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1 WELCOME 

2 COUNCIL BLESSING 

ñAs we deliberate on the issues before us, we trust that we will reflect positively on the  
communities we serve. Let us all seek to be effective and just, so that with courage, vision 
and energy, we provide positive leadership in a spirit of harmony and compassion.ò 

I a mǕtou e whiriwhiri ana i ngǕ take kei mua i Ǿ mǕtou aroaro, e pono ana mǕtou ka kaha 
tonu ki te whakapau mahara huapai mǾ ngǕ hapori e mahi nei mǕtou.  Me kaha hoki 
mǕtou katoa kia whaihua, kia tǾtika tǕ mǕtou mahi, Ǖ, mǕ te mǕia, te tiro whakamua me te 
hihiri ka taea te arahi i roto i te kotahitanga me te aroha. 

3 APOLOGIES  

4 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST RELATING TO ITEMS ON THE AGENDA 

Notification from Elected Members of: 

4.1 ï any interests that may create a conflict with their role as an elected member relating 
to the items of business for this meeting, and 

4.2 ï any interests in items in which they have a direct or indirect pecuniary interest as 
provided for in the Local Authorities (Membersô Interests) Act 1968 

5 PUBLIC SPEAKING TIME FOR ITEMS RELATING TO THE AGENDA 

6 MEMBERSô BUSINESS  

(a) Public Speaking Time Responses 

(b) Leave of Absence 

(c) Matters of an Urgent Nature (advice to be provided to the Chair prior to the 
commencement of the meeting) 

7 MAYOR'S REPORT 

Nil  
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8 REPORTS 

8.1 NOTICE OF MOTION - FREE FARES CAMPAIGN 

  
I, Councillor Sophie Handford, give notice that at the Council meeting to be held on 11 November 
2021, I intend to move the following motion: 

 

RATIONALE 

1 The co-signatories request that the notice of motion attached as Appendix 1 be on the 
agenda for the KǕpiti Coast District Councilôs meeting of 11th November 2021 for 
consideration by Councillors. 

 

MOTION 

1) That the KǕpiti Coast District Council supports, and adds their name to, the Free Fares 

Campaign being coordinated by the Aotearoa Collective for Public Transport Equity. This 

Collective is a growing coalition of unions, climate action organisations, churches, student 

associations, disability organisations, and local politicians, united under a campaign for 

Free Fares on public transport. The Free Fares campaign is advocating for free public 

transport for three groups: Community Service Card holders, tertiary students and under-

25s. 

a) That the KǕpiti Coast District Council continues to strengthen its advocacy to both 

Central Government and the Greater Wellington Regional Council for enhanced 

public transport connections right across the district; including but not limited to: 

i) A low-carbon, regular and reliable transport network across the district 

ii) Extension and electrification of commuter rail to north of ǽtaki 

iii) Building transport connectivity of ǽtaki with the rest of the KǕpiti Coast 

District  

 

 

 

 

APPENDICES 

1. Notice of Motion "Free Fares Campaign" ᶓ   
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8.2 REPRESENTATION REVIEW 2021 - FINAL PROPOSAL  

Author: Sarah Wattie, Governance & Legal Services Manager 

Authoriser: Janice McDougall, Group Manager People and Partnerships  

  
PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1 The purpose of this report is to recommend that the KǕpiti Coast District Council (Council) 
resolve its final proposal for representation arrangements ahead of the 2022 local authority 
elections, and that the proposal be publicly notified. This report has been prepared following 
the consideration of submissions by the Council, resulting in direction for staff to prepare a 
final proposal.  

DELEGATION 

2 Council has the authority to make this decision under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA 
2002) as reflected in section A.2 of Councilôs Governance Structure and Delegations 2019-
2022 Triennium document. 

