option and 
42.9% preferred the ‘single city’ option. A further 2.5% stated ‘other’, with these respondents 
undecided at that time. 
Statistically significant variations were observed by respondent ward, gender and age. Waikanae and 
Paraparaumu were more evenly split whereas Paekakariki/ Raumati and Ōtaki more inclined to prefer 
the status quo. Also, males are more evenly split on the issue with women preferring the status quo. 
Ward, gender and age charts for this question are presented in the supplementary findings section 
from page 19.
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Single city tier preferences and other options 

Those indicating a Single City option was preferred (n=643) were then presented with the following 
question: 
“You mentioned you would prefer a single city. We are consulting on TWO possible structures; they 
are… (two tier and single tier council options rotated) 

1. A SINGLE TIER COUNCIL consisting of an elected Mayor and 27 or 29 councillors elected by ward. In this 

option the council CAN choose to have community boards but it is not guaranteed 

2. A TWO TIER COUNCIL consisting of an elected Mayor, a governing council of 19 or 21 councillors 

elected by ward and a second tier of seven or eight Local Boards one of which would represent 

Kāpiti. In this option council CANNOT elect to have community boards” 

Respondents were then asked which option they preferred. 
An ‘Other’ option was added in the event a respondent couldn’t or refused to choose between ‘Single 
Tier’ or ‘Two Tier Council’. This option was NOT offered as an answer choice and was only used to 
reflect the level to which indecision or inability to decide was a factor in this poll. 
Chart 2 SINGLE CITY TIER PREFERENCES AND OTHER OPTIONS all 

 
(n=643) 

As presented in Chart 2 above: Of those respondents who indicated that they would prefer a move 
to a ‘single city option’, 51.0% stated that they would prefer a ‘two-tier’ council and 44.5% indicated 
preference to a ‘single tier’ council. A further 4.5% stated ‘other’, the majority of which indicating that 
they were undecided at that time. 
No statistically significant variations by ward, gender or age were observed. Of the 29 respondents 
indicating ‘other’ responses/ suggestions offered were limited. Ward, gender and age charts and the 
29 ‘other’ responses for this question are presented in the supplementary findings section from page 
21.
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Other council structure options 

All respondents (n=1500) were then asked the following: 
“Is there another option not mentioned that you would prefer?” A ‘No’ or ‘Yes’ response was recorded. 
In the event ‘Yes’ was selected, respondents were then probed to explain the nature of their choice. 
Chart 3 OTHER COUNCIL STRUCTURE OPTIONS all 

 
(n=1500) 

As presented in Chart 3 above: Across all respondents surveyed 78.9% indicated that there was not 
another option they preferred and 21.1% stated that there was. When probed for an explanation, 
almost half of those stating ‘yes’ to an ‘other’ option could not offer one.   
A statistically significant variation was recorded in response by ward where Ōtaki respondents stated 
‘yes’ slightly more than other wards; age was also a factor with younger respondents indicating more 
‘No’ responses to this question.  
Ward, gender and age charts for this question are presented in the supplementary findings section 
from page 23. 
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Importance of community boards  

Lastly, all respondents (n=1500) were asked the following question: 

“You may be aware that NEITHER single city option GUARANTEES community boards. In light of this, how 
important are community boards to you using this scale (read scale) 

1. Totally unimportant 

2. Somewhat unimportant 

3. Neither important nor unimportant 

4. Somewhat important 

5. Very important” 

‘Don't know’ was not offered as an answer option but was included in the event respondents could not choose 
between the options presented in the 5 point likert scale. Only 55 respondents (3.7%) were unable to provide 
a rating option regarding the importance of community boards. 

Chart 4 IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY BOARDS all 

 
(n=1500) 

As presented in Chart 4 above: Across all respondents, almost two thirds (65.4%) stated that 
community boards are ‘very or somewhat important’.  
A statistically significant variation was also recorded in responses by ward with Ōtaki respondents 
rating the importance of community boards higher than other wards; also, females rated boards 
slightly more important than male respondents. Ward, gender and age charts for this question are 
presented in the supplementary findings section from page 25.
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METHODOLOGY 

Sampling: who was polled 

The Kāpiti Coast District Council (KCDC) commissioned this Governance poll in April 2013. The 
original survey dates were 8th April-13th May. This was later deferred by KCDC to commence 6th May 
2013. 
The questionnaire was developed by KCDC in consultation with SIL Research. Once finalised, the 
questionnaire was tested within KCDC prior to deployment. 
1500 residents aged 18years and above across the KCDC territorial area were interviewed via a CATI 
(Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing) administered telephone poll over a three week period 
starting Monday 6th May 2013 and concluding Saturday 25th May 2013. Residents were weighted by 
age and gender across the KCDC region. Residents from Waikanae, Paraparaumu and Paekakariki 
wards were randomly selected from the Kāpiti white pages and residents from Ōtaki ward were 
randomly selected from the Manawatu (Levin) white pages and selected back on their ‘Ōtaki’ coding.  
Residents’ ward, gender and age were verified with the respondents at the commencement of the Poll 
to ensure weighting targets across the region were met. In the absence of 2013 census population 
figures, Statistics New Zealand population projections for the KCDC area were used and are 
presented in Table 1 below: 
Table 1 KCDC demographics and sampling 

