COUNCIL
9AM, WEDNESDAY 4 AUGUST 2021
COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST FLOOR,
CIVIC ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
32 THE SQUARE, PALMERSTON NORTH

Grant Smith (Mayor)
Aleisha Rutherford (Deputy Mayor)
Brent Barrett
Patrick Handcock ONZM
Susan Baty
Leonie Hapeta
Rachel Bowen
Lorna Johnson
Zulfiqar Butt
Billy Meehan
Vaughan Dennison
Orphée Mickalad
Renee Dingwall
Karen Naylor
Lew Findlay QSM
Bruno Petrenas

COUNCIL MEETING
4 August 2021

ORDER OF BUSINESS

1.

Apologies

2.

Notification of Additional Items
Pursuant to Sections 46A(7) and 46A(7A) of the Local Government
Official Information and Meetings Act 1987, to receive the
Chairperson’s explanation that specified item(s), which do not
appear on the Agenda of this meeting and/or the meeting to be
held with the public excluded, will be discussed.
Any additions in accordance with Section 46A(7) must be
approved by resolution with an explanation as to why they cannot
be delayed until a future meeting.
Any additions in accordance with Section 46A(7A) may be
received or referred to a subsequent meeting for further discussion.
No resolution, decision or recommendation can be made in
respect of a minor item.

3.

Declarations of Interest (if any)
Members are reminded of their duty to give a general notice of
any interest of items to be considered on this agenda and the
need to declare these interests.

4.

Confirmation of Minutes
“That the minutes of the ordinary meeting of 7 July 2021 Part I
Public be confirmed as a true and correct record.”
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REPORTS
5.

Response to Greater Bunnythorpe Community Proposal

Page 27

Report, presented by Hannah White, Democracy and Governance
Manager.

6.

Representation review 2021- Initial Proposal

Page 51

Report, presented by Hannah White, Democracy and Governance
Manager.

7.

Rotation of Trustees on Caccia Birch Trust Board

Page 131

Memorandum, presented by Hannah White, Democracy &
Governance Manager.

8.

Committee Chair appointment for the remainder of 2019-22 term

Page 135

Memorandum, presented by Hannah White, Democracy and
Governnace Manager.

9.

Scheduling of additional Council Meeting

Page 139

Memorandum, presented by Hannah White, Democracy and
Governance Manager.

10.

Council Work Schedule

11.

Exclusion of Public

Page 141

To be moved:
“That the public be excluded from the following parts of the
proceedings of this meeting listed in the table below.
The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is
excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each
matter, and the specific grounds under Section 48(1) of the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing
of this resolution are as follows:
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General subject of each
matter to be considered
12.

Minutes of the ordinary
meeting - Part II
Confidential - 7 July
2021

Reason for passing
this resolution in
relation to each
matter

Ground(s) under
Section 48(1) for
passing this resolution

For the reasons setout in the ordinary
minutes of 7 July 2021, held in public
present.

This resolution is made in reliance on Section 48(1)(a) of the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the
particular interest or interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of that
Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or the
relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in public as stated in
the above table.
Also that the persons listed below be permitted to remain after the
public has been excluded for the reasons stated.
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PALMERSTON NORTH CITY COUNCIL
Minutes of the Council Meeting Part I Public, held in the Council
Chamber, First Floor, Civic Administration Building, 32 The Square,
Palmerston North on 07 July 2021, commencing at 9.04am.
Members
Present:

The Mayor (Grant Smith) (in the Chair) and Councillors Brent Barrett,
Susan Baty, Rachel Bowen (remotely), Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison,
Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie
Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan (remotely), Orphée Mickalad,
Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

Apologies:

Councillors Bowen and Meehan (early departure)

Councillor Rachel Bowen left the meeting at 10.15am during consideration of
clause 59. She was not present for clauses 59.4 to 68 inclusive.
Councillor Leonie Hapeta left the meeting at 11.35am during consideration of
clause 64. She was not present for clause 64.
Declaration of Interest
Councillor Vaughan Dennison declared an interest in item 11 Tamakuku
Terrace Six-Monthly Update (clause 64) and stated he would consider
the item with an open mind.

56-21

Apologies
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
That Council receive the apologies.
Clause 56-21 above was carried 16 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM,
Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée
Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
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57-21

Presentation - Queen's Birthday Honours
Presentation, by Grant Smith, The Mayor.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
That Council note that congratulations have been conveyed on behalf
of the Council to the local recipient of the Queen’s Honours 2021.
Clause 57-21 above was carried 16 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM,
Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée
Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

58-21

Confirmation of Minutes
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
That the minutes of the ordinary meeting of 2 June 2021 Part I Public be
confirmed as a true and correct record.
Clause 58-21 above was carried 16 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM,
Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée
Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

59-21

Notice of Motion - Parking Fees and Charges
Officers response, presented by David Murphy, Chief Planning Officer
and Stuart McKinnon, Chief Financial Officer.
The Mayor explained the reasons for his notice of motion on parking
fees and charges. There is a need to revisit the decision Council made
as members of the public are clearly upset about the increased hours of
parking charges. Members of the public had presented a petition of
5000 signatures against the parking time charges and the Chamber of
Commerce had outlined their concerns and requested the introduction
of the new hours be paused and for Council to consult on the changes.
Amendment to recommendation 2:
Councillor Rutherford explained her preference to only consult on the
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hours of on-street parking charges not the cost. Public feedback had
highlighted the change to the time of parking charges was the major
concern. Engaging solely on the on-street parking time charges would
also reduce Council’s financial risk.
Amendment to recommendation 4:
Councillor Naylor explained that reporting back in September would
allow a longer more thorough engagement process to occur, and
would reduce the risk of stakeholders not participating or not knowing
about the engagement.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
1. That the officer advice on the Notice of Motion – Parking fees and
charges to Council dated 7 July 2021 be received.
Clause 59.1-21 above was carried 16 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM,
Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée
Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
To revoke Clause 31.1-21 (part):
That the fees and charges for Parking as proposed in Appendix 13 be
adopted and take effect from 1 July 2021 subject in the case of the
increase to the Gold card permit fee to any public consultative process
that is required under section 82 of the Local Government Act 2002.
Clause 59.2-21 above was carried 16 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM,
Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée
Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Moved Aleisha Rutherford, seconded Lorna Johnson.

Amendment to recommendation 2:
That the word ‘time’ be added so that the recommendation reads
(except for on-street parking time changes).
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The amendment was carried 13 votes to 3, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Lorna Johnson, Orphée Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and
Aleisha Rutherford.
Against:
Councillors Vaughan Dennison, Leonie Hapeta and Billy Meehan.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Vaughan Dennison.

RESOLVED
2. That the fees and charges for Parking as proposed in Appendix 13
(except for on-street parking time changes) be adopted and take
effect from 1 July 2021 subject in the case of the increase to the
Gold card permit fee to any public consultative process that is
required under section 82 of the Local Government Act 2002.
Clause 59.3-21 above was carried 16 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Rachel
Bowen, Zulfiqar Butt, Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM,
Patrick Handcock ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée
Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Moved Karen Naylor, seconded Zulfiqar Butt.

Amendment to recommendation 4:
That the month be changed from August to September.
The amendment was carried 14 votes to 2, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor and Bruno Petrenas.
Against:
Councillors Rachel Bowen and Aleisha Rutherford.
Councillor Rachel Bowen left the meeting at 10.15am
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Vaughan Dennison.

RESOLVED
3. That the Chief Executive undertakes stakeholder engagement on the
on-street parking changes contained within Appendix 13 of the
‘Fees and Charges Review’ Report to Finance and Audit Committee

Page |

10

of 24 March 2021.

4. That the Chief Executive report back to the September Council
meeting on outcomes of the engagement.
Clauses 59.3-21 to 59.4-21 above were carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being
as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

REPORTS
60-21

Adoption of Council’s Strategies and Plans: Committee of Council Part I
Public - 23 June 2021
Consideration was given to the Committee of Council’s
recommendation below.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
Adoption of Council Strategic Direction
1. That the strategies and plans listed below and attached to the
memorandum titled ‘Adoption of Council strategic direction’,
presented to the Committee of Council on 23 June 2021, are
adopted as the strategic direction underpinning the 2021-31 10-Year
plan:
Te rautaki tāone auaha, tāone tiputipu – Innovative and growing
city strategy
Te whakatipu tāone – City growth plan
Te whakawhanake ōhanga – Economic development plan
Ngā aranukunuku – Transport plan
Te tāone whakaihiihi, tapatapahi ana – Creative and liveable city
strategy
Te hapori hohe – Active communities plan
Te toi me te taonga tuku iho – Arts and heritage plan
Te ahuahu tāone – City shaping plan
Te rautaki hapori tūhonohono – Connected communities strategy
Te hapori tūhonohono – Connected communities plan
Te hapori haumaru – Safe communities plan
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He rautaki tāone tautaiao – Eco city strategy
Te āhuarangi hurihuri – Climate change plan
Te taiao toitū – Environmental sustainability plan
Te Awa o Manawatū – Manawatū River plan
Te whakaaraara rawa – Resource recovery plan
Ngā wai – Waters plan
Te mana urungi papai tonu me te kirirarautanga hohe –
Governance and active citizenship plan
2. That the City Spatial Plan, attached to the memorandum titled
‘Adoption of Council strategic direction’, presented to the
Committee of Council on 23 June 2021, is adopted.
3. That the strategies and plans attached to the memorandum titled
‘Adoption of Council strategic direction’, presented to the
Committee of Council on 23 June 2021, replace the strategic
framework adopted by Council on 11 June 2018.
4. That the executive summaries of the Asset Management Plans, listed
below and attached to the memorandum titled ‘Adoption of
Council strategic direction’, presented to the Committee of Council
on 23 June 2021’, are received:
AMP Parks and reserves
AMP Property
AMP Resource recovery
AMP Stormwater
AMP Transport
AMP Wastewater
AMP Water
5. That any minor amendments are able to be made to the attached
documents prior to publication with the agreement of the Mayor
and Deputy Mayor.
Approving the 2021-31 10-Year Plan (Long-Term Plan) for Audit
1.

That the 2021 Revenue and Financing Policy, as shown in the draft
of the 10-Year Plan (Long-term Plan) (separately attached as
Appendix 2), be adopted.

2.

That the 2021 Development Contributions Policy (separately
attached as Appendix 3) be adopted, as amended.

3.

That the 2021 Significance and Engagement Policy (separately
attached as Appendix 4) be adopted.
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Clause 60-21 above was carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Meeting adjourned 10.23am
Meeting resumed 10.45am
Councillor Lew Findlay was not present when the meeting resumed.