BACKGROUND 

3 The Local Electoral Act 2001 (LEA 2001) requires all local authorities to review their 
representation arrangements at least once every six years to ensure the arrangements 
provide fair and effective representation and represent their distinct communities of interest.1  
The Local Government Commission (LGC) publish detailed guidelines identifying the factors 
and considerations that territorial authorities must take into account in carrying out a 
representation review (LGC Guidelines).2   

4 Council carried out its last review in 2015 for the 2016 and 2019 local authority elections and, 
as such, is required to undertake this review.  The previous representation review decision 
was referred to the LGC who, in their determination and in follow-up correspondence with 
staff in May 2021, asked us to consider the appropriateness of the existing Waikanae-ǽtaki 
boundary, as well as the non-compliance with the fair representation rule (+/-10% rule).3 

5 Prior to commencing a representation review there are two preliminary matters for territorial 
authorities to consider:   

¶ choosing the electoral system4; and  

¶ deciding whether or not to establish one or more MǕori wards.5 

While these decisions are not formally part of the representation review process, these are 
important in helping to identify appropriate representation arrangements and need to be 
resolved before the detailed representation arrangements can be determined. 

6 On 27 August 2020 Council confirmed the Single Transferable Voting (STV) electoral system 
for the 2022 local authority elections.  This maintained the status quo as Council has used 
the STV system since 2004 when STV first became available.  The decision was publicly 
notified and no demand for a poll was received.6 

7 On 29 October 2020 Council resolved not to establish a MǕori ward for electoral purposes.  
This decision was based on the recommendation of Councilôs three iwi partners, Te ǔti Awa 

 

1 Local Electoral Act 2001 s 19H(2). 
2 Local Government Commission, Guidelines for local authorities undertaking representation reviews (March 
2021, 8th edition).  
3 Local Government Commission Determination, 28 January 2016. 
4 LEA 2001, ss 27-34. 
5 LEA 2001, ss 19Z, 19ZH. 
6 LEA 2001, ss 28-29. 

http://www.lgc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Representation-Review-Guidelines-2021.pdf
http://www.lgc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Representation-Review-Guidelines-2021.pdf
http://www.lgc.govt.nz/decisions-and-determinations/view/kapiti-coast-district-council
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ki Whakarongotai Charitable Trust, NgǕ HapȊ o ǽtaki and NgǕti Toa Rangatira, who did not 
support the consideration of a MǕori ward for KǕpiti at this time.   

8 On 1 March 2021 the Local Electoral (MǕori Wards and MǕori Constituencies) Amendment 
Act (Amendment Act) came into force introducing changes to the treatment of MǕori wards 
and constituencies.7  Council consulted with each of its iwi partners on the implications of the 
Amendment Act which provided local authorities with a fresh opportunity to consider whether 
to establish a MǕori ward.  Councilôs iwi partners confirmed that while MǕori ward 
representation on Council was important to them, their current priority was to strengthen their 
existing partnership with Council.  On 6 May 2021 Council confirmed the decision not to 
establish a MǕori ward ahead of the 2022 local authority elections. 

9 On 29 October 2020 Council were presented with options around the representation review 
process, which included a recommendation to establish an independent community panel to 
manage the process. Councillors rejected that recommendation and resolved to adopt a 
Council-led representation review process comprising a project team led by staff. The project 
team was established in November 2020 and is resourced by staff with support from Election 
Services on legal and technical requirements and Empathy Design for community 
engagement, design research and consultation activities. 

10 Between February and August 2021, the project team carried out preliminary engagement 
and research activities to inform the representation needs of the district. This early 
engagement was led by Empathy Design and involved three phases of public engagement 
and research, with the purpose of gathering and analysing the community perspective to 
support Council in developing a representation model providing for fair and effective 
representation and representation of the districtôs different communities of interest. The focus 
of the engagement and research was on understanding peopleôs context and how it shapes 
their behaviours, beliefs and attitudes, their underlying needs and wants and using these 
insights to develop options for representation. By taking a people-centred design approach, 
the suite of engagement and research activities ensured Council heard from more quiet or 
reluctant people, as well as those more confident in reaching out to the Council directly. 
Detailed information on the preliminary engagement approach and design principles elicited 
from this are set out in the initial proposal available here. 

11 Following the preliminary engagement and design research, a series of briefings were 
conducted with Councillors, Community Board members and iwi partners. Council 
considered a range of potential representation concepts and options during these briefings in 
an effort to identity options that best balanced the community views represented in the 
design principles, the input from elected members and iwi, and the legislative requirements.  
The relative strengths and weaknesses of each were considered in relation to ward size, the 
placement of boundaries, etc.  