 Gender counts Gender % by age group Gender, age by population Targeted Sampling 

 Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

20-39yrs 4050 4430 8480 48% 52% 100% 11% 12% 22% 159 174 334 

40-64yrs 7910 9060 16970 47% 53% 100% 21% 24% 45% 311 357 668 

65+ 5580 7090 12670 44% 56% 100% 15% 19% 33% 220 279 499 

Total 17540 20580 38120 46% 54% 100% 46% 54% 100% 690 810 1500 

Based on the above age, gender population projections and 1500 poll size, actual demographic 
characteristics of this poll are presented in Table 2 below as follows: 
Table 2 KCDC actual sample 

 Gender counts Targeted Sampling Actual Actual / target difference 

 Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

20-39yrs 4050 4430 8480 159 174 334 158 174 332 -1 0 -2 

40-64yrs 7910 9060 16970 311 357 668 311 358 669 0 +1 +1 

65+ 5580 7090 12670 220 279 499 220 279 499 0 0 0 

Total 17540 20580 38120 690 810 1500 689 811 1500 -1 +1 1500 

Note: Actual / target difference occur as a result of percentage calculation rounding. These do NOT 
impact on findings.  
Respondents were interviewed across KCDC’s four wards in the following proportions: Waikanae n= 
373, Paraparaumu n=412, Paekakariki / Raumati n=373 and Ōtaki n=342. 
As part of our quality control measures, 10% (n=150) respondents were recalled to verify participation 
in the survey. No anomalies were found. To reduce non response error, all respondents not 
contactable i.e. no answer or answerphone, were recalled up to four times. 
Based on KCDC area population projections of 38,120 residents 20yrs and over and a region wide 
weighted sample, poll results are reported at a 95% confidence level +/- 2-2.5%. Differences or 
variations in results by age, gender or area (ward) are discussed only when statistically significant at a 
.05 level and differences are meaningful. 

Environmental factors 

Prior to commencement of this poll, SIL Research identified a range of factors that may impact on 
residents’ responses during polling. 
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The first issue was the demographic profile of the Kāpiti Coast area.  It is an older population than the 
New Zealand average, with a median age of 44.3 years compared to the national median age of 35.9 
years.  There are fewer young people aged 19 years or under, and significantly fewer aged 20-39 with 
many young people expected to leave for study or work in the cities.  There are more 40-64 year olds 
than the national average and substantially more aged 65 years or more.  These residents also have 
a longer life expectancy than the national average (Kāpiti -Coast-District-Council, 2013c).   

The Kāpiti Coast is a fast growing district and in 2006 over 50% of the population had moved into the 
District in the previous five years, and the median income also increased during this time.  The 2006 
Census indicated there is limited ethnic diversity in the region where a large majority of residents 
classing themselves as European (68%) or as ‘New Zealanders’ (11%).  Māori comprised 15%, Asian 
ethnic group and Pacific Peoples each 2%, and Middle Eastern, Latin American, African were 
practically non-existent in the District (Kāpiti-Coast-District-Council, 2013c). 

The second factor that could impact on polling is a number of current Council-related issues that 
residents may be concerned about in the region.  The predominant issue involves coastal 
management.  In 2010 the government’s coastal statement required councils to conduct assessments 
regarding the impact of increased sea levels and storm intensity on their coastlines. The Council 
completed this and issued its report in August 2012 (Kāpiti-Coast-District-Council, 2013a). The 
subsequent hazard zoning extended into approximately 1800 properties. 

Other current issues that may impact on polling include the implementation of water meters and water 
charging which is to come into effect on 1 July 2014.  This is part of an overall water loss reduction 
strategy.  Council deemed this necessary to address significant concerns for securing and conserving 
future water supply.  In particular, charging will contribute to improving the water treatment plant and 
river recharge solutions (Kāpiti-Coast-District-Council, 2013a).    

Two other issues involving public expenditure include local swimming pools and addressing 
renovation of earthquake-prone buildings. Council has assumed management of the District’s 
swimming pools including the development of the Coastlands Aquatic Centre (construction of the 
Centre was affected by the collapse of Mainzeal in February), the cost of maintenance and staffing to 
be absorbed by the Council.  Five hundred and fifty (550) buildings have been identified in the Kāpiti 
region as being earthquake prone and renovating those will be an expensive task if government 
proposals requiring strengthening of these go ahead.  Currently in Kāpiti the Civic Building has been 
extensively redeveloped and up-graded in relation to Earthquake strengthening and now houses 
Council staff (Kāpiti-Coast-District-Council, 2013a). 

Any one or a combination of these factors may impact on residents’ responses regarding maintaining 
the current local government structure for the Kāpiti Coast or opting for a single city governance for 
Hutt Valley, Wellington, Porirua and Kāpiti (possibly including Wairarapa). 

 

http://www.kapiticoast.govt.nz/Our-District/The-Kapiti-Coast/Statistics-and-Demographics/
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Voter turnout at local elections 

When considering the results of this research, it is advisable to take into account trends in voter 
turnout at local elections across New Zealand.   

In general terms the pattern is one of declining voter turnout (44% New Zealand average), with 
smaller local authorities showing a higher turnout than larger authorities (54% amongst smaller district 
councils, compared to 39% for larger city councils); and district councils (49% average)showing a 
higher turnout than other local authorities (Department-of-Internal-Affairs, 2011; Ministry-of-Social-
Development, 2010).   