61-21

Adoption of the Long-term Plan 2021-31(10-Year Plan), including the
Financial and Infrastructure Strategies
Memorandum, presented by David Murphy, Chief Planning Officer
Stuart McKinnon, Chief Financial Officer.
Mr McKinnon stated that the three waters reforms will come into effect
in Year 4 of the Long- term Plan, this will significantly alter the
assumptions made in the plan. He highlighted the inconsistency of the
plan with the Council’s financial strategy and acknowledged the Longterm Plan is late and should have been adopted by 30 June 2021.
Debbie Perera, Audit Director, Audit New Zealand acknowledged the
hard work of councillors and officers in producing the plan. She stated
that because the Plan’s assumptions are inconsistent with the Council’s
financial strategy, Audit New Zealand had given the Council an
adverse opinion.
Ms Perera explained that the purpose of the Long-term Plan is to
provide effective planning over a 10 year period. Council’s decision to
borrow more than 200% of its revenue to fund the construction of a new
wastewater treatment plant in years 4 and 5 of the plan makes the
assumptions in the plan inconsistent with its financial strategy. This
inconsistency is acknowledged in the Long-term Plan.
Ms Perera noted that the Plan accurately reflected a complete list of
the disclosures required under Local Government (Financial Reporting
and Prudence) Regulations 2014.
She drew attention to the:
•

uncertainties of the three water reforms which will change the
accuracy of the Plan

•

breach of the Local Government Act which requires the Plan to be
adopted before 30 June 2021

The Mayor thanked councillors and officers for all their hard work in
producing the Plan.
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Councillor Lew Findlay joined the meeting remotely at 11.01am.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
1. That the Long Term Plan 2021-31 (10-Year Plan) including the
Financial and Infrastructure Strategies, as updated from the
Committee of Council meeting of 23 June 2021 be adopted.
Clause 61.1-21 above was carried 14 votes to 1, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Bruno
Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Against:
Councillor Karen Naylor.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED

2. That the Council acknowledges the Long Term Plan 2021-31 (10-Year
Plan) is considered to be significantly inconsistent with the Financial
Strategy as it is not financially sustainable over the full ten years of
the 10-Year Plan, and that it commits to developing an updated
Long Term Plan 2021-31 (10-Year Plan) once there is sufficient
certainty about the future ownership and management of the
current three waters functions of the Council, subject to any
directions or legislation from Government regarding implementation
of the three waters reform.
3.

That the adoption of the Long Term Plan 2021-31 (10-Year Plan) be
confirmed as a significant decision and that the Council confirm it
has developed the 10-Year Plan in compliance with the decision
making and consultation requirements of the Local Government Act
2002.

4. That the Mayor, Deputy Mayor, Chair of Finance and Audit and
Chief Executive be given delegated authority to approve the final
Long Term Plan 2021-31 (10-Year Plan) document for publication.
5. That the Chief Executive be given delegated authority to authorise
payments to Council Controlled Organisations and other external
organisations generally in accordance with their respective
Statements of Intent.
Clauses 61.2-21 to 61.5-21 above were carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being
as follows:
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For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

62-21

Setting Rates for 2021/22
Memorandum, presented by Steve Paterson, Strategy Manager Finance.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
1. That the resolution to set the rates for the 2021/22 year (attached as
Appendix One) be adopted.
2. That it be noted that the setting of rates is a significant decision
within the parameters of the Local Government Act 2002 and that it
is satisfied there has been compliance with the decision-making and
consultation requirements of the Act.
Clause 62-21 above was carried 14 votes to 1, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Bruno
Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Against:
Councillor Karen Naylor.

63-21

Resolutions to Authorise Borrowing
Memorandum, presented by Steve Paterson, Strategy Manager Finance.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
1. That Council authorise the Chief Executive to borrow, in accordance
with delegated authority, up to $50 million (“the Borrowing”) of
additional term debt by way of bank loan or loans or credit facilities
or other facilities or the issue of stock for the Borrowing secured by
the Debenture Trust Deed.
Clause 63.1-21 above was carried 14 votes to 1, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Bruno
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Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Against:
Councillor Karen Naylor.
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
2. That Council note that the purpose of the Borrowing is the carrying
out or continuing of programmes identified in the 10 Year Plan 202131 for the 2021/22 year.
3. That Council note that the security for the Borrowing may be the
charge over rates under the Debenture Trust Deed if the Chief
Executive considers appropriate.
4. That Council note that the benefits of the Borrowing are that it will
enable the Council to carry out the programmes identified in the 10
Year Plan while spreading the costs for those programmes over time
to recognise future benefits. The risk is that interest rates may vary in
the future resulting in higher debt servicing costs to the Council.
5. That Council approve that having regard to the Council’s financial
strategy, it is prudent and reasonable to enter into the proposed
borrowing for the reasons set out in this report.
6. That Council note that the raising of the Borrowing will comply with
the Council's Liability Management Policy.
7. That Council note that the decision to borrow up to $50 million is a
significant decision within the parameters of the Local Government
Act 2002 and is satisfied that there has been compliance with the
decision-making and consultation requirements of the Act.
Clauses 63.2-21 to 63.7-21 above were carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being
as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

64-21

Tamakuku Terrace Six-Monthly Update
Memorandum, presented by Bryce Hosking, Manager - Property.
Councillor Leonie Hapeta left the meeting at 11.35am
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.
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RESOLVED
That the memorandum titled ‘Tamakuku Terrace Six-Monthly Update’
presented to the Council on 7 July 2021, be received for information.
Clause 64-21 above was carried 14 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen Naylor, Bruno
Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

65-21

Alteration of resolution- Change of date for September 2021 Council
meeting
Memorandum, presented by Hannah White, Democracy and
Governance Manager.
Councillor Leonie Hapeta returned to the meeting at 11:37am
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
That the Council alter resolution 3 of Clause 47-21 to read:
The Council schedule a meeting for 9am 21 September 2021 to hear
submitters wishing to be heard on the 2021 Representation Review.
Clause 65-21 above was carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

66-21

Council Work Schedule
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
That the Council receive its Work Schedule dated July 2021.
Clause 66-21 above was carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
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Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEE MEETINGS
67-21

Finance & Audit Committee Part I Public - 23 June 2021
Consideration was given to the Finance & Audit Committee’s
recommendation below.
Moved Susan Baty, seconded Karen Naylor.

RESOLVED
Palmerston North Airport Limited - Final Statement of Intent for 2021/22
That the Statement of Intent for Palmerston North Airport Limited for
2021/22, presented to the Finance & Audit Committee on 23 June 2021,
be agreed.
Clause 67-21 above was carried 14 votes to 1, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Bruno
Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.
Against:
Councillor Karen Naylor.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC
68-21

Recommendation to Exclude Public
Moved Grant Smith, seconded Aleisha Rutherford.

RESOLVED
That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings
of this meeting listed in the table below.
The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is
excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each
matter, and the specific grounds under Section 48(1) of the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing
of this resolution are as follows:

General subject of each
matter to be considered

Reason for passing
this resolution in
relation to each
matter

Ground(s) under
Section 48(1) for
passing this resolution
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16.

Minutes of the ordinary
meeting - Part II
Confidential - 2 June
2021

For the reasons set
out in the ordinary
minutes of 2 June
2021, held with
public present.

17.

150th Variety Show

Privacy, Third Party
Commercial and
Negotiations

s7(2)(a), s7(2)(b)(ii)
and s7(2)(i)

18.

Rotation of
Trustees/Directors on
Council Organisations

Privacy

s7(2)(a)

19

Part IIB: Chief
Executive’s
Performance Review

Privacy

s7(2)(a)

This resolution is made in reliance on Section 48(1)(a) of the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the
particular interest or interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of that
Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or the
relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in public as stated in
the above table.
Clause 68-21 above was carried 15 votes to 0, the voting being as follows:
For:
The Mayor (Grant Smith) and Councillors Brent Barrett, Susan Baty, Zulfiqar Butt,
Vaughan Dennison, Renee Dingwall, Lew Findlay QSM, Patrick Handcock
ONZM, Leonie Hapeta, Lorna Johnson, Billy Meehan, Orphée Mickalad, Karen
Naylor, Bruno Petrenas and Aleisha Rutherford.

The public part of the meeting finished at 11.38am
Confirmed 4 August 2021

Mayor
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Item 9 (Clause 62) Appendix One

Palmerston North City Council

Resolution to Set Rates for the 2021/2022 year
The Palmerston North City Council resolves to set rates for the financial year
commencing on 1 July 2021 and ending on 30 June 2022 in accordance with the
Rating Policies and Funding Impact Statement contained in its 10 Year Plan 2021-31
as follows:

1

Details of rates to be set

Notes
•

All rates and charges shown are inclusive of Goods and Services Tax.

•

References to the ‘Act’ relate to the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002.

1.1

Uniform Annual General Charge

A Uniform Annual General Charge of $500 on each rating unit pursuant to section 15
of the Act.

1.2

Water Supply Rates

A targeted rate for water supply, set under section 16 of the Act, of:
•

$307 per separately used or inhabited part of a residential rating unit which is
connected to a Council operated waterworks system. This charge is not made
where water supply is invoiced on the basis of water consumed.

•

$307 per rating unit for all other rating units which are connected to a Council
operated waterworks system. This charge is not made where water supply is
invoiced on the basis of water consumed.

•

$153.50 per rating unit which is not connected to a Council operated waterworks
system but which is serviceable (i.e. within 100 metres of such waterworks system)
and the Council would allow a connection.

Instead of the above targeted rates for metered water supply, targeted rates set
under sections 16 and 19 of the Act, of $1.3915 per cubic metre of water supplied to
any rating unit that is invoiced on the basis of water supplied plus a fixed amount of
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$190 per metered connection for connections of 25mm or less and $415 for
connections greater than 25mm.

1.3

Wastewater Disposal Rates

A targeted rate for wastewater disposal, set under section 16 of the Act, of:
•

$296 per separately used or inhabited part of a residential rating unit which is
connected to a public wastewater drain.

•

$296 per rating unit for all other rating units which are connected to a public
wastewater drain.

•

$296 per pan (i.e. water closet or urinal) for all pans in excess of three for nonresidential rating units connected to a public wastewater drain.

•

$148 per separately used or inhabited part of a residential rating unit which is not
connected to a public wastewater drain but which is serviceable (i.e. within 30
metres of such a drain) and the Council would allow the connection.

•

$148 per rating unit for all other rating units which are not connected to a public
wastewater drain but which is serviceable (i.e. within 30 metres of such a drain)
and the Council would allow the connection.

1.4

Rubbish and Recycling Rates

1.4.1

Kerbside Recycling

A targeted rate for kerbside recycling set under section 16 of the Act of:
•
•

$130 per separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit for residential
properties receiving the Council’s kerbside collection service.
$130 per rating unit for non-residential and rural/semi-serviced properties
receiving the Council’s kerbside collection service.