12 During these sessions to assist in development of the initial proposal, Councillors discussed 
the current representation arrangements and the reasons why this was not put forward by 
the staff project team as one of the preferred options. The key reasons being as follows:   

12.1 two of the wards are non-compliant with the +/-10% rule (ǽtaki -13.53% and Waikanae 
26.60%) and this is exacerbated by population growth in the wards; and  

12.2 the LGCôs recommendation from the 2015 representation review to give particular 
attention to the ongoing appropriateness of the Waikanae/ǽtaki ward and community 
board boundaries; and 

12.3 there were other options that appeared to better reflect the preliminary design 
principles and legislative requirements while also aligning more closely with the +/-10% 
rule. 

 

7 Local Electoral (MǕori Wards and MǕori Constituencies) Amendment Bill. 

https://kapiticoast.infocouncil.biz/RedirectToDoc.aspx?URL=Open/2021/08/CO_20210826_AGN_2304_AT.PDF
https://legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2021/0006/latest/LMS442033.html
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Initial proposal and consultation 

13 On 26 August 2021 Council resolved its initial proposal and this was released for public 
consultation on 1 September 2021 as required under the LEA 2001 and LGA 2002. The initial 
proposal comprised the following elements:  

13.1 a total of ten councillors, plus the Mayor;  

13.2 mixed model with five councillors elected to represent three wards and five councillors 
elected district-wide; 

13.3 three larger wards:  

13.3.1 KǕpiti ki te Raki/Northern Ward (one ward councillor);  

13.3.2 KǕpiti ki Waenga/Central Ward (three ward counciillors); and  

13.3.3 KǕpiti ki te Tonga/Southern Ward (one ward councillor); and  

13.4 the disestablishment of existing ǽtaki, Waikanae, Paraparaumu-Raumati and 
PaekǕkǕriki community boards.  

14 The Council agenda from the meeting where Council adopted its initial proposal, which 
includes a detailed overview of the requirements that must be considered in a representation 
review and the reasons why Council adopted the initial proposal, is available here. The 
minutes of the meeting are available here. The public notice of the initial proposal is available 
here. 

15 The formal consultation period was open from 1 September 2021 to Monday 4 October 2021 
and involved a range of consultation activities which were adapted due to Alert Level 2 and 3 
COVID-19 settings.  Further detail on consultation activities are outlined in the Significance 
and Engagement section of this report.  

DISCUSSION 

Issues 

16 The LEA 2001 requires local authorities to undertake a review of their representation 
arrangements at least once every six years to ensure the arrangements provide for fair and 
effective representation for their communities of interest. Further to this, local authorities 
must consider the following factors:  

¶ communities of interest; 

¶ effective representation of communities of interest; and 

¶ fair representation of electors (each elected member represents about the same 
number of people or the +/-10% rule) 

¶ whether there should be community boards in the district and, if so, the nature of those 
communities and the structure of the community boards. 

17 The LEA 2001 sets a statutory timeline for a representation review process and requires that 
public notice of the final proposal be issued within six weeks of the close of submissions for 
the initial proposal, in this case by 15 November 2021.  

18 As set out in Part 1A of the LEA 2001, a representation review determines arrangements for:  

18.1 the number of wards (if any) and, if there are wards, their boundaries, names and 
number of members (the total number of elected members, excluding the mayor, must 
be between 5 and 29); 

18.2 how elected members are elected (district-wide, wards, or a mix of both); and 

18.3 whether to have community boards and, if so, how many and what their boundaries 
and membership should be. 

https://kapiticoast.infocouncil.biz/RedirectToDoc.aspx?URL=Open/2021/08/CO_20210826_AGN_2304_AT.PDF
https://kapiticoast.infocouncil.biz/RedirectToDoc.aspx?URL=Open/2021/08/CO_20210826_MIN_2304.PDF
https://www.kapiticoast.govt.nz/whats-on/have-your-say/public-notices/initial-proposal-for-representation-arrangements-for-the-2022-local-elections/
https://www.kapiticoast.govt.nz/whats-on/have-your-say/public-notices/initial-proposal-for-representation-arrangements-for-the-2022-local-elections/
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19 When carrying out a representation review, local authorities are required to use ordinary 
resident population figures derived from either the most recent census or population 
estimates prepared by Statistics New Zealand (section 19X of the LEA 2001). Statistics New 
Zealand provided the estimated resident population from 30 June 2020 (based on the 2018 
census) for the maps and population statistics set out in this paper.  