In terms of demographic trends, those most likely to vote include older people (especially 65+ years), 
European-New Zealanders, and ratepayers (Department-of-Internal-Affairs, 2011; Office-of-the-
Auditor-General, 2012).  Voter turnout increases with age and is highest amongst those over 65+ 
years (Department-of-Internal-Affairs, 2011).   Furthermore, a person who votes in one election is 
more likely to vote in others and vice-versa with voters who miss once, more likely not to vote in future 
elections (Social-Development, 2010).  Therefore as an older person is more likely to vote, they are 
also more likely to continue voting, and a younger person that is less likely to vote, is also less likely 
to start voting. 

The Governance Poll undertaken should be considered within the context provided by these trends, 
particularly those relating to the age of respondents.  As the interview team began data collection, the 
quotas for the older age groups (above 65 years) were completed first and in a very short time frame 
compared to younger age groups.  This was a continuing trend with all older age groups filling up 
before the younger groups.  This cannot singularly be attributable to retired people more likely to be 
home during the day, as the interview team worked between the hours of 9am-9pm Monday to 
Sunday to reach a diverse age range of people across wards and the KCDC region. 

Older respondents were also the most willing to complete the poll, indicating the most interest in local 
governance issues.  This is in line with the literature which states voter turnout is more likely amongst 
older people (particularly over 65+ years) than other age groups and therefore they are more likely to 
continue turning out to vote. 

In contrast, the 18-39 year age group was more difficult to reach, and those that were contacted were 
less willing to complete the poll once contact was made.  This may indicate more apathy amongst this 
age group to local governance issues, which again is in line with the above literature indicating voter 
turnout is less likely amongst younger people and subsequently they are less likely to start voting. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY CHARTS  

Chart 5 STATUS QUO VS. SINGLE CITY OPTION by ward 

 
(n=1500) 

Chart 6 STATUS QUO VS. SINGLE CITY OPTION by gender 

 
(n=1500) 
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Chart 7 STATUS QUO VS. SINGLE CITY OPTION by age 

 
(n=1500) 
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Chart 8 SINGLE CITY TIER PREFERENCES AND OTHER OPTIONS by ward 

 
(n=643) 

Chart 9 SINGLE CITY TIER PREFERENCES AND OTHER OPTIONS by gender 

 
(n=643) 
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Chart 10 SINGLE CITY TIER PREFERENCES AND OTHER OPTIONS by age 

 
 (n=643) 

Chart 11 SINGLE CITY TIER PREFERENCES AND OTHER OPTIONS ‘other’ responses. 

 
(n=29*) 

*Note: Very small sample size (n=29) 
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Chart 12 OTHER COUNCIL STRUCTURE OPTIONS by ward 

 
(n=1500) 

Chart 13 OTHER COUNCIL STRUCTURE OPTIONS by gender 

 
(n=1500) 
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Chart 14 OTHER COUNCIL STRUCTURE OPTIONS by age 

 
(n=1500) 

Chart 15 OTHER COUNCIL STRUCTURE OPTIONS ‘other’ preferences. 

 
(n=317) 
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Chart 16 IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY BOARDS by ward 

 
(n=1500) 

 
Chart 17 IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY BOARDS by gender 

 
(n=1500) 
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Chart 18 IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY BOARDS by age 

 
(n=1500) 
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SUPPLEMENTARY CROSSTABS BY POLL QUESTION 

Table 3 STATUS QUO VS. SINGLE CITY OPTION crosstabs 

     Status quo vs. Single city  

      THE STATUS QUO A SINGLE CITY OPTION Other Total 

Gender Male Row N % 49.6% 47.8% 2.6% 100.0% 

  Female Row N % 58.9% 38.7% 2.3% 100.0% 

Ward Waikanae Row N % 50.4% 47.2% 2.4% 100.0% 

  Paraparaumu Row N % 49.5% 48.1% 2.4% 100.0% 

  Paekakariki / Raumati Row N % 56.6% 39.9% 3.5% 100.0% 

  Ōtaki Row N % 63.5% 35.1% 1.5% 100.0% 

Age 18-39 Row N % 56.3% 38.6% 5.1% 100.0% 

  40-64 Row N % 54.4% 43.6% 1.9% 100.0% 

  65+ Row N % 53.9% 44.7% 1.4% 100.0% 

  Total Row N % 54.7% 42.9% 2.5% 100.0% 

Gender Male Count 342 329 18 689 

  Female Count 478 314 19 811 

Ward Waikanae Count 188 176 9 373 

  Paraparaumu Count 204 198 10 412 

  Paekakariki / Raumati Count 211 149 13 373 

  Ōtaki Count 217 120 5 342 

Age 18-39 Count 187 128 17 332 

  40-64 Count 364 292 13 669 

  65+ Count 269 223 7 499 

  Total Count 820 643 37 1,500 

 
Table 4 SINGLE CITY TIER PREFERENCES AND OTHER OPTIONS crosstabs 

     Single vs. two tier  

      
A SINGLE TIER 

COUNCIL A TWO TIER COUNCIL Other Total 

Gender Male Row N % 49.8% 47.1% 3.0% 100.0% 

  Female Row N % 38.9% 55.1% 6.1% 100.0% 

Ward Waikanae Row N % 40.9% 52.3% 6.8% 100.0% 

  Paraparaumu Row N % 46.5% 49.5% 4.0% 100.0% 

  Paekakariki / 
Raumati 

Row N % 
46.3% 52.3% 1.3% 100.0% 

  Ōtaki Row N % 44.2% 50.0% 5.8% 100.0% 

Age 18-39 Row N % 39.8% 57.0% 3.1% 100.0% 

  40-64 Row N % 41.1% 53.8% 5.1% 100.0% 

  65+ Row N % 51.6% 43.9% 4.5% 100.0% 

  Total Row N % 44.5% 51.0% 4.5% 100.0% 

Gender Male Count 164 155 10 329 

  Female Count 122 173 19 314 

Ward Waikanae Count 72 92 12 176 

  Paraparaumu Count 92 98 8 198 

  Paekakariki / 
Raumati 

Count 
69 78 2 149 

  Ōtaki Count 53 60 7 120 

Age 18-39 Count 51 73 4 128 

  40-64 Count 120 157 15 292 

  65+ Count 115 98 10 223 

  Total Count 286 328 29 643 
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Table 5 SINGLE CITY OTHER OPTIONS crosstabs 
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Gender Male Row N % 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 60.0% 100.0% 