Where ratepayers elect, and the Council agrees, additional levels of service may be
provided. These additional services could be by way of provision of more recycling
bins or more frequent service. Each additional level of service will be charged a
rate of $130. This may include charges to non-rateable rating units where the service
is provided.
1.4.2

Rubbish and Public Recycling

A targeted rate for rubbish and public recycling set under section 16 of the Act of
$66 per separately used or inhabited part of each residential rating unit and $66 per
rating unit for all other rating units. Rating units which are vacant land will not be
liable for these rates.
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1.5

Warm Palmerston North

A targeted rate set under section 16 of the Act on all properties that have benefited
from the installation of insulation through the Warm-Up Palmy Home Insulation
Scheme. The rate is calculated as a percentage of the service amount (the cost of
the installation) until the service amount and the costs of servicing the serviced
amount are recovered. For 2021/22 the rate will be 16%.

1.6

Palmy BID

Targeted rates set under section 16 of the Act on all properties within the central city
Palmy BID area as shown on the following map that are categorised as nonresidential for the Council’s general rate calculated as follows:
•
•

A fixed amount of $340 per rating unit; and
A variable amount of 0.0153 cents in the dollar of capital value of the rating
unit.
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1.7

General Rate

A general rate pursuant to section 13 of the Act set on all rateable land on the basis
of land value and assessed differentially (based on land use) against each property
group code at the rate of cents in the dollar set down in the following schedule:
Differential Group
Code

Brief Description

Differential Factor

Rate

(expressed as % of
Group Code MS)

(cents in $ of
LV)

Balance (approx.
79)

0.6350

R1

Single unit residential

R2

Two unit residential

115

0.9285

R3

Three unit residential

125

1.0093

R4

Four unit residential

135

1.0900

R5

Five unit residential

145

1.1707

R6

Six unit residential

155

1.2525

R7

Seven unit residential

165

1.3322

R8

Eight or more unit
residential

175

1.4130

MS

Miscellaneous

100

0.8074

CI

Non-residential
(Commercial/Industrial)

265

2.1396

FL

Rural & Semi-serviced

20

0.1615

60

0.4844

45

0.3633

(5 hectares or more)
FS

Rural & Semi-serviced
(0.2 hectares or less)

FM

Rural & Semi-serviced
(between 0.2 & 5
hectares)
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2.

Due Dates for Payment of Rates

Rates (other than metered water targeted rates) will be payable at the offices or
agencies of the Council in four quarterly instalments on 1 August 2021, 1 November
2021, 1 February 2022 and 1 May 2022.
The due dates (i.e. final day for payment without incurring penalty) shall be:

3.

Instalment One

31 August 2021

Instalment Two

26 November 2021

Instalment Three

25 February 2022

Instalment Four

27 May 2022

Due Dates for Payment of Metered Water Targeted Rates

Properties which have water provided through a metered supply will be invoiced
either monthly or two monthly at the discretion of the Council.
The due date for metered water targeted rates shall be the 20th of the month
following invoice date as follows:

Instalment
1
2
3
4
5
6

Date meter read
& invoice issued
June 2021
July 2021
August 2021
September 2021
October 2021
November 2021

Due date

Monthly invoicing
Instalment

20 July 2021
20 August 2021
20 September 2021
20 October 2021
20 November 2021
20 December 2021

7
8
9
10
11
12

Date meter read
& invoice issued
December 2021
January 2022
February 2022
March 2022
April 2022
May 2022

Due date
20 January 2022
20
February
2022
20 March 2022
20 April 2022
20 May 2022
20 June 2022

Two monthly invoicing
Linton, East & North Rounds
Ashhurst, South West, PNCC & Central Rounds
Instalment Date
meter Due date
Instalment
Date
meter Due date
read & invoice
read & invoice
issued
issued
1
June 2021
20 July 2021
1
July 2021
20 August 2021
2
August 2021
20 September 2021
2
September
20 October 2021
3
October 2021
20 November 2021
3
2021
20 December 2021
4
December
20 January 2022
4
November 2021 20 February 2022
5
2021
20 March 2022
5
January 2022
20 April 2022
6
February 2022
20 May 2022
6
March 2022
20 June 2022
April 2022
May 2022
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4.

Penalties on Unpaid Rates (excluding metered water)

A penalty charge of 10% will be added on the following dates to any portion of an
instalment remaining unpaid after the due dates:
Instalment One

1 September 2021

Instalment Two

1 December 2021

Instalment Three

1 March 2022

Instalment Four

1 June 2022

Any penalty charge imposed on the outstanding first instalment will be automatically
remitted provided payment of the full year’s rates is made by 26 November 2021.
A penalty charge of 10% will be added to any outstanding rates (including
penalties) assessed in previous years and remaining outstanding at 1 July 2021
(penalty applied on 14 July 2021) and again on 5 January 2022 (penalty applied on
6 January 2022).
Penalties will not be applied to the metered water targeted rate.

7 July 2021
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ITEM 5

REPORT
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE:

4 August 2021

TITLE:

Response to Greater Bunnythorpe Community Proposal

PRESENTED BY:

Hannah White, Democracy and Governance Manager

APPROVED BY:

Sheryl Bryant, Assistant Chief Executive

RECOMMENDATION(S) TO COUNCIL
Either
1. That the Council reject the Greater Bunnythorpe proposal of 13 June 2021
and place public notice of this decision.
Or
2. That the Council give effect to the Greater Bunnythorpe proposal of 13 June
2021 by placing public notice and inviting submissions on the Council’s
intention to adopt the following resolution:
“That the Greater Bunnythorpe community as described by boundaries set
out in the proposal (Attachment 1) come into existence on the day following
the first election of members of the Greater Bunnythorpe Community Board in
October 2022; and that the community board consist of 4 members elected
by the community and up to 2 members to be appointed by the Council.”

SUMMARY OF OPTIONS ANALYSIS FOR
Problem or
Opportunity

A proposal to establish a Greater Bunnythorpe Community
Board under Schedule 6 of the Local Government Act 2002
(LGA) has been received by the Chief Executive.

OPTION 1:

Reject proposal

Community Views A formal proposal of more than 100 residents within the
proposed area has been received.
Wider Palmerston North resident views would be canvased
through formal consultation.
Benefits

Confirms Council’s current position that there is one cohesive
city-wide community of interest that tightly overlaps the
functional, perceptual and political dimensions of the city’s
population.
Established community mechanisms for representation and
communication already exist in the village.
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Signatories to the proposal are disappointed with Council’s
decision and consequently choose to disengage with other
opportunities to participate in the processes of Council,
negatively impacting social and environmental wellbeing of
these residents.
Appeal may
Commission.

be

lodged

with

the

Local

Government

Financial

Officer time should the proposal go to appeal.

OPTION 2:

Give effect to proposal by public notice seeking submissions on
the establishment of a community board for Greater
Bunnythorpe

Community Views A formal proposal of more than 100 residents within the
proposed area has been received.
Wider Palmerston North resident views would be canvased
through formal consultation.
Benefits

Signatories to the proposal feel heard by Council and as a
consequence engage with the Council through a newly
established community board, contributing to social and
environmental wellbeing.
Council retains control of the submission process in the first
instance.
Signatories to the proposal who may not fully be aware of the
implications of the proposal will be provided with more
information through the consultation process.

Risks

Could set precedent for others to seek to establish a community
and community board.
Role of current grassroots community
superseded by more formal body.

Financial

groups

may

be

Establishing a community board would have operating costs of
estimated $70,000 annually. The costs would need to be
factored into either general or targeted rates at a later stage.

RATIONALE FOR THE RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM OR OPPORTUNITY

1.1

The Council must consider the proposal to constitute a community of
Greater Bunnythorpe and decide whether the identified community of
interest needs an added layer of localised representation to carry out fair
and effective representation.
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Risks

The key question is whether “good local government” (LGA 2002, Schedule
3, cl.19) is “promoted” through the establishment of a community board of
the Greater Bunnythorpe area (as set out in attachment 1 “The Proposal”).

2.

BACKGROUND

2.1

The proposal for a Greater Bunnythorpe Community Board is to be
considered under the Local Government Act 2002 (“LGA”), specifically
Schedules 6 and 3. Schedule 6 provides for community boards to be
established at any time outside of the representation review process as the
result of a proposal from the community concerned.

2.2

The proposal is attached and was circulated to Elected Members on 08 July
2021, within the required one month of being received (s4(4)(B) LGA).

2.3

The proposal to constitute a community and request a community
board meets the requirements of Schedule 6 of the LGA.
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

The boundary line proposed for the community is within Palmerston North City
(one district) s1(1)
No current community exists s1(2)
There is no local board in that area s1(3)
The proposal was agreed by more than 100 electors of a continuous area
having a population of fewer than 1500 persons (1250 Stats NZ estimate as of
30 June 2020), and being the majority present at a meeting of 13 June 2021
called by public notice by an elector s3(2)
The proposal includes a plan/ description which identifies the area s4(1),
which coincides with the boundaries of current statistical meshblock areas
determined by Statistics New Zealand and used for parliamentary purposes.
Signatories include names and addresses s4(2)
The proposal was received by Chief Executive s4(3)

2.4

According to LGA Sch 6 cl.4 the electoral officer has verified that there
are more than 100 valid individual signatures (being 112) to the proposal,
having checked that electors are eligible to be counted i.e. that residential
information provided matches that listed on the electoral roll, and that those
who have signed live within the boundary affected by the proposal.

2.5

The Council must now consider the proposal and determine whether to
constitute the community.

2.6

For clarity, the Local Electoral Act 2001 sets out the requirements for local
authorities on when and how to undertake representation reviews including
the question of community boards. All territorial authorities must consider
whether community boards are (or would be) appropriate to provide fair and
effective representation for individuals and communities in its district as part of
their representation review (s19J). Representation reviews provide a process
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1.2

2.7

When carrying out a review, the required decisions are: whether there needs
to be communities and community boards within the territorial authority’s
district; and if the territorial authority decides that one or more communities is
to be established (or retained), the nature of the community and the
structure of the community board.

2.8

The Local Government Commission (LGC) reminds authorities that all
elements of representation proposals (including the elements relating to
community boards) are subject to rights of appeal and/or objection.
Therefore, the issues relating to community boards considered under section
19J need to be as carefully considered as all the other elements of a
representation review. These considerations will therefore be covered in the
representation review report also included in this agenda.

2.9

The role of a community board, according to the LGA, is to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Act as an advocate for the interests of its community
Consider and report on matters referred to it by the local authority or on
any matter of interest or concern to the community board
Maintain an overview of services provided by the territorial authority within
the community
Prepare an annual submission to the territorial authority on expenditure
within the community
Communicate with community organisations and special interest groups
within the community
Undertake any responsibilities delegated to it by the territorial authority

2.10

The statutory criteria for consideration of a proposal for a community board
are set out in Schedule 3 of the LGA. The key question is ‘will the proposal
promote the good local government of the parent district and the proposed
community?’