Submissions, oral hearings and analysis  

20 Council received 532 submissions on the initial proposal comprising 510 individuals and 22 
organisations.  

21 Empathy Design was engaged to analyse all written submissions received and a summary of 
both quantitative and qualitative results are set out in the Empathy Design report at 
Appendices 1 and 2. Empathy Design provided further analysis on how the feedback 
received during the consultation period was consistent with the design principles from 
preliminary engagement activities set out at Appendix 3. In addition to informing 
representation arrangements, the insight that has been obtained from Empathy Designôs 
design research approach will be beneficial across a range of Council activities in broadening 
our understanding of the community voice and enabling Council to hear from people or 
voices that we might not otherwise hear from. 

22 On Tuesday 19 October 2021 and Wednesday 20 October 2021, Council heard from 59 
individuals, organisations and community boards who requested to speak to their 
submissions, both in person and by Zoom due to Council Alert level 2 protocols.  

23 On Wednesday 20 October 2021, a public workshop was conducted for Empathy Design to 
present the consultation analysis to Councillors, Community Board Chairs and iwi partners. 
Empathy Design provided further analysis on how the design principles from preliminary 
engagement activities are reflected in the consultation feedback, and to respond to 
Councillor questions from this session, set out at Appendix 3 and 4. 

24 On Thursday 28 October 2021 Council formally received written submissions to Councilôs 
initial proposal, including the Empathy Design analysis of submissions, and considered the 
procedural steps for considering submissions and resolving the final proposal (refer to 
Council report available here). A table of oral submitters is also available via this report.  

Summary of consultation feedback ï themes & key elements of initial proposal  

25 The Empathy Design analysis of consultation feedback set out at Appendix 1 identified a 
number of themes as well as specific responses to key elements of the initial proposal.  

26 The submissions reiterated and provided further understanding on the community insights 
and themes from the preliminary design research undertaken to guide the development of 
the initial proposal. This was particularly the case in relation to the perceived value of 
community boards.The following themes were identified from the consultation feedback:  

26.1 People want distinct voices to be heard ï a common theme throughout the review was 
that submitters wanted their voice, and the voice of others in their community, to be 
heard by Council, more easily and clearly. This was particularly so for minority 
communities or those not geographical in nature. There were various ideas tabled 
about how peopleôs voices can be brought to the Council table, through community 
boards and via other accessible feedback channels. 

26.2 People want distinct suburbs to be recognised and represented - submissions showed 
that people believe the districtôs suburbs are unique and this should be reflected in 
representation arrangements, citing their unique historical, cultural, and social 
characteristics particularly in relation to ǽtaki.  

26.3 People want more accessible and more representative democracy ï many people 
wanted more local representation and more tools to convey their views to Council. 
There was a view that any changes that reduce the local voice are undemocratic.  

https://kapiticoast.infocouncil.biz/RedirectToDoc.aspx?URL=Open/2021/10/CO_20211028_AGN_2306_AT.PDF
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26.4 People question the need for, and value of, change - many submitters queried the 
necessity of changing Councilôs current representation model, some due to local 
government reform, others due to satisfaction with current arrangements. Others were 
of the view that the status quo is lacking but the initial proposal was not a step forward. 

26.5 People want MǕori to be better recognised and represented ï people expressed a 
desire for MǕori to be better represented in Councilôs representation arrangements and 
governance structure. Some comments related to dedicated representation through 
MǕori wards and some spoke about how traditional channels to access Council 
representations are not a good fit for MǕori.  

26.6 People want built-in ways to ensure Council is accountable and kept in check ï many 
submitters expressed a desire to ensure Council staff and elected members are 
accountable and kept ñin checkò, with community boards seen as one of the ways to 
achieve this. This theme indicated a lack of trust and confidence in Councilôs people 
and processes. 