  Female Row N % 63.2% 5.3% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 5.3% 15.8% 5.3% 100.0% 

Ward Waikanae Row N % 25.0% 0.0% 8.3% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 41.7% 100.0% 

  Paraparaumu Row N % 87.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 100.0% 

  Paekakariki / Raumati Row N % 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

  Ōtaki Row N % 42.9% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 28.6% 0.0% 100.0% 

Age 18-39 Row N % 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

  40-64 Row N % 33.3% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7% 13.3% 46.7% 100.0% 

  65+ Row N % 50.0% 0.0% 20.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

  Total Row N % 48.3% 3.4% 6.9% 3.4% 0.0% 3.4% 13.8% 24.1% 100.0% 

Gender Male Count 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 6 10 

  Female Count 12 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 19 

Ward Waikanae Count 3 0 1 1 0 0 2 5 12 

  Paraparaumu Count 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 

  Paekakariki / Raumati Count 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 

  Ōtaki Count 3 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 7 

Age 18-39 Count 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

  40-64 Count 5 1 0 0 0 1 2 7 15 

  65+ Count 5 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 10 

  Total Count 14 1 2 1 0 1 4 7 29 

 
*Note: Very small sample size (n=29) 



 
 

© SIL Research – 2013 KCDC Governance Poll May 2013 
 Page: 29 of 53 

Table 6 OTHER COUNCIL STRUCTURE OPTIONS crosstabs 

     Other options  

      Yes No Total 

Gender Male Row N % 19.0% 81.0% 100.0% 

  Female Row N % 22.9% 77.1% 100.0% 

Ward Waikanae Row N % 22.0% 78.0% 100.0% 

  Paraparaumu Row N % 16.7% 83.3% 100.0% 

  Paekakariki / Raumati Row N % 19.6% 80.4% 100.0% 

  Ōtaki Row N % 27.2% 72.8% 100.0% 

Age 18-39 Row N % 13.3% 86.7% 100.0% 

  40-64 Row N % 20.9% 79.1% 100.0% 

  65+ Row N % 26.7% 73.3% 100.0% 

  Total Row N % 21.1% 78.9% 100.0% 

Gender Male Count 131 558 689 

  Female Count 186 625 811 

Ward Waikanae Count 82 291 373 

  Paraparaumu Count 69 343 412 

  Paekakariki / Raumati Count 73 300 373 

  Ōtaki Count 93 249 342 

Age 18-39 Count 44 288 332 

  40-64 Count 140 529 669 

  65+ Count 133 366 499 

  Total Count 317 1,183 1,500 

 
Table 7 IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY BOARDS crosstabs 

     Importance of community boards  
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Gende
r 

Male Row N 
% 

9.1% 13.5% 12.0% 27.0% 34.8% 3.5% 100.0% 

  Female Row N 
% 

2.7% 12.6% 12.1% 26.8% 42.0% 3.8% 100.0% 

Ward Waikanae Row N 
% 

4.6% 16.1% 15.8% 27.1% 32.4% 4.0% 100.0% 

  Paraparaumu Row N 
% 

7.8% 17.5% 9.5% 29.6% 31.6% 4.1% 100.0% 

  Paekakariki / 
Raumati 

Row N 
% 

5.6% 9.9% 13.1% 26.3% 40.8% 4.3% 100.0% 

  Ōtaki Row N 
% 

4.4% 7.6% 9.9% 24.0% 52.0% 2.0% 100.0% 

Age 18-39 Row N 
% 

3.9% 9.6% 16.6% 33.1% 33.4% 3.3% 100.0% 

  40-64 Row N 
% 

6.7% 11.4% 9.3% 26.8% 42.3% 3.6% 100.0% 

  65+ Row N 
% 

5.4% 17.4% 12.8% 22.8% 37.5% 4.0% 100.0% 

  Total Row N 
% 

5.7% 13.0% 12.1% 26.9% 38.7% 3.7% 100.0% 

Gende
r 

Male Count 
63 93 83 186 240 24 689 

  Female Count 22 102 98 217 341 31 811 

Ward Waikanae Count 17 60 59 101 121 15 373 

  Paraparaumu Count 32 72 39 122 130 17 412 

  Paekakariki / Count 21 37 49 98 152 16 373 
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Raumati 

  Ōtaki Count 15 26 34 82 178 7 342 

Age 18-39 Count 13 32 55 110 111 11 332 

  40-64 Count 45 76 62 179 283 24 669 

  65+ Count 27 87 64 114 187 20 499 

  Total Count 85 195 181 403 581 55 1,500 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION: MRSNZ CODE OF PRACTICE   

SIL Research is a member of the Market Research Society of New Zealand [MRSNZ] and 
therefore is obliged to comply with the MRSNZ Code of Practice.  A copy of the Code is 
available from the Executive Secretary or the Complaints Officer of the Society. 
Confidentiality 

 Reports and other records relevant to a Market Research project and provided by the 

Researcher shall normally be for use solely by the Client and the Client’s consultants or 

advisers. 