2.11

“Good local government” is not defined in legislation. However, the LGC has
adopted the view that the principles contained in sections 10 and 14 of the
LGA need to be taken into account when considering community boards.

Section 10 of the LGA states that the purpose of local government is:
(a) To enable democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of
communities; and
(b) to promote the social, economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing of
communities in the present and for the future.
Section 14 sets out the principles under which local authorities are to act. The
principles that are particularly relevant here include:
• Conducting business in an open, transparent and democratically
accountable manner;
• Being aware of and having regard to the views of all of its communities
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for territorial authorities to propose the constitution of new boards, alterations
to existing boards, or disestablishment of existing boards.

•

When making decisions taking into account:
o The diversity of the community and the community’s interests
o The interests of the future as well as current communities
o The likely impact of any decision on the four wellbeings
Prudent stewardship and the efficient and effective use of resources in the
interests of the district

2.12

The LGC has previously noted in its determinations that the intent behind the
legislative phrase “to promote,” is “to advance, help forward, enhance or
improve.”

2.13

It is necessary to first assess whether the area of the proposed community is a
distinct community of interest. Identifying communities of interest is a
precursor to deciding how fair and effective representation can be set out in
a district.

2.14

“Communities or interest” are not defined in the Local Electoral Act, however
the Commission considers communities of interest, as communities within the
community, to be three dimensional. The more frequently the three
dimensions apply to a distinct group of people, the stronger and more
cohesive the community of interest is said to be. A community of interest
applies to a group of people who have one or more of the following
dimensions in common:

(a) Perceptual – a sense of belonging to a clearly defined geographic area

or locality with shared history, economic or social activity. Perceived
relationships with other “neighbourhoods”
(b) Functional – proximity to or dependence on shared services / facilities /
resources, ease of mobility
(c) Political – ability to represent the interests of local communities which includes
non-council structures such as for local iwi and hapū, residents and ratepayer
associations and the range of special interest groups.
Communities of interest tend to have:
• Similarities in demographic, socio-economic and / or ethnic characteristics
• Similarities in economic or social activities
• Distinctive physical or topographic features
• Distinct local history
• Distinct mana whenua or tangata whenua
• Dependence on shared amenity, including schools, retail, cultural and
recreational facility.
3.

OPTIONS AND CONSIDERATIONS

3.1

There are two options before Council:
(1) Reject the proposal
(2) Give effect to the proposal and seek submissions
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•

Key considerations of the Local Electoral Act can be summarised into the
following three questions:
(1) Is there a case for a distinct cohesive community?
(2) Would the establishment of a community board promote good local
government?
(3) Would a community board have the resources to be efficient and
effective in the exercise of its duties.

3.3

The analysis of the options is set out in Attachment 2.

4.

CONCLUSION

4.1

In the choice to reject the proposal, the Council is stating that ‘Greater
Bunnythorpe’ as defined in the proposal is not sufficiently distinct to justify the
establishment of a community board.

4.2

In the choice to give effect to the proposal and seek submissions, the Council
is stating that the ‘Greater Bunnythorpe community’ has specific wellbeing
needs now and in the future for which having formalised local representation
would enhance local decision-making.

5.

NEXT ACTIONS

5.1

Should the Council resolve to give effect to the proposal, public
submissions will be called for by public notice of the intended resolution. A
copy of the proposal and the plan showing the boundaries of the proposed
community must be made available to the public for 28 days following the
public notice. Written submissions must then be considered and hearings held
by Council before a resolution is made to adopt or reject the
proposal. Hearings could be held in parallel with hearings for the
representation review in September. The Council would, at a later
date, decide the community board’s functions, delegations, resources and
funding by resolution (LGA 2002, s52). The determination of these does not sit
with the community board or with the LGC, unless the LGC decides to use its
powers to do so as a part of its determination as a consequence of appeal.

5.2

Should the Council choose to reject the proposal, public notice will
be placed, and the proponent of the proposal will be informed. If the Council
resolves not to constitute a community, a signatory to the proposal may
appeal to the LGC. The LGC has all the powers of the territorial authority in
respect of the constitution of the community and may determine the
functions of the community board for a period of up to 3 years. Should an
appeal be made the LGC will run its own submissions and hearings process to
its own timeline, which may or may not align with the Final Proposal decision
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3.2

6.

OUTLINE OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROCESS

6.1

Officers attended the two community meetings held on 1 June and 13 June
called to consider the proposal.

6.2

Officers have also spoken to the community committee meeting of 8 June as
a part of the representation review pre-engagement meetings and have
spoken with several community members.

6.3

The LGA sets a short turnaround timeframe from the date on which a
proposal is received and when it must be addressed by the Council. (These
timeframes have been met). The LGA accordingly expects that consultation
would occur as a consequence of the decision of the Council.

COMPLIANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
Does the Council have delegated authority to decide?

Yes

Are the decisions significant?

Yes

If they are significant do they affect land or a body of water?

No

Can this decision only be made through a 10 Year Plan?

No

Does this decision require
Consultative procedure?

consultation

through

the

Is there funding in the current Annual Plan for these actions?

Special Yes
No

Are the recommendations inconsistent with any of Council’s policies or No
plans?
The recommendations contribute to Goal 5: A Driven and Enabling Council
The recommendations contribute to the outcomes of the Driven and Enabling
Council Strategy
The recommendations contribute to the achievement of action/actions in Not
Applicable
Contribution to Council’s consideration of the proposal is a continuation of
strategic
Council’s commitment to representing its residents fairly and
direction and to effectively.
social,
economic,
environmental
and cultural wellbeing
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on the Representation Review in October and any subsequent appeals or
rejections to that decision.

ITEM 5

ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.

Greater Bunnythorpe Proposal ⇩
Options Analysis ⇩
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ITEM 6

REPORT
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE:

4 August 2021

TITLE:

Representation review 2021- Initial Proposal

PRESENTED BY:

Hannah White, Democracy and Governance Manager

APPROVED BY:

Sheryl Bryant, Assistant Chief Executive

RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL
1. That the Council adopts one option - OPTION A, OPTION B or OPTION C as its initial
proposal:
OPTION A:
That the Council resolves pursuant to sections 19H and 19J and clauses 1 and 2 of
Schedule 1A of the Local Electoral Act 2001, to adopt the following as its initial
proposal for the review of representation arrangements for the 2022 and 2025
triennial local elections:
a) The Palmerston North City Council to comprise the mayor elected at- large
and 15 councillors to be elected under the ward system, specifically 13
general ward councillors and two Māori ward councillors;
b) The Palmerston North City Council to comprise two wards, these being:
(i)

Te Hirawanui General Ward as delineated on Plan LG-040-2013-W-1
deposited with the Local Government Commission and represented by
13 general ward councillors (elected by those electors city-wide on
the general electoral roll);

(ii)

Te Pūao Māori Ward as delineated on Plan LG-040-2013-W-1 deposited
with the Local Government Commission and represented by two Māori
ward councillors (elected by those electors city-wide on the Māori
electoral roll);

c) The reasons for city-wide wards being that Palmerston North has a single,
cohesive and city-wide community of interest that tightly overlaps the
functional, perceptual and political dimensions of its population and that 15
councillors is an appropriate number to fairly and effectively represent the
city;
d) No community boards be established as the Council is satisfied there are no
communities that are sufficiently distinct or isolated to warrant community
board representation and that there are sufficient mechanisms for fair and
effective representation already available.
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That the Council resolves pursuant to sections 19H and 19J and clauses 1 and 2 of
Schedule 1A of the Local Electoral Act 2001, to adopt the following as its initial
proposal for the review of representation arrangements for the 2022 and 2025
triennial local elections:
a) The Palmerston North City Council to comprise the mayor elected at- large
and 10 councillors to be elected under the ward system, specifically 9
general ward councillors and 1 Māori ward councillor;
b) The Palmerston North City Council to comprise two wards, these being:
(i)

Te Hirawanui General Ward as delineated on Plan LG-040-2013-W-1
deposited with the Local Government Commission and represented by
9 general ward councillors (elected by those electors city-wide on the
general electoral roll);

(ii)

Te Pūao Māori Ward as delineated on Plan LG-040-2013-W-1 deposited
with the Local Government Commission and represented by 1 Māori
ward councillor (elected by those electors city-wide on the Māori
electoral roll);

c) The reasons for city-wide wards being that Palmerston North has a single,
cohesive and city-wide community of interest that tightly overlaps the
functional, perceptual and political dimensions of its population and that 10
councillors is an appropriate number to fairly and effectively represent the
city;
d) No community boards be established as the Council is satisfied there are no
communities that are sufficiently distinct or isolated to warrant community
board representation and that there are sufficient mechanisms for fair and
effective representation already available.
OPTION C:
That the Council resolves pursuant to sections 19H and 19J and clauses 1 and 2 of
Schedule 1A of the Local Electoral Act 2001, to adopt the following as its initial
proposal for the review of representation arrangements for the 2022 and 2025
triennial local elections:
a) The Palmerston North City Council to comprise the mayor elected at- large
and 12 councillors to be elected under the mixed (ward/city-wide) system,
specifically 6 councillors elected at-large, 5 general ward councillors and 1
Māori ward councillor;
b) The Palmerston North City Council to comprise two wards, these being:
(i)

Te Hirawanui General Ward as delineated on Plan LG-040-2013-W-1
deposited with the Local Government Commission and represented by
5 general ward councillors (elected by those electors city-wide on the
general electoral roll);

(ii)

Te Pūao Māori Ward as delineated on Plan LG-040-2013-W-1 deposited
with the Local Government Commission and represented by 1 Māori
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OPTION B:

c) The reasons for city-wide wards being that Palmerston North has a single,
cohesive and city-wide community of interest that tightly overlaps the
functional, perceptual and political dimensions of its population and that 12
councillors is an appropriate number to fairly and effectively represent the
city;
d) No community boards be established as the Council is satisfied there are no
communities that are sufficiently distinct or isolated to warrant community
board representation and that there are sufficient mechanisms for fair and
effective representation already available.

2. That the Council places public notice and invites submissions on the initial
proposal from 6 August 2021 to 4pm 6 September 2021, with submissions to be
heard on 21 September 2021.

Problem or
Opportunity

A review of representation to ensure fair and effective
arrangements are in place in Palmerston North City

OPTION A:

15 councillors (2 Māori ward councillors and 13 general ward
councillors)
All elected city-wide

Community Views General preference for 15 councillors at pre-engagement
meetings and amongst those surveyed.
Rangitāne preference for 15 councillors, including 2 Māori ward
councillors.
Benefits

•

Two Māori ward councillors can share responsibility across
the city.

•

Diversity- guarantee of at least 2 Māori ward councillors
at Council

•

Greater physical accessibility

Risks

Same number of members may not meet changing needs of
the community.