27 In relation to specific questions asked in the consultation discussion document regarding key 
elements of the initial proposal, of the 532 submissions received there were both majority 
and minority views with the qualitative results set out at Appendix 2. The Empathy Design 
analysis report at Appendix 1 notes that Council received a lot of feedback through the 
consultation from people already engaged with Council and that this majority view might not 
be demographically or ideologically representative of the district.  

28 With regards to the majority view, the consultation feedback indicated support for some 
elements of the initial proposal including the size of Council and the mixed model comprising 
ward and district-wide councilllors, and a rejection of a proposed combined Paraparaumu-
Waikanae ward and the removal of community boards. Regarding the mixed model and ratio 
of ward to district-wide councillors, the majority agreed with the five:five ratio of ward to 
district-wide councillors proposed, although the were minority views supporting a different 
ratio (i.e. more or less ward councillors and more or less councillors overall).  

29 The following additional observations came through the consultation feedback:  

29.1 Boundaries - most consultation feedback related to the combined Waikanae-
Paraparaumu ward, however, there was one submission favouring Te Horo remaining 
in Waikanae. Another submission advocated for Raumati as separate from other 
communities of interest warranting a separate ward and community board.  

29.2 Names - a key theme in the consultation feedback was that ward names should be 
aligned to current names of geographic hubs to recognise and retain the cultural history 
and reinforce that each area is distinct ï ǽtaki, Waikanae etc.  

29.3 Strengthening community boards ï many submitters indicated that they want to see 
community boards have more óteethô or ópowerô but werenôt specific about how that 
might happen. Some respondents were specific and made suggestions such as 
additional delegations, more air-time at Council meetings and voting rights, more 
funding and support, and increased capability of community board members. Some 
submitters reflected concerns that surfaced during preliminary engagement activities 
relating to the role and functioning of Councilôs existing community boards.  

Deliberation of submissions  

30 When determining whether to amend its initial proposal, Council must act in accordance with 
the requirements of the LEA 2001 and the consultation and decision-making provisions of the 
LGA 2002. This includes considering all submissions received and being able to demonstrate 
it has done so by providing reasons for the acceptance or rejection of submissions, which 
must be specified in Councilôs public notice of the final proposal (s19N(2) LEA 2001). Under 
the LEA 2001, the Council is required to provide reasons for any amendments to its initial 
proposal and amendments may only be made to reflect feedback from submissions. Council 
must also indicate the reasons for rejection of submissions.  
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31 In response to the consultation themes and feedback and as an outcome of a Councillor 
briefing on Tuesday 26 October 2021, the project team prepared options for Councillors to 
consider at a public workshop on Thursday 28 October 2021 in discussing whether to modify 
their initial proposal. Empathy Design prepared additional analysis on how these options 
reflect the consultation feedback, which is attached at Appendix 5. 

Direction for final proposal  

32 At the workshop on Thursday 28 October 2021 Councillors deliberated on submissions and 
whether amendments should be made to its initial proposal.  

33 Councillors considered different options to respond to oral and written submissions and 
provided staff (set out below under the subheading óalternative options consideredô) with 
direction to reject the initial proposal and retain the current representation arrangements with 
minor amendments to ward boundaries and a subdivision for the existing Paraparaumu-
Raumati Community Board.  

34 Councillors reflected on the community reaction to the initial proposal noting that the 
submissions received largely reflected an engaged and democratically active sector of the 
population, acknowledging that they were clear on what worked for them. Councillors 
acknowledged there was more work to do through other mechanisms to give voice to 
residents and communities for whom there are barriers to engagement and participation not 
addressed in the representation model included in the final proposal. 

35 The maps and population statistics for the final proposal option considered by Councillors is 
set out at Appendix 6. 

36 Table A: Summary of final proposal direction 

Summary Detail 

Adjusted status quo with 4 current 
community boards - ǽtaki, 
Waikanae, Paraparaumu-Raumati 
(subdivided), PaekǕkǕriki  

¶ 4 wards: ǽtaki, Waikanae, Paraparaumu and 
PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati.  