Research Information 

 Article 25 of the MRSNZ Code states: 

o The research technique and methods used in a Marketing Research project do not 

become the property of the Client, who has no exclusive right to their use. 

o Marketing research proposals, discussion papers and quotations, unless these have 

been paid for by the client, remain the property of the Researcher. 

o They must not be disclosed by the Client to any third party, other than to a 

consultant working for a Client on that project.  In particular, they must not be used 

by the Client to influence proposals or cost quotations from other researchers. 

Publication of a Research Project 

 Article 31 of the MRSNZ Code states: 

 Where a client publishes any of the findings of a research project the client has a 

responsibility to ensure these are not misleading.  The Researcher must be consulted and 

agree in advance to the form and content for publication.  Where this does not happen the 

Researcher is entitled to: 

o Refuse permission for their name to be quoted in connection with the published 

findings 

o Publish the appropriate details of the project 

o Correct any misleading aspects of the published presentation of the findings 

Electronic Copies 

 Electronic copies of reports, presentations, proposals and other documents must not be 

altered or amended if that document is still identified as a SIL Research document.  The 

authorised original of all electronic copies and hard copies derived from these are held to be 

that retained by SIL Research. 

 

 
 



 
 

 

Appendix 2: Results of June/July 2012 regional survey 
 
[NOTE: full set of slides to be appended to letter to LGC.  Relevant slides are 
numbers 34 – 64 inclusive which are included here.] 
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Reasons why people chose to ‘remain the same’
It should be noted that the following results are from an open ended question (‘why?’) which has 

been coded (most people gave one reason, but some people gave more than one reason).
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People saying ‘things should stay the same’ were asked for their ‘main reason’ – this was an open ended question and 

results have been coded (some people gave more than one reason). Across the region the most common reason was 

simply ‘if it is not broke, don’t fix it’ (these people often specifically mentioned that their local council does a good job), 

other themes include local decision making, costs, and negative aspects of the Auckland experience.

B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents who favour remaining the same (n=1,470)

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ across the region
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Because so many people opted for ‘remain the same’ – we can break 
down results by local authority region.  See the following slides for details.

[Unfortunately the sample sizes for other ‘change’ options are too small to 

allow local authority analysis, although later in the report we do provide 
separate analysis of the change options in the Wairarapa as a whole].
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Lower Hutt who favour remaining the same (n=213)

‘Stay the same’ people in Lower Hutt were more likely to quote ‘costs’ or ‘not taking on other areas’ debt’ as 

their main reason (compared with ‘stay the same’ people elsewhere).  They were also more likely to say they 

were concerned about merger reducing local / community services.

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Lower Hutt
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Upper Hutt who favour remaining the same (n=246)

‘Stay the same’ people in Upper Hutt were more likely to quote ‘costs’ or ‘not taking on other peoples’ debt’ as 

their main reason.  They were also more likely to say they were concerned about merger reducing local / 

community services.

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Upper Hutt
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Porirua who favour remaining the same (n=190)

‘Stay the same’ people in Porirua were more likely to quote concerns about local/community services missing 

out due to merger.  

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Porirua
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Kapiti who favour remaining the same (n=177)

‘Stay the same’ people in Kapiti quoted a number of reasons.  They were more likely to say: each local area is 

distinct with distinct needs; local decision making is better; they don’t really understand the issues nor the 

change options; that democracy and access to the local council is important; or that they did not like the idea 

of a large inefficient council.

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Kapiti
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Wellington City who favour remaining the same (n=175)

‘Stay the same’ people in Wellington City were more likely to say each local area is distinct with distinct needs, 

and that they were concerned about the impact of merger on local employment.  (People in Wellington City 

were less likely to mention the impact on local/community services).

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Wellington City
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Carterton who favour remaining the same (n=190)

‘Stay the same’ people in Carterton were more likely than those elsewhere in the Wairarapa to say that small parts of the 

Wairarapa would miss out to Masterton.  Please see note below - some people in Carterton are saying ‘stay the same’

mainly because they do not wish to merge with Wellington, this does not mean they are not open to the idea of a single 

Wairarapa council.

1 in 5 say they want things to ‘stay 
the same’ because they do not 

want to merge with Wellington.  

However, they are open to the idea 

of a single Wairarapa council.  

When asked to review the 

Wairarapa change options the 

clear majority (7 in 10) preferred the 

sound of a single Wairarapa council 

over the idea of shared services or a 
single regional authority (this 7 in 10 

figure is far higher than other 

respondents present in this graph).

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Carterton
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in Masterton who favour remaining the same (n=133)

‘Stay the same’ people in Masterton were more likely than those elsewhere in the Wairarapa to say they were open to 

some form of merger as long as there was local accountability.  Please see note below - some people in Masterton are 

saying ‘stay the same’ mainly because they do not wish to merge with Wellington, this does not mean they are not open 

to the idea of a single Wairarapa council.

Over 1 in 4 say they want things to 

‘stay the same’ because they do 

not want to merge with Wellington.  
However, they are open to the idea 

of a single Wairarapa council.  