Financial

No particular implications; an information campaign before the
election will be needed.

OPTION B:

10 councillors (1 Māori ward councillor and 9 general ward
councillors)
All elected city-wide

Community Views General preference for 15 councillors at pre-engagement
meetings and amongst those surveyed.
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ward councillor (elected by those electors city-wide on the Māori
electoral roll);

Benefits

Risks

Financial
OPTION C:

•

Individual councillor remuneration will increase, which
may appeal to a wider range of (quality and diverse)
candidates and allow councillors to take the role on a
more full-time basis increasing capacity

•

Greater chance of cohesive governance

•

Fairer proportion of elected members: population

•

Pressure on one Māori ward councillor to effectively
represent diversity of Māori voices

•

Perceived less choice for those on the Māori electoral roll

No particular implications; an information campaign before the
election will be needed.
Introduce a mixed system with 12 councillors
(6 councillors elected at-large by all electors, 1 Māori ward
councillor elected by those on the Māori electoral roll
city-wide and 5 general ward councillors elected by
those on the general electoral roll city-wide)

Community Views General preference for 15 councillors at pre-engagement
meetings and amongst those surveyed.
Rangitāne preference for 15 councillors, including 2 Māori ward
councillors.
Benefits
Risks

Financial

Allows those on Māori and general electoral rolls another vote
•

One of few councils in the country using this system

•

Complicated system may discourage voter turnout

•

May create an unnecessary and potentially divisive
distinction between those who stand at-large and citywide (Māori or general)

No particular implications; an information campaign before the
election will be needed.
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Rangitāne preference for 15 councillors, including 2 Māori ward
councillors.

ITEM 6

RATIONALE FOR THE RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM OR OPPORTUNITY

1.1

On 7 April 2021, Council resolved to establish one or more Māori wards for the
2022 and 2025 triennial elections, necessitating a review of the representation
arrangements in 2021, with the outcome to apply for at least the 2022 triennial
elections.

1.2

The Local Electoral Act 2001 (LEA) requires local authorities to undertake a
review of their representation arrangements at least once every six years or
when Māori wards or constituencies are to be established.

1.3

Council must adopt an initial proposal for public consultation on its
representation arrangements for at least the 2022 triennial elections by 31
August 2021. Following adoption, the initial proposal must be publicly notified,
and the public invited to make submissions. Council will hear (if requested)
and consider any submissions received on the initial proposal, and based on
those submissions, either confirm or amend the initial proposal as its final
proposal.

1.4

All elements of Council’s representation review, including the general and
Māori wards (but not the principle of establishing Māori wards) are subject to
appeal and/or objection. Should an appeal and/or objection be received,
the review must be forwarded to the Local Government Commission (LGC)
for determination. It is therefore important that the process considers all
options, is robust and results in a decision that can be supported by reasons
that provide a defensible outcome.

1.5

Under the LEA, the purpose of a representation review is for local authorities
to provide for “effective representation of communities of interest” (ss19T and
19U) and “fair representation of electors” (s19V). A representation review must
include the number of elected members, basis of election, any ward details,
and community boards.

2.

BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS COUNCIL DECISIONS

2.1

Council last reviewed its representation arrangements in 2018 which took
effect for the 2019 triennial elections. This review was subsequently upheld by
the LGC (See Local Government Determination for 2019 election). Current
arrangements are the mayor and 15 councillors elected at-large, with no
community boards.
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On 27 May 2020, Council considered the choice of electoral system and
resolved to retain the Single Transferable Voting (STV) electoral system for the
2022 triennial elections.

2.3

The principles used below were agreed by Council on 2 June 2021 (2 June
2021 Council report). Practicable options are analysed to determine fair and
effective representation arrangements that will meet the needs and
expectations of individuals and communities in Palmerston North.

2.4

The LGC recently issued its decision on the boundary change application
from a group of Tokomaru and Ōpiki residents. The LGC determined that
Tokomaru and Ōpiki would remain in Horowhenua District Council. As such
these communities do not need to be considered as a part of this
representation review.

2.5

The previous representation review was undertaken in 2018 resulting in an atlarge system of representation with 15 councillors and no community boards.
At that time, the final proposal of Council was upheld by the LGC (See Local
Government Determination for 2019 election).

3.

CONSIDERATIONS AND PRINCIPLES

3.1

The LGC has issued guidelines for local authorities to consider when
undertaking representation of reviews. These guidelines identify the key
principles to be considered when conducting a review and are:
•

identifying communities of interest;

•

effective representation of electors (the optimal number of
councillors);

•

fair representation of electors (compliance with the +/- 10% rule where
applicable).

Communities of interest
3.2

Communities of interest are not defined in the LEA, however the LGC uses a
broad three-dimensional definition of functional, perceptual and political
factors within a clear geographical area. These are ‘communities within the
community.’ As communities of interest alter over time, these must be
considered each time a council undertakes a representation review.

3.3

If communities of interest are identified, then the question becomes what the
most appropriate and practical representation for those communities might
be including the options of a ward basis of election or a community board.

3.4

Geographic wards (another layer for either or both Māori and general wards)
are beneficial where there are distinct communities of interest that will lack
the opportunity for representation without a ward. City-wide representation is
appropriate where the most prevalent community of interest is shared at the
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2.2

3.5

Officers undertook an analysis of communities of interest in Palmerston North
City by comparing current population (2018 census) distribution and
demographic data. The summary of findings is presented in Attachment 1.

3.6

In short, the assessment found that Palmerston North has a single, cohesive
and city-wide community of interest that tightly overlaps the functional,
perceptual and political dimensions of its population. The analysis found that
Palmerston North is geographically compact with a single major business
district; access to shared services is available to all of the population of the
City and is widely used.

3.7

There are geographically separate communities within the City boundary,
however, these communities are not isolated enough or have formed a
unique community of interest that is more prevalent than the city-wide
community of interest. In Palmerston North, interest groups that are large
enough to be considered communities are spread across the whole urban
and rural areas.

3.8

Currently councillors live across the city, allowing shared experiences and
understand and advocating for the needs of residents in their
neighbourhoods without needing ward representation to do so.

3.9

The lack of geographic bias under the current at-large basis of election allows
for special interest groups to garner support across the city when choosing
their representatives. This point has previously been made by the LGC when
considering the possibility of a rural ward for Palmerston North. The information
gathered does not indicate any particular sector of the community would not
receive fair or effective representation from the at-large basis of election
being applied to Māori and general wards.

3.10

The question of whether to divide into geographical wards applies to both
the Māori ward and the general ward.
Community voice at preengagement meetings did not identify any community boundaries that
would provide reasons for splitting the city, nor a desire for geographical
wards, but rather a preference for uniting across the city emerged. Any form
that favoured one area over another was generally not preferred, both in the
survey responses and at pre-engagement meetings.

3.11

The specific question of a community board for Bunnythorpe is addressed in
the report titled ‘Response to Greater Bunnythorpe Community Proposal’ to
the Council meeting of 4 August 2021.

3.12

Bunnythorpe and Ashhurst may benefit from Council commitment to regular
community drop-in sessions with planning and infrastructure officers. This may
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city level, and where the most common communities of interest are spread
across the city. Councils are instructed to avoid isolating, splitting or
combining communities of interest which would create barriers to
participation.

3.13

Officers recommend that no lower-level geographical wards or community
boards are necessary in the representation arrangements for Palmerston
North City Council.

Effective representation
3.14

3.15

Once communities of interest have been identified, Council must then
consider how these communities will be most effectively represented (s19T
LEA). Issues to consider include:
•

can ‘like’ communities of interest be grouped together to achieve
effective representation?

•

is effective representation best achieved by a ward system or a mixed
‘at-large’/ward system (noting that there must be at least one general
ward and one Māori ward)?

•

if some councillors are to be elected ‘at-large’ - how many councillors
would provide effective representation for those communities that spread
across the entire district?

•

if some or all councillors are to be elected via wards - how many
members for each ward would provide effective representation (i.e.
single or multi-member wards)?

•

should there be community boards and, if so, should these be subdivided
to provide the most effective representation for the communities of
interest?

The LEA and the LGC guidelines note the following parameters in determining
effective representation:
•

the total number of councillors must be between 5 and 29 (inclusive);

•

ward boundaries must coincide with statistical mesh block boundaries;

•

avoid splitting recognised communities of interest, or grouping two or
more communities that have few common interests;

•

for Māori ward(s), to have regard to tribal affiliations and Māori
communities;

•

provide effective accessibility of communities to their representative(s)
and enable effective representation by those representative(s).

Fair representation
3.16

Fair representation is defined as a democratic model with the following
characteristics:
•

there is a reasonable ratio of councillors per head of the population;
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address accountability concerns of some in these communities but would be
an additional level of service.

3.17

there is an assurance that councillors are in reasonable geographic
proximity to the community for easy contact;

•

there is sufficient opportunity for representation and involvement of
communities.

ITEM 6

•

Once communities of interest and effective representation have been
established, Council must apply the principles of fair representation and
ensure the +/- 10% rule is met, only if more than one general or Māori wards
are to be established. There is no requirement to meet the +/- 10% rule
between general and Māori wards.

Number of councillors
3.18

The number of Māori and general ward councillors is by calculation set out in
the LEA as:
nmm = mepd ÷ (mepd + gepd) × nm
where—
nmm is the number of Māori ward members
mepd is the Māori electoral population of the district
gepd is the general electoral population of the district
nm
is the proposed number of members of the territorial authority (other
than the mayor).
Palmerston North City Electoral Population (30 June 2020)
Māori Electoral
General Electoral
District
Population (MEP)
Population (GEP)
Palmerston North
9,650
80,700
City

Total Population
90,350

When populating the legislative formula with the above population estimates,
the Māori electoral population is 10.7% of the total electoral population. The
following would then apply:
Possible number of seats
Total
Number
councillors
general ward
councillors
6-14
5-13
15-23
13-22
24-29
22-26

Percentage
general ward
councillors
83-93
86-91
88-89

Number
Māori
ward
councillors
1
2
3

Percentage
Māori
ward
councillors
7-16
8-13
10-12

For context, the total Māori population is 18.9% of the overall population (2018
census).
3.19

It is important to note that the discussion on the number of Māori ward
councillors runs in parallel to the Council’s commitment to the Rangitāne
partnership. Rangitāne will continue to be represented by appointed
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3.20

Since Palmerston North City Council has a Standing Order that does not allow
the chair of a committee or council to cast a decisive vote, officers
recommend an even number of total councillors plus the mayor to allow for
majority decisions.

3.21

For context, the Remuneration Authority decides the size of remuneration
pool not on total number of members but on the size of governance
accountabilities - for territorial authorities this is a measure of total population,
total operating expenditure, total assets and socio-economic deprivation
index. In the 2018 governance accountabilities “size” rankings, Palmerston
North was ranked tenth of the territorial authorities. That is the number of
councillors does not have an impact on the cost of councillor remuneration
to ratepayers.