¶ Ward structure is non-compliant with fair 
representation rule: -12% for Otaki 
(overrepresented) and 24.78% for Waikanae 
(underrepresented). 

¶ 10 councillors plus mayor (mixed model with 5 
ward councillors, including 2 ward councillors in 
Paraparaumu, and 5 districtwide councillors) 

¶ 4 community boards: ǽtaki, Waikanae, 
Paraparaumu-Raumati, PaekǕkǕriki. Ward 
councillors appointed back to community boards. 

¶ Subdivision for Paraparaumu-Raumati 
Community Board to ensure elected members are 
represented from both Paraparaumu and 
Raumati.  

Boundaries: 

¶ Te Horo in ǽtaki (boundary to South of Te Hapua 
Rd) as per initial proposal  

¶ Move PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati boundary up to the 
corner of Wharemauku Road and Marine Parade 
as per initial proposal 

 

37 At the workshop on 28 October 2021 Councillors discussed the following: 
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37.1 whether to make changes to boundaries of the status quo representation model to 
reflect some minor boundary decisions made for the initial proposal including the 
boundary between ǽtaki and Waikanae wards to move South to the South of Te Hapua 
Road, and the boundary between the existing Paraparaumu and PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati 
wards to move North to the corner of Wharemauku Road and Marine Parade - 
Councillors provided direction that adopting these boundary changes would be 
appropriate; 

37.2 how to best provide effective representation for Raumati in account of submission 
feedback that they are a separate community of interest - Councillors provided 
direction that a subdivided Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board would be the best 
option within the representation model, however, also deliberated on the following 
alternate approaches: 

¶ a separate, additional community board for Raumati ï Councillors considered 
that while a separate community board would provide effective representation, 
there are challenges to this model. As there is only one PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati 
ward councillor, either one of the two Paraparaumu ward councillors would 
need to be appointed to the Raumati Community Board (despite not being 
elected from this ward) or the PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati ward councillor would need 
to be appointed to both the Raumati and PaekǕkǕriki Community Boards with a 
significant workload impact. In addition, Councillors considered present 
challenges in ensuring there are sufficient candidates to stand for the respective 
community boards, which could present an issue in the case of a separate 
Raumati board; 

¶ a subdivided PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati Community Board ï due to the requirements 
that each subdivision within a community board represents +/-10% the same 
population of electors, a subdivided PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati Community Board 
would require a ratio of five Raumati elected members to one for PaekǕkǕriki. 
Councillors considered this would not provide effective representation for 
PaekǕkǕriki; 

37.3 providing direction to retain the current names of wards and community boards. This 
accounted for consultation feedback that names should be aligned with the names of 
geographic hubs ï ǽtaki, Waikanae, etc. and a sentiment regarding recognising and 
retaining cultural history, as well as the need to reinforce each geographic community 
as distinct. Councilôs Iwi Partnerships team were consulted regarding this feedback and 
confirmed that retaining current names would be appropriate noting that these all 
names are currently Te Reo.   

37.4 concerns and issues relating to the role and functioning of Councilôs existing 
community boards, which surfaced during preliminary engagement activites and were 
reflected in some submissions during the consultation - some Councillors expressed a 
desire to work with the existing community boards to address these concerns. 

Changes to the status quo 

Current representation arrangements  

38 The current representation arrangements have been in place since 2004 (with some minor 
boundary adjustments in 2010 and 2016). This model comprises a mixed model which 
includes the Mayor, five district-wide councillors and five ward based councillors across four 
wards: ǽtaki ward (one ward councillor); Waikanae ward (one ward councillor); Paraparaumu 
ward (two ward councillors); and PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati ward (one ward councillor) 

39 In addition, there are four community boards with a total of 16 community board members: 
ǽtaki community board, Waikanae community board, Paraparaumu-Raumati community 
board and PaekǕkǕriki community board. Each community board has four elected members 
plus the respective ward councillor/s as appointed members.  The community board and 
ward boundaries align for the most part, with the exception of Raumati (which is currently in 
the PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati ward and the Paraparaumu-Raumati community board). 
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40 Based on the 30 June 2020 population estimates, two of Councilôs current wards (ǽtaki and 
Waikanae) are outside the +/-10% range as outlined in the table below. As the current 
community boards are not subdivided, they do not need to comply with the fair 
representation rule (+/-10%).  