When asked to review the 

Wairarapa change options the 

clear majority (8 in 10) preferred the 

sound of a single Wairarapa council 

over the idea of shared services or a 

single regional authority (this 8 in 10 

figure is far higher than other 

respondents present in this graph).

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in Masterton
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in South Wairarapa who favour remaining the same (n=146)

‘Stay the same’ people in South Wairarapa were more likely than those elsewhere in the Wairarapa to say that 

local/community services would miss out under merger.  Please see note below - some people in South Wairarapa are 

saying ‘stay the same’ mainly because they do not wish to merge with Wellington, this does not mean they are not open 

to the idea of a single Wairarapa council.

1 in 6 say they want things to ‘stay 

the same’ because they do not 
want to merge with Wellington.  

However, they are open to the idea 

of a single Wairarapa council.  

When asked to review the 

Wairarapa change options the 

clear majority (7 in 10) preferred the 

sound of a single Wairarapa council 

over the idea of shared services or a 

single regional authority (this 7 in 10 

figure is far higher than other 
respondents present in this graph).

Main reason for ‘keeping things the same’ in South Wairarapa
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As noted in the previous three slides a number of those saying ‘stay the same’ are doing so because they 

do not want to join in a Wellington style super city.  Across the Wairarapa this counts for 22% of 

respondents.

And when asked for their views on the 3 change options in the Wairarapa, 70% of them preferred a single 

Wairarapa council (instead of a shared services model or a single authority for the whole Wellington 

region).

Over a fifth of Wairarpa residents are saying ‘stay the same’ because 

they do not want to join in a Wellington style super-city
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Reasons why people chose the change options
It should be noted that the following results are from an open ended question (‘why?’) which has 

been coded (most people gave one reason, but some people gave more than one reason).  

Data in this section is only available at the regional level (this section includes data from all 8 

authorities).
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in region who prefer change (or are unsure about change/staying the same) and chose Option 1 (shared services) 
(n=366)

The two main themes for choosing option 1 (shared services) relate to councils needing to be local because 

each local area is distinct with its own issues and cost efficiencies to be gained through shared services. [Note 

data on this slide is from the whole region].

Main reason for choosing Option One (shared services)
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in the region (excluding Wairarapa) who favour change (or are unsure whether they want change or 
not) and prefer Option 2 (n=336)

Most people choosing option 2 (3 councils) mainly did so because it seems like each proposed area has a 

common geography and urban/rural split.  The other big factor is to save money by streamlining the councils.  

(Please note this data does not cover the Wairarapa because they were asked for their reasons for preferring a 

Wairarapa council rather than their reasons for preferring ‘option 2’).

Main reason for choosing Option 2 (3 authorities for the region) – data excludes Wairarapa
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Similar to Option 2, most people choosing option 3 (2 authorities) did so because it seemed like a logical 

geographical division.  The other big factor is to save money by streamlining the councils. (Please note this data 

does not cover the Wairarapa because they were asked for their reasons for preferring a Wairarapa council 

rather than their reasons for preferring option 3).

B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in the region (excluding Wairarapa) who favour change (or are unsure whether they want change or 
not) and prefer Option 3 (n=201)

Main reason for choosing Option 3 (2 authorities for the region) – data excludes the Wairarapa
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The main reason for choosing option 4 (one authority for the whole region - or option 3 in the Wairarapa) was to 

save money by increasing efficiency (39%). [Data on this slide is from whole region].

B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in the region who favour change (or are unsure whether they want change or not) and prefer Option 
4 (n=300)

Main reason for choosing Option 4 (option 3 in the Wairarapa) (1 authority for the region)
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Reasons why people chose the Wairarapa 
change options
It should be noted that the following results are from an open ended question (‘why?’) which has 

been coded.  Data in this section is only available at the total Wairarapa level.
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B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: Base: all respondents in the Wairarapa who prefer change (or are unsure about change/staying the same) and chose 
Option 1 (shared services) – (n=128)

The two main themes for choosing Option 1 in the Wairarapa (shared services) relate to councils needing to be 

local because each local area is distinct with its own issues, and also cost efficiencies to be gained through 

shared services.

Main reason for choosing Option 1 in the Wairarapa (more shared services)
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Many selected a single Wairarapa unitary authority because they do not want any influence from Wellington, or 

believe that Wellington is too different from the Wairarapa.  Streamlining services and local decision making 

were also big factors.

B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in the Wairarapa who favour change (or are unsure whether they want change or not) and prefer 
Option 2 with Wairarapa being a unitary authority (n=257)

Main reason for choosing a Wairarapa unitary authority
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Most selected a single Wairarapa District council because they believe that rail/flood protection etc are best 

dealt with at a regional level, or because taking on regional functions could increase rates.

B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in the Wairarapa who favour change (or are unsure whether they want change or not) and prefer 
Option 2 with Wairarapa being a district authority (n=230)

Main reason for choosing a Wairarapa District authority
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In the Wairarapa, the main reasons for choosing a single authority for the Greater Wellington region are to save 

money through increased efficiency, or to reduce bureaucracy, and/or achieve a more consistent service 

across the whole region.