4.

OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

4.1

The options below focus on the number of councillors and assume that both
Māori and general wards are city-wide (ie. no geographical wards).

Option A: Same total number of councillors (15 councillors)
In this option, 15 councillors would
continue to represent the whole of
Palmerston North City:
•

mayor elected at-large

•

2 Māori ward councillors (13.3%
of Council table)

•

13 general ward councillors
(86.6% of Council)

=15 councillors
Total number of councillors remains
the same but is spread between
Māori and general wards according
to the LEA calculation.
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members on committees. Māori ward councillors will not represent the views
of mana whenua but of the wider Māori community.

ITEM 6

Option B: Drop the number of councillors (10 councillors)
In this option, 10 councillors to
represent the whole of Palmerston
North City:
•

mayor elected at-large

•

1 Māori ward councillor (10% of
Council table)

•

9 general ward councillors (90%
of Council)

=10 councillors
Total number of councillors drops,
which means that Māori ward
councillors drop to one.

Option C: Introduce mixed system (12 councillors)
This option is a mixed model where
some councillors are elected at large
and some councillors are elected
from either the Māori ward or the
general ward:
•

mayor elected at-large

•

6 councillors elected at-large

•

1 Māori ward councillor

•

5 general ward councillors

=12 councillors
Total number of councillors drops,
which means that Māori ward
councillors drop to one, however all
electors vote for the at large
councillors.
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In a mixed system some councillors would be elected by all in the city (Māori
and general electoral rolls), and some councillors would be elected by the
electors of each ward (either Māori or General electoral roll).

4.3

In essence, electors would have three votes: one for the mayor, one for the six
at-large councillors, and one for either the Māori ward councillor or the
general ward councillors. Candidates would need to choose whether they
stood for the at-large, Māori or general ward positions.

4.4

The mixed system is rare in New Zealand (currently there are only four of 66
territorial authorities). Other councils may consider the option as part of their
representation reviews this year as they also introduce Māori wards. Until now
few mixed systems have been in place, generally where councils have
moved from ward only systems to introduce an at-large component.
Palmerston North’s case is quite unique in that it is already familiar with atlarge voting for councillor candidates as well as the mayor.

5.

ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS

Option A: Keep same total number of councillors
5.1

Fair and effective representation:
a) Equality of vote
Where geographical wards exist, the LEA establishes “fairness” to be a
state where the ratio of elected member to electoral population is within
+/- 10% of any other ward within either the Māori or General wards. Since
each of the options assume no geographical wards, the legislative
definition of fairness does not apply.
The legislation does not set out a ratio for fairness between Māori and
general wards. However, from a perspective of equality of vote, the
Council may wish to consider the difference of fairness between Māori
and general ward ratios.
In Option A (same total number) councillors in the general ward would
have 25% more people to represent on average. Below describes the
difference between Māori and General wards:
Ward

Number of
councillors

Electoral
population

Population for each
councillor to
represent (ratio)

Māori

2

9650

4825

General

13

80700

6207
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4.2

ITEM 6

For context, current councillors represent 6023 electors.
b) Choice of candidates
How voters understand the ‘size’ or value of their vote can be influenced
by the value we tend to place on choice.
While the Single Transferable Voting electoral system allocates the same
number of votes to every voter- ie one vote for mayor and one for
councillors, many people understand the ranking process to be ‘voting for
more than one’. Since electors are asked to rank as many candidates as
they wish (and are encouraged to do so), the ability to choose from a
larger pool of candidates is more likely if there are more positions for which
candidates are vying.
The expectation is that a larger number of candidates may stand if there
are a larger number of positions, as there is greater opportunity of
election. A voter in the Māori ward may perceive “getting to vote for two
people is better than getting to vote for one.” If this is the case, having a
larger number of positions may encourage voter participation.
c) Quality of candidates
Having a large number of councillors may limit the quality of candidates.
As the remuneration pool for councillors is set by the Remuneration
Authority as a factor of the size of the city, the more councillors the lesser
the amount apportioned to each in remuneration for their work. There
were several in the community engagement sessions that acknowledged
that this might put off some candidates with useful leadership experience
who may otherwise have quit their higher paying job to contribute to
council governance.
d) Diverse candidates
Larger numbers of councillors may both enable and at the same time
create obstacles to diversity at the Council table.
Remuneration divided amongst many can be a factor which limits
diversity. While remuneration remains divvied up between 15 councillors,
community members who might otherwise have been interested in serving
their community may choose not to stand because the socio-economic
pressures of providing for their families may outweigh the choice to stand.
Historically the role of councillor has been filled by those not relying on the
responsibility for income stream. Candidacy may only be a choice for
those who have more flexibility in their working hours, as they can balance
the role of councillor and working in another occupation, but not a
choice for those earlier in their career or who do not own their own
business.

Page |

63

Having said that, two Māori ward councillors is certainly more
demographic diversity than the current Palmerston North City Council
table boasts. Māori aspirations are to see much more than two positions.
Understanding that Rangitāne are also on committees, the Māori
community strongly support two seats for the Māori ward.
A larger number of councillors around the table does mean more voices,
and while it does not necessarily mean more diverse voices (age, gender,
ethnicity), it is more likely that there will be diversity of opinion in debate
leading to robustness of decision-making.
e) Accountability
Effective representation arrangements can enhance accountability.
Arrangements through which members of the community experience
elected members advocating for their diverse needs, while balancing the
responsibility to represent all contribute to effectiveness of representation.
Councillors time is limited yet speaking with members of their community
to hear needs and communicate back the decisions of council is crucial
to the role of representative. It might be argued that the more feet on the
ground to do this part of the job, the better. This factor interrelates with
access (see below).
f) Access
Residents knowing who and how to talk to councillors and having the
capacity to get in contact (physical access) is also part of ensuring
effective representation.
Community feedback, both at pre-engagement meetings and surveyed,
expressed that more members did not necessarily mean more access, but
that councillors being particularly interested in their own area of interest
was a more significant factor in approachability.
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There was a belief repeated at many community meetings that the more
positions there were the wider the diversity would be at the table. A similar
position was put by elected members when the number of councillors was
debated in September 2020. There is no evidence for this position if
diversity is defined as diversity of demographic. Rather what the research
tells us is that the most influential factor on diversity of elected members is
the voting system. Single Transferable Voting (the electoral system used in
Palmerston North) across an at-large electorate (as in Palmerston North,
and as proposed in this report) has consistently provided greater diversity
(proportional representation) in results than First Past the Post as the Mixed
Member Proportional system (party vote across the country) has had for
central government.

There is no recommended ratio of elected member to total population.
However, for comparison a chart of other councils is provided in
Attachment 3. The Remuneration Authority has noted that the largest
number of councillors outside of Auckland is Christchurch followed by
Palmerston North; that the number of councillors on any council is the
“legacy of historical circumstances”; and that there is “enormous variation
in populations represented by councils with a similar number of
councillors”(Determining-remuneration-local-government-electedmembers.pdf, 2018, p.32-33).
g) Public confidence
Public confidence may be encouraged by more elected voices
connecting with their networks to get the word out about how the
decisions of council affect people’s everyday lives.

h) Participation
Representation arrangements that are understood help to aid public
confidence in the election process. This is an argument for status quo, ie
that the public will be more comfortable with what they know - 15
councillors. One argument for keeping similar arrangements to what we
have now may be that it is simpler to explain than the mixed system
(proposed as Option C). Participation could be encouraged by virtue of
not making voting overly complex.
5.2

Practical and operation considerations:
i)

Capacity
Capacity of councillors to do the job (cover the workload) was a topic
that the community who attended pre-engagement sessions considered
a significant factor for effectiveness of representation. Understanding of
capacity was commonly linked to having more people to do the job,
rather than for individual councillors being able to allocate more time to
do the job. Councillors will be well aware of the workload pressures on
what is remunerated as a part-time role.
The community position was that two Māori ward councillors could better
share the load. Two Māori ward councillors could support each other and
play to each other’s strengths to ensure coverage of the whole city.
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For those with mobility challenges, geographical spread of councillors
living across the city allows for greater physical accessibility and meeting
with members face-to-face provides assurance to residents.

Cohesiveness
There have been a number of councils around the country who have
struggled to keep cohesion around their council table in recent times. It is
more difficult to grow and maintain cohesiveness in larger groups. Break
down of smooth communication between councillors has had significant
consequences and lead to ineffective governance and central
government intervention.

k) Financial implications
The same number of positions at the Council table will not have any
particular financial effect.
Having two Māori ward councillors may mean that Palmerston North is
seen as the leader of what will be an emerging kahui of Māori ward
councillors across the region. This may need officer support in its initiation.
Option B: Drop the number of councillors to 10
5.3

Fair and effective representation:
a) Equality of vote
Officers would recommend a total of 10 councillors rather than 12.
Although ‘equality of votes’ or ‘fairness of representation ratio’ is not
required between Māori and general wards, 10 councillors would allow
the ratios between the two wards to be more even.
This is illustrated in the chart below, where there are 10 councillors, the one
councillor representing the Māori ward would cover 7.3% more people
than those in the general ward. This is within the 10% applied elsewhere in
the LEA. However, if there were to be 12 councillors the ratio (difference)
rises to 27%.
Ward

Number of
proposed seats

Electoral
population

Number of people
for each councillor
to represent (ratio)

Māori

1

9650

9650

General

9

80700

8967

General

11

80700

7336

b) Choice of candidates
In Option B (with less councillors) Māori ward voters would have one Māori
councillor to vote for.
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j)

If having only two Māori ward positions leads to a smaller pool of
candidates, then having one Māori ward position might lead to even less
options for voters on the Māori roll to pick from. It should be noted that this
was not the case at the most recent Palmerston North by-election, where
we had 11 candidates compete for the one position.
c) Quality of candidates
Should the number of councillors be less, the average remuneration for a
councillor would rise. As raised through pre-engagement, this may
encourage those in more higher paying jobs to consider bringing their skills
and experience to the Council table.
The counter argument might be that were there to be less positions and
less candidates stand, then the probability that there are less quality
candidates increases.
d) Diverse candidates
Were there to be only one Māori ward position to compete for, rather
than seeing less candidates stand, we may see Māori candidates
consider standing in either the Māori or general wards.
In Option B there is only one Māori ward position, which may not reflect
the diversity of opinion within the Māori community.
STV and city-wide basis of election will continue to provide demographic
diversity regardless of the number of councillors, however the number of
opinions will be less. In the recent by-election where there was only one
position, demographic diversity of candidates was observable.
e) Accountability
Representative accountability is not necessarily negatively impacted if
managed well, however electoral accountability will be lessened with less
councillors.
As noted in the discussion on community of interest, interest groupings are
spread across the city so particular interests will be represented regardless
of location or number of members. Were there to be fewer total
councillors, the current system of portfolios would need to be addressed to
allocate workload and ensure spread of needs are covered. The portfolio
allocations would need to be promoted to the public so that the
community knew when, where and how to contact councillors, that
councillors could continue to be that strong conduit for the community.
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As noted above, voters may perceive their vote as a lower value as a
consequence of their choice potentially being limited to a smaller pool of
candidates (noting that those on the Māori roll currently pick from the one
wide pool of candidates). This in turn may disengage people from the
voting process.