41 Table B:  Population per ward councillor for current representation arrangements 

Ward Population Number of 
ward 

councillors 
per ward 

Population 
per ward 

councillor 

Deviation 
from district 

average 
population 
per ward 

councillor 

% deviation 
from district 

average 
population 
per ward 

councillor 

ǽtaki 9,870 1 9,870 -1,544 -13.53 

Waikanae 14,450 1 14,450 3,036 26.60 

Paraparaumu 21,800 2 10,900 -514 -4.50 

PaekǕkǕriki-
Raumati 

10,950 1 10,950 -464 -4.07 

Ward 57,070 5 11,414 (10,272 ï 
12,555) 

 

District-wide 57,070 5 11,414   

Total 57,070 10 5,707   

 

Changes to status quo 

42 The final proposal includes changes to current representation arrangements set out below 
(refer to Appendix 6 for maps):  

42.1 The boundary between the ǽtaki ward and the Waikanae ward (and respective 
community boards) is to move south to include three additional meshblocks numbered 
1883901, 1883902 and 4011904. This boundary change addresses the LGC direction 
from Councilôs 2015 representation review asking Council to look at three roads 
dissected by the existing Waikanae-ǽtaki boundary:  Derham Road and Paul Faith 
Lane which only have access south onto State Highway 1, and Pukenamu Road which 
has access both north and south via State Highway 1. Councillors considered this 
boundary shift when adopting the initial proposal on 26 August 2021 and at the public 
workshop on 28 October 2021 and provided direction that this provides more 
appropriate representation for Te Horo within the ward structure and existing 
communities of interest. 

42.2 The boundary between the existing Paraparaumu and PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati wards is to 
move further North to better reflect the different communities of interest within the ward 
structure, encompassing the seven meshblocks of:  

42.2.1 Meshblock 2003601:  Avion Terrace. Access to Avion Terrace is off 
Wharemauku Road and Google Maps and NZ Post both label Avion Terrace as 
Raumati Beach.   

42.2.2 Meshblock 2004301:  Corner of Wharemauku Road and Marine Parade.   

42.2.3 Meshblock 2004303: Meshblock runs along Wharemauku Road between 
Raebern Land and Avion Terrace. 

42.2.4 Meshblock 2004304: This meshblock runs along the coast from Wharemauku 
Road and Marine Parade which join to Kirkway.  

42.2.5 Meshblock 2004502: This meshlock runs along the coast between Kirkway and 
Tainui Street. 
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42.2.6 Meshblock 4008726: This meshblock runs inland along Wharemauku Road 
from Avion Terrance aligning between Alexander Road and Matatua Road. 

42.2.7 Meshblock 4008727: This meshblock runs inland from Alexander Road and 
Simpson Crescent.  

Councillors expressed a preference when adopting the initial proposal on 26 August 
2021 and at the public workshop on 28 October 2021 for the above seven meshblocks 
to be included with the rest of Raumati in the PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati ward. 

42.3 The existing Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board is to be subdivided to ensure 
that elected members to the Community Board represent both Raumati and 
Paraparaumu, with a total of six elected members (four for Paraparaumu and two for 
Raumati) with two appointed Paraparaumu ward Councillors. See map and population 
statistics for the subdivision at Appendix 6.  

43 Note that the initial proposal made one additional alteration to the boundary between 
Paraparaumu and PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati wards, with Meshblock 1997901 moving into the 
PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati ward. This meshblock encompasses part of Valley Road where it 
transitions from urban to rural, most is forest and it has a rounded population of 10. While the 
decision was made for the initial proposal to move it into the PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati ward, this 
has not been transferred to the final proposal. The key reasons for this are that given 
direction to retain the status quo, only key boundary changes have been brought forward and 
in this case, there is a very small population with an argument either way for sitting in either 
the PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati or Paraparaumu ward.  