B1: What is the main reason that you chose this as your preferred option?
Base: all respondents in the Wairarapa who favour change (or are unsure whether they want change or not) and prefer a 
single authority for the whole Wellington region (n=67)

Main reason for choosing one authority for the region (from Wairarapa respondents only)
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Analysis of the drivers of preference
The previous section dealt with peoples’ unprompted reasons.  This section uses prompted 

data (i.e. everyone prompted with the same question and response lists) to show how the 

different preferences stack up against each other on particular drivers.  This is useful for 

comparing the importance of different factors across the options.
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At an overall level (regardless of option chosen), effective delivery of services is the most 
important factor for people considering the topic of local government reform.  Cost, efficiency 
and rates is a close second. The drivers vary depending on peoples’ preferences (see next set of 
slides for details)

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

Drivers for people making a decision about their preferred option
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Delivering effective services was important to all respondents, but it was most important to those 
choosing ‘one authority’ for the whole region.  It was also very important for over 60% of those 
choosing the single Wairarapa council options (and was similarly important for those choosing 
the shared services model).

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘effective services’ by preferred reform option
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Costs, efficiency and rates were important to all respondents, but were bigger drivers for those 
choosing amalgamation options (compared with ‘no boundary change’ options)

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘cost, efficiency and rates’ by preferred reform option
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Democracy and representation were important to all, but were bigger drivers for those choosing  
the ‘no boundary change’ options

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘democracy and representation’ by preferred reform option
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Economic growth was very important to over half who chose one authority for the region, or a 
unitary Wairarapa council.  

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘positioning the area for sustainable economic growth ’ by preferred reform option
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Having a strong sense of belonging to the location of the preferred option was more important 
to people who chose the ‘no boundary change’ options – a sense of belonging to the area was 
also important to those choosing a single Wairarapa council.  

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘strongly identifying with the local geography’ by preferred reform option
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Removing layers of local government was more important to people who chose one or two 
authorities for the whole region

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘removing layers of local government’ by preferred reform option
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Effective lobbying of central government and others was a less important issue for most people.  
It was more important to people who chose a unitary Wairarapa council or one authority for the 
whole region

B4: I’m going to read out some statements and I’d like to know how important each one was in making your decision (about 
your preferred option)?  Please use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is ‘not at all important’ and 5 is ‘very important’. 
Base: all respondents with a preference (n=3241)

The importance of ‘effective lobbying’ by preferred reform option
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Appendix 3: Kāpiti Coast Community Boards’ Joint Submission 
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JOINT COMMUNITY BOARD SUBMISSION – LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
REFORM 
 
 
 
1. The following is a joint submission on local government reform from the four 

Community Boards which operate within the area of the Kāpiti Coast District.  
 

CURRENT STATUTORY BACKGROUND 

 
2. The role of Community Boards is provided for pursuant to section 54 of the 

Local Government Act 2002. Their role is amongst other activities to: 
 

a) represent and act as an advocate for the interests of its community; and 

b) to consider and report on all matters referred to it by the territorial authority, or 
any matter or interest or concern to the Community Board; and 

c) maintain an overview of services provided by the territorial authority within the 
community; and 

d) prepare an annual submission to the territorial authority for expenditure within 
the community; and 

e) communicate with community organisations and special interest groups within 
the community; and 

f) undertake any other responsibilities delegated to it by the territorial authority. 

3. These roles provide a vital link between local communities and the current 
territorial authority.   

 
4. The current structure is one regional council and eight local councils (territorial 

authorities). Within those eight local councils there are community boards 
within some areas. This is the ‘status quo’. 

 

CURRENT REPRESENTATION – STATUS QUO 

 
5. The Kāpiti Coast is made up of a number of distinct communities, from the 

small seaside community of Paekākāriki in the south to the large community 
of Ōtaki in the north, with the communities of Paraparaumu/Raumati and 
Waikanae centrally. Each community has a distinct character, ecology, 
demographic, and geography. The four community boards ensure that each 
township has its unique needs considered and represented.  

 
6. Community Boards provide a different and indeed distinct role from that played 

by Council. They are the direct representatives and advocates for the 
communities that they serve in a way that neither district-wide nor ward 
councillors can be. The four distinct communities on the Kāpiti Coast currently 
have their voices heard initially through their Community Boards. The Boards 
champion their own community being able to comment and effectively submit 
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on plans and decisions to be made by the territorial authority such as the 
annual plan, the district plan or the long term plan.  They provide a platform 
for local discussion where local issues can be aired and solutions found. They 
provide a forum where local issues dealing with parks and reserves, 
swimming pools, libraries, greenwaste, cemeteries and roading can all have 
input from the local community which these facilities are designed to serve.   

 
7. One centralised option does not suit all and does not communicate for all 

whereas our community boards provide a representative voice at grass roots 
level. They afford an intimacy that comes from living within that community 
with residents, community groups, sports clubs etc.   

 
8. The problem with either of the potential models is that grass-roots 

representation and advocacy by our four Community Boards will be lost. 
Within the proposed structures local democracy will be at a considerably 
higher level than the current community board structure meaning that access 
to representatives by local communities will be compromised.   

 
9. Community boards have an important social development and community 

development/sustenance role. Concepts of community resilience especially in 
circumstances of local or national emergency cannot be underestimated. In a 
region which is potentially vulnerable to natural disasters the ability of local 
boards to provide effective leadership within their geographic area is very 
important.   

 

PROPOSALS FOR CHANGE IN REPRESENTATION 

 
10. There are proposals currently being considered by working groups and 

territorial authorities through the Wellington Region.   
 
One Tier Model 
 
11. One model is known as the “one tier council”. This would have a mayor elected 

at large and a number of councillors (perhaps as many as 29) elected by 
ward. Such a model could include or exclude the Wairarapa. Councillors 
represent regional and local interests at the decision-making table. 