f) Access
Having less councillors will mean a decrease in physical proximity in some
areas of the city, leading to less physical access to councillors. However,
with the spread of communication, the public are generally able to
connect with councillors and the services of council, via phone,
cellphone, email and web. The Civic Administration Building and
Chambers is within 15 kilometres of the most outlying village. The city is
compact and mostly flat. Library services in the suburbs allow another
point of contact with council staff.
g) Public confidence
Public confidence in council may be encouraged by elected members
having the time in a full-time role to connect with residents and get the
word out about how the decisions of council affect people’s everyday
lives.
h) Participation
It is possible that the Māori voter participation rate may increase simply by
virtue of having a Māori seat option for representation of Māori voters at
the local council table, regardless of the number of seats. For central
government elections those registered on the Māori roll do not turnout
more than Māori on the general roll. We are not able to draw any
conclusions on this point until evidence is collected following the
introduction of Māori and General wards in our local elections and
compared voting rates and factor analysis over time.
Participation can be measured by voter turnout but also by interaction
with the processes of council. Palmerston North Council expects all
elected members to attend all committees which may make speaking to
Council in the Chamber more intimidating with more members, many of
whom the public may not have had previous interactions with. A smaller
Council may appear more inviting or familial for those who have not
engaged before.
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Accountability can also be measured at the ballot box. Accountability is
heightened where councillors are aware of the electoral consequence of
their decision making during the term. With 15 positions at the Council
table, the quota for election at the first iteration to Palmerston North
Council was 1,285 votes in the last triennial election. Were the number of
positions to drop, and should voters wish to ‘make the councillors
accountable,’ it would take more votes to shift incumbent councillors
standing for re-election.

ITEM 6

5.4

Practical and operation considerations:
i)

Capacity
In Option B (with less councillors) there would be only one Māori ward
councillor. Yet, within the Māori ward there are diverse electors from
whom the expectation would be for that one candidate to represent
them. This high expectation to represent competing views may not be
sustainable for a single councillor, noting that all councillors are called by
oath to represent the whole city.
The Māori community preference was for more members to share the
workload.

j)

Cohesiveness
A cohesive council can function efficiently. It may be said that a smaller
group is more likely to come together into a cohesive team. On the other
hand, one or two individuals may have a larger impact preventing a
smaller team’s cohesion or sway debate in a way that leads to less robust
decision-making.

k) Financial implications
As stated above, the remuneration pool is not a factor of the number of
councillors so there is not any less cost to have less councillors. Having less
elected members to support may lower administrative support costs but
these efficiencies may be balanced by councillors seeking more support
with longer hours/ wider workloads.
Option C: Introduce mixed system
5.5

Fair and effective representation:
a) Equality of vote
Where a mixed basis of election is used, the calculation for Māori ward
councillors is only applied to the Māori and general ward numbers and
the number of at-large councillors is removed. Thus, equality of vote as
measured above is not as relevant as electors are represented by both
the at-large councillors and the ward councillor(s).
b) Choice of candidates
For those on the Māori electoral roll, should they wish to move to the
general electoral roll for ‘more choice’ in local government elections, they
are unable to do so until the next Māori roll option occurs in 2024.
By establishing a mixed system, all electors regardless of which electoral
roll they are registered on will vote for the at-large ward councillors and
then either for the Māori or general ward councillors.
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As the total number of councillors decreases in this option, similar
discussion applies to that in section 5.3 c, that the average remuneration
for a councillor would rise and in doing so may encourage those in more
higher paying jobs to consider bringing their skills and experience to the
Council table.
d) Diverse candidates
Under a mixed system, candidates must choose which position to stand ineither as an at-large councillor or as a ward councillor (Māori or general).
Any qualified person can stand in any position. There is no example of this
model in the country from which to observe whether this would result in
diversity of candidates in each, but it may allow an elector from a certain
group to choose a candidate in their ward and also a candidate at-large
to represent them.
Research shows that the proportionality brought about by Single
Transferable Vote, works out best in wards of at least 5-7 members. Thus,
the 6-6 model (6 at-large, 1 Māori and 5 general ward councillors) is
proposed.
Since the at-large component of is removed from the calculation to
determine number of Māori ward councillors, this model only allows for 1
Māori ward councillor, even if the total number of seats were to be 15.
e) Accountability
A mixed system (at-large and Māori/general wards) may be confusing for
voters. It would need to be well communicated that all councillors
represent all residents. Palmerston North’s previous experience with an atlarge basis of election should aid in this understanding.
f) Access
Similarly, members of the public may be uncertain as to which councillor
they can talk to, this hesitancy may be a barrier to access.
g) Public confidence
A complicated voting system may discourage voters.
The 6 at-large and 6 ward councillor version of the mixed model is
suggested. Its simplicity would make it easier for the public to remember
were the change were to be implemented.
Again, Palmerston North voters are familiar with an at-large system, so the
new complication is not the at-large model but rather the Māori and
general ward part which the Council has already agreed to introduce.
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c) Quality of candidates

63% of eligible voters did not vote in the last triennial election. These
residents may not know what the current arrangements are, and some
may have disengaged because they do not like the way the current
arrangements play out. A change to the representation arrangements
may invigorate interest.
5.6

Practical and operation considerations:
a) Capacity
In Option C, those elected as at-large councillors may be able to assist (in
particular) the sole Māori councillor in reaching Māori across the city.
b) Cohesiveness
An unnecessary barrier may be created between those elected by
Māori/general ward and those elected at large. One concern brought up
at a pre-engagement meeting was that at-large councillors may be seen
to have ‘more mana,’ which could have unintended consequences.
c) Financial implications
There may be greater need for an information campaign to explain
Option C, however all options are new to the public and will require a
concerted communications effort.

Names for wards
5.7

Rangitāne has offered the following names:
Palmerston North Ward
Māori

Name
Te Pūao

Background
Represents the dawn, and in this
context the opportunities to come
from the new Māori ward and what
this represents for the relationship
between
Māori
and
local
government in the Manawatū and
beyond.
Also means the mouth of a river as
it leads to the ocean, again
referencing the opportunities from
this
new
initiative,
and
is
reminiscent of the words spoken by
ancestors Tiweta and Mahuri to the
Ngāti Upokoiri people when they
invited them to take refuge in the
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h) Participation

General

Te Hirawanui

Local chief who coordinated and
signed the deed for sale for Te Ahu
a Turanga land block, of which
Palmerston North became a part.

6.

CONCLUSION

6.1

Palmerston North City will be divided into Māori and general wards for the
2022 and 2025 local government elections. Further geographical wards or
community boards are not recommended as the city is compact with a
cohesive community of interest.

6.2

The number of councillors in total effects the number of Māori ward
councillors.
Options before the Council are to put an initial proposal to have:
A:

15 councillors (2 Māori and 13 general) elected city-wide

B:

10 councillors (1 Māori and 9 general) elected city-wide

C:

12 councillors under a mixed-system (6 seats elected at-large, 1 Māori
and 5 general ward seats elected city-wide)

7.

NEXT ACTIONS

7.1

Public notice will be placed on the adopted resolution, inviting submissions
and advertising hearings.

7.2

Council will hear submitters at its meeting of 21 September 2021 and consider
all submissions at its meeting of 9 October 2021, where it will make its final
proposal by resolution and further public notice. At this meeting Council may
amend its initial proposal in response to submissions or choose to retain its
initial proposal.

8.

OUTLINE OF COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROCESS

8.1

The report of 2 June 2021 noted that pre-engagement would focus on the
meetings with groups with whom Council wishes to encourage greater
participation: youth, Māori, and other minority groups such as disability and
ethnic communities; and with the villages and rural population. 16 such
sessions were organised, with less than 15 attendees at each. The details of
these sessions are outlined in Attachment 4. Community comments have
been integrated into the analysis of options above and are summarised in
Attachment 2.
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Manawatū.

Officers intended to add survey questions to the Residents Survey over two
quarters, however the timing has not appropriately matched the necessary
timeframes for this report. Focus groups were out of budget scope, so instead,
a separate telephone survey was undertaken by the same company on our
behalf. 30 interviews of half an hour or longer were undertaken. The survey
summary is attached as Attachment 5.

8.3

Formal consultation will open in August for one month, including a letterbox
drop to all households.

COMPLIANCE AND ADMINISTRATION
Does the Council have delegated authority to decide?

Yes

Are the decisions significant?

Yes

If they are significant do they affect land or a body of water?

No

Can this decision only be made through a 10 Year Plan?

No

Does this decision require
Consultative procedure?

consultation

through

the

Is there funding in the current Annual Plan for these actions?

Special Yes
No

Are the recommendations inconsistent with any of Council’s policies or No
plans?
The recommendations contribute to Goal 5: A Driven and Enabling Council
The recommendations contribute to the achievement of action/actions in Good
Governance and Active Citizenship Plan.
The action is to hold a representation review.
Contribution to
strategic
direction and to
social,
economic,
environmental
and cultural wellbeing

Council is responsible for ensuring the representation
arrangements meet the current needs of residents for fair and
effective representation. Consulting on the initial proposal
ensures residents contribute to conversations about what
democracy looks like in Palmerston North.

ATTACHMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Community of Interest desktop analysis ⇩
Feedback summary from pre-engagement sessions ⇩
Comparison table: Elected Member to Population ratio ⇩
List of Pre-engagement sessions ⇩
Survey Research Report ⇩
Glossary of terms ⇩
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE:

4 August 2021

TITLE:

Rotation of Trustees on Caccia Birch Trust Board

PRESENTED BY:

Hannah White, Democracy & Governance Manager

APPROVED BY:

Sheryl Bryant, Assistant Chief Executive

RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL
1. That the Council resolves to appoint two councillors onto the Caccia Birch Trust
Board for a term of one year ending 1 August 2022;
OR
That the Council agrees that the Caccia Birch Trust Board continues with three
trustees, noting that this means the Board is working outside of its Trust Deed;
OR
That the Council commences an appointment process inviting persons to apply
for two trustee positions on the Caccia Birch Trust Board.
2. That expressions of interests from councillors interested in being appointed to the
Caccia Birch Trust Board be sought, and recommendations be brought to
Council on 1 September 2021.

1.

ISSUE

1.1

On 2 June 2021, the Council resolved to bring the delivery of Caccia Birch
House and Gardens in-house by July 2022. Officers are currently working with
Caccia Birch Trust Board (CBTB) to transition the property to Council
management.

1.2

On 7 July 2021, officers received the resignation of two Council-appointed
trustees, Grant O’Donnell and David Campbell effective from the CBTB
Annual General Meeting (AGM) scheduled for November 2021. These
vacancies leave the Board with three trustees. Caccia Birch’s Trust Deed
requires a minimum of five Council-appointed trustees on the Trust Board.

2.

BACKGROUND

2.1

Council annually considers and appoints new trustees to its Council
Controlled Organisations (CCOs), as required by the various CCO trust deeds
and in line with the Council’s Appointment of Directors and Trustees Policy
(Policy).
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With the resignations of trustees Grant O’Donnell and David Campbell, CBTB
has legally met the requirements of its Trust Deed which requires an annual
rotation of a third of the Council-appointed trustees.

2.3

Council’s Policy states that all vacancies will be advertised unless there are
exceptional circumstances as accepted by Council. Officers believe that
exceptional circumstances currently exist with the Caccia Birch Trust Board.
With Council’s decision to bring the delivery of Caccia Birch in-house within 12
months, officers do not recommend advertising for new trustees.

3.

APPOINTMENT OPTIONS

3.1

Caccia Birch’s Trust Deed states that the Board must operate with a minimum
of 5 members and a maximum of 7. Usually Council appoints 5 members and
the Board can co-opt two trustees (appointed annually at the AGM).

3.2

Council could choose to follow its Policy and advertise the positions however,
if Council considers that exceptional circumstances exist, and that advertising
the positions is not suitable, Council then has the following options:

•
•

Appoint two councillors onto the Trust Board
Leave the Trust Board to operate with three trustees
Councillors on the Trust Board.

3.3

Appointing two councillors as trustees would meet the requirements of the
Trust Deed.

3.4

The Appointment of Directors and Trustees Policy states that elected
members of the Council should not serve on the boards of CCOs unless there
is compelling reason to do so. Officers note that bringing the delivery of the
property in-house may be a sufficiently compelling reason to warrant elected
members to sit on the Board.

3.5

Councillor trustees could participate in an oversight role and would be able
to help explain Council’s position to the trustees and vice versa.

3.6

Officers consider that any potential conflict of interest that might arise from a
councillor who is a trustee of a CCO and the councillor’s role in monitoring
performance of the CCO, would be minimal in the current circumstances.
Leave the Trust Board with three trustees

3.7

This option means the Trust will be operating outside of the requirements of its
Trust Deed, but given the circumstances, it is a practical option.

3.8

CBTB managed the property with fewer than 5 Council-appointed trustees
(outside of the Trust Deed) from 2018 to 2020.
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2.2

CBTB has the power to co-opt two trustees at its AGM if it feels five trustees
would be better to assist in the managing of the property until July 2022.

4.

NEXT STEPS

4.1

If the Council resolved to appoint councillors onto the Board, expressions of
interest will be sought and reported back to the September Council meeting.

4.2

The Caccia Birch Trust Board will be informed of the Council’s decision.

5.

COMPLIANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Does the Council have delegated authority to decide?

Yes

Are the decisions significant?

No

If they are significant do they affect land or a body of water?

No

Can this decision only be made through a 10 Year Plan?

No

Does this decision require
Consultative procedure?

consultation

through

the

Is there funding in the current Annual Plan for these actions?

Special No
Yes

Are the recommendations inconsistent with any of Council’s policies or No
plans?
The recommendations contribute to Goal 5: A Driven and Enabling Council
The recommendations contribute to the outcomes of the Driven and Enabling
Council Strategy
Contribution to
strategic
direction and to
social,
economic,
environmental
and cultural wellbeing

By carefully considering appointments, Council will ensure that
there is effective oversight of the Council Organisations in which
the Council has a financial or strategic interest.
This will
contribute to the desired outcome of an effective and
responsible Council that excels in good governance.

ATTACHMENTS
NIL

Page |

133

ITEM 7

3.9

ITEM 8

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE:

4 August 2021

TITLE:

Committee Chair appointment for the remainder of 2019-22
term

PRESENTED BY:

Hannah White, Democracy and Governnace Manager

APPROVED BY:

Sheryl Bryant, Assistant Chief Executive

RECOMMENDATIONS TO COUNCIL
1. That the Council adopts the Mayor’s recommendation to appoint Deputy Mayor
Aleisha Rutherford as the Chair of the Chief Executive’s Performance Review
Panel, effective 01 August 2021.
2. That the Council make the recommendations to the Remuneration Authority
regarding Elected Member remuneration as listed in 4.4 of the report “Committee
Chair appointment for the remainder of the 2019-2022 term.”

1.

ISSUE

1.1

The Chair of the Chief Executive’s Performance Review Panel is vacant as the
result of Councillor Susan Baty’s resignation from the position.

2. BACKGROUND
2.1

Two members submitted their expression of interest to the Mayor.

2.2

The Mayor recommends Deputy Mayor Aleisha Rutherford to take on the
chairpersonship of the Chief Executive Performance Review Panel.

3.

REMUNERATION

3.1

The total remuneration pool available to Palmerston North City Council is set
by the Remuneration Authority and is reviewed annually.

3.2

The Remuneration Authority has just released its Local Government Members
2021/22 Determination, which takes effect from 1 July 2021. Compared to last
year, the Mayor’s salary remains the same and all other positions increased
by around $500.
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Annual remuneration
($)

Mayor

152,500

Deputy
Mayor,
Chair—Planning
&
Committee, Chair—Hearings Committee

Strategy 81,329

Chair—Finance and Audit Committee and Chair— 58,033
Chief Executive’s Performance Review Panel
Chair—Infrastructure Committee

54,675

Chair—Arts, Culture and Heritage Committee

51,318

Chair—Community Development

51,318

Chair—Economic Development Committee

51,318

Chair—Play, Recreation and Sport Committee

51,318

Chair—Environmental Sustainability Committee

51,318

Councillor (with no additional responsibilities) (7)

47,961

Councillor (Minimum Allowable Remuneration)

43,498

3.3

The Council must now agree to change the remuneration set out above to
reflect the change to the Chair of the Chief Executive’s Performance Review
Panel. Council’s recommendations will then be reported to the Remuneration
Authority. If the changes are accepted by the Authority, the appropriate
Determination will give effect to the changes and the new rates can then be
backdated to the date of the appointment and applied to the remainder of
the 2019-2022 term.

3.4

The recommendation is that the structure remain the same and that it be rewritten to allow for transfer of responsibility as follows:
Office

Annual remuneration
($)

Mayor

152,500

Deputy Mayor,

84,687

Chair—Planning & Strategy Committee,
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Chair—Hearings Committee
Chair- Chief Executive’s Performance Review Panel
Chair—Finance and Audit Committee

54,675

Chair—Infrastructure Committee

54,675

Chair—Arts, Culture and Heritage Committee

51,318

Chair—Community Development

51,318

Chair—Economic Development Committee

51,318

Chair—Play, Recreation and Sport Committee

51,318

Chair—Environmental Sustainability Committee

51,318

Councillor (with no additional responsibilities) (7)

47,961

Councillor (Minimum Allowable Remuneration)

43,498

4. NEXT STEPS
4.1

The new appointment will be announced publicly, and the website updated.

4.2

The Remuneration Authority will consider the remuneration change outlined
above.

5.

COMPLIANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Does the Council have delegated authority to decide?

Yes

Are the decisions significant?

No

If they are significant do they affect land or a body of water?

No

Can this decision only be made through a 10 Year Plan?

No

Does this decision require
Consultative procedure?

consultation

through

the

Special No

Is there funding in the current Annual Plan for these actions?

Yes

Are the recommendations inconsistent with any of Council’s policies or No
plans?
The recommendations contribute to Goal 5 Driven and Enabling Council
The recommendations contribute to the achievement of action/actions in
Governance and Active Citizenship
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Contribution to
strategic
direction and to
social,
economic,
environmental
and cultural wellbeing

Securing an immediate appointment ensures that oversight of
the Chief Executive can continue smoothly.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil

Page |

138

ITEM 8

The action is: Clarify and communicate governance and management roles

ITEM 9

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE:

4 August 2021

TITLE:

Scheduling of additional Council Meeting

PRESENTED BY:

Hannah White, Democracy and Governance Manager

APPROVED BY:

Sheryl Bryant, Assistant Chief Executive

RECOMMENDATION TO COUNCIL
1. That the Council schedule a Council meeting for 9am, 18 August 2021 in the
Council Chambers, 32 Te Marae o Hine The Square, Palmerston North.

1.

ISSUE

1.1

Officers have requested that an additional Council meeting be scheduled.

1.2

The meeting will be held from 9am 18 August 2021 in the Council Chamber.

1.3

The additional meeting is needed for Council to consider weightings before
determining the best option for the Wastewater Treatment Plant Best
Practicable Option (publicised as Nature Calls). A decision is needed before
the resource consent application is submitted to Horizons Regional Council by
1 September 2021.

2.

BACKGROUND – LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

2.1

The Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 (LGOIMA)
requires Council to notify the public of the time and place of all its committee
meetings.

2.2

Section 7(19)(6) of the Local Government Act allows for local authorities to
adopt and amend a schedule of meetings:
Section 7(19)(6) If a local authority adopts a schedule of meetings—
(a) the schedule—
(i) may cover any future period that the local authority considers appropriate;
and
(ii) may be amended; and
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(b) notification of the schedule or of any amendment to that schedule
constitutes a notification of every meeting on the schedule or amendment.
3.

NEXT STEP

3.1

If approved, the meeting will be publicly notified.

4.

COMPLIANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Does the Council have delegated authority to decide?

Yes

Are the decisions significant?

No

If they are significant do they affect land or a body of water?

No

Can this decision only be made through a 10 Year Plan?

No

Does this decision require
Consultative procedure?

consultation

through

the

Is there funding in the current Annual Plan for these actions?

Special No
Yes

Are the recommendations inconsistent with any of Council’s policies or No
plans?
The recommendations contribute to Goal 5: A driven and enabling Council
The recommendations contribute to the achievement of action/actions in
Governance and Active Citizenship
The action is: Support council’s effectiveness and reputation.
Contribution to Effective public decision making can take place in a timely
strategic
manner.
direction and to
social,
economic,
environmental
and cultural wellbeing
ATTACHMENTS
Nil
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COMMITTEE WORK SCHEDULE
TO:

Council

MEETING DATE:

4 August 2021

TITLE:

Council Work Schedule

RECOMMENDATION TO COUNCIL
1. That the Council receive its Work Schedule dated August 2021.

ATTACHMENTS
1.

Work Schedule - August ⇩
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