12. The council is responsible for all functions, duties and powers assigned to it under 
relevant legislation. There is a provision for the council to establish community 
boards although this is not mandatory. We believe there should be a statutory 
requirement to establish community boards. 

Two Tier Model 
 
13. The second model is classified as the “two tier model”. It is characterised by a 

mayor elected at large along with a governing council of approximately 20 
councillors again elected by ward. The mayor and governing council provide 
part one of the two tier proposal. A series of local boards within each 
geographical area are the second tier. The Kāpiti Coast under this proposal 
would have a local board consisting of nine elected members. 

 
14. We believe there should be a statutory requirement to establish community 

boards. 
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15. There are a number of significant advantages for Kāpiti in terms of the two tier 

option over the one tier option. First and foremost, the governing council will 
have input from representation elected by ward thus protecting the Kāpiti 
Coast community from finding itself proportionally under-represented around 
the council table.   

 
16. Local boards will promote local democracy by being elected on a ward basis. 

This will facilitate the ability of the local board to represent and advocate for 
communities of interest within the Kāpiti Coast and for the Kāpiti Coast area 
itself. They will have an ability to maintain an overview of services which are 
provided by the governing council and to provide effective and timely 
feedback to the governing council on policies which are adopted through the 
two councillors representing Kāpiti on the governing council.   

 
17. Representation is an important component in any local government 

arrangement. The Community Boards submit that it is important to ensure 
that local communities have direct access to local government politicians. The 
two tier system allows this. A single tier system does not carry within it any 
guarantee of local boards or committees actually being appointed. However, 
neither model offers the level or quality of representation enjoyed under the 
status quo with Community Boards. 

 
18. Access to democracy is an important principle. Kāpiti residents value this 

access and enjoy it under the current representation model. The Community 
Boards consider that care needs to be taken to ensure that any new 
representation model does not limit or undermine ratepayers’ ability to impact 
local and key decision making.   

 
19. To be effective therefore local boards will need a wide range of delegated 

authority provided to them by the governing council. They will also, 
importantly, need to be properly funded and carefully resourced both in staff 
as well as in facilities to ensure they can effectively carry out their role in a 
democratic society.   
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20. There will always be costs associated with democracy. The costs themselves 

however should not be the governing reason or deciding factor for choosing 
one of the two current options being considered. The Community Board 
experience in Kāpiti is a unique one. In many ways the two tier proposal could 
be seen to operate already in Kāpiti. It is instructive therefore to view how that 
interactions works.   

 
21. The Kāpiti Coast District Council has seated at the council table the chairs of 

the four Community Boards. While not having a vote they have a right of 
audience and address. Their views are carefully considered and weighed by 
councillors in any debate. Further, those Boards are carefully resourced with 
a senior manager and secretary attending each Board meeting and being 
responsible for democratic services. The Boards have wide delegations 
which, while not including the ability to rate, are still extensive. 

 
22. The model of co-operation that operates between the Kāpiti Coast District 

Council and its Community Boards is a model which should be able to be 
transferred directly into the two tier proposal for Wellington Regional 
Governance. Thus the Kāpiti Coast local board would have direct access to 
the governing council through its two councillors. Indeed there would be an 
expectation that the two councillors from Kāpiti would work closely with and 
align themselves to the Kāpiti Coast local boards in terms of obtaining 
maximum detail on individual issues that affect the Kāpiti area.   

 
23. To ensure fair representation across the whole community we would submit 

that the nine elected members be elected on a ward basis with two for Ōtaki, 
two for Waikanae, one for Paekākāriki and the remaining for 
Paraparaumu/Raumati. This will maximise community access to elected 
representatives (elected on a ward basis) to ensure that the workload was 
able to be managed. That workload however would need to be carefully 
resourced to ensure that it could be effectively undertaken without 
undermining the efficiency of the local board.  

 
24. While a single rating authority throughout the lower part of the North Island has 

a number of efficiencies and advantages, each district represented by a local 
board needs to have certain rating powers reserved to them. Those rating 
powers would include the ability to have a targeted rate for special or local 
activities or projects not provided for within the regional structure.  

 
25. It is also submitted that there may be concerns within local areas about rating 

differentials which can be seen to disadvantage an area that a local board 
represents. The ability of that board to submit and advocate to protect 
infrastructure and assets and to cushion any changes to the rating formula 
will be an important step to ensure that there is buy-in within the community, , 
to any new government structure. 

 
26. Access to representation and thus the process of democracy are seen as 

crucial criteria by the current community boards when any consideration is 
given to changes in representation at a regional governance level. 

 
In Summary 
 
27. With the options laid out above we are strongly in favour of the Status Quo. 

Through the phone survey commissioned by KCDC 54.7% of our community 
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supported the status quo and there was overwhelming support for community 
boards at 65.4%. We do acknowledge though that the status quo does not 
mean “business as usual” but a leaner, more effective/efficient council with 
community boards and more work on shared services etc across the region. 

 
28. We are concerned that under the single tier option although community boards 

“may” be included the new council could also chose not to have them. Or if 
they did have them how much influence the community boards would have 
with a single tier Super City? What would they be tasked to do? Would 
community boards just end up getting the brunt of all complaints without little 
ability to have any significant influence? 

 
29. Along with our communities we support the status quo. Any alternative model 

must encompass the values and benefits afforded by the community board 
representation model.  

 
30. The Boards would appreciate the opportunity to meet with the Local 

Government Commission. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
Kāpiti Coast Community Boards 

 
 