Treatment of submissions  

44 The direction provided by Councillors on 28 October 2021 to retain the status quo with minor 
changes to boundaries and a subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board 
results in the following treatment of submissions:  

44.1 accept the majority of submissions who agree with retaining 10 Councillors and Mayor, 
and reject the minority of submissions who disagree with this treatment; 

44.2 accept the majority submissions who favour a mixed model with both ward and district-
wide Councillors and reject the minority of submissions who prefer either all ward-
based or district-wide Councillors; 

44.3 accept submissions that favour an equal ratio of ward and district-wide councillors (five: 
five) and reject submissions that favour a different ratio; 

44.4 accept the majority of submissions who disagree with combining the Waikanae and 
Paraparaumu wards and reject the minority view who favour combining these wards; 

44.5 accept the majority of submissions who disagree with abolishing the districtôs current 
community boards and reject the minority of submissions who agree with abolishing 
current boards; 

44.6 accept the majority submissions who disagree with boundaries combining the current 
Waikanae and Paraparaumu wards and reject the minority of submissions who agree 
with combining these wards into one larger ward; 

44.7 reject submissions who disagree with the boundary change between ǽtaki and 
Waikanae wards, which moves the boundary south of Te Hapua Road to include three 
additional meshblocks 1883901, 1883902 and 4011904, with the effect that most of Te 
Horo becomes part of the ǽtaki ward; 

44.8 accept submissions that agree with retaining the current names of geographic hubs for 
both wards and community boards.  

45 On key themes elicited from the consultation feedback, the direction to retain the status quo 
with minor changes to the boundaries and a subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati 
Community Board takes account of the following consultation feedback:  
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45.1 people want distinct voices to be heard;  

45.2 want distinct suburbs to be recognised and represented;  

45.3 people want more accessible and more representative democracy;  

45.4 people question the need for, and value of, change; and  

45.5 people want built-in ways to ensure Council is accountable and kept in check. 

46 In relation to the theme that people want MǕori to be better recognised and represented, this 
is to some degree out of the scope for the purpose of the current representation review. As 
outlined in the Background section of this report, the decision about whether to establish a 
MǕori ward precedes a local authorityôs representation review. Councillors considered this 
matter on 29 October 2020 and 6 May 2021 and following advice from its iwi partners 
resolved not to establish a MǕori ward at this time, with iwi partners preferring to focus on 
their partnership with Council. This matter may be reconsidered by Councillors in the next 
triennium and if Councillors resolve to establish a MǕori ward at this time, this will trigger a 
representation review. In relation to MǕori representation at Council, there are other ways to 
enhance mana whenua representation within Councilôs governance structure, which is 
separate to the representation review process. Council is currently engaging with its iwi 
partners on proposed approaches to this effect.  

47 With respect to the theme from the consultation feedback that people want built-in ways to 
ensure Council is accountable and kept in check, consultation feedback indicated that many 
people believe community boards should not only be retained but also strengthened to 
ensure they are effective. References were made to a range of ways to achieve this including 
power, delegated functions, funding, support, capability of board members, accessibility and 
voting rights.  
 

48 Councilôs initial proposal focused on finding additional ways, separate to community boards, 
to foster a more direct connection between decision-makers (councillors) and their 
communities. This included additional funding and support to empower existing or new 
community groups to foster community-led development and give a voice to their 
communitiesô needs and aspirations; and resourcing to strengthen councillorsô ability to know 
and understand their communities. This sought to address themes from preliminary 
engagement activities that people expect their councillors to know the people and issues of 
the district; and it is currently hard for councillors to hear from a diverse range of voices due 
to barriers to participation and engagement with Council and community boards. 

49 Analysis of the consultation feedback on the initial proposal indicated that ñamongst people 
who agreed and disagreed with the removal of community boards, many wanted local 
governmentôs ñflax rootsò connection with local communities to be strengthened, and related 
representation improvedò.8 Among those who agreed with removing community boards, 
people supported mechanisms that provide for increased access to their ward councillor (i.e. 
weekly clinics) or ña more effective means of a further level of representationò. Among those 
people who disagreed with removing community boards from the districtôs representation 
arrangements, many people were of the view that Council should be adding more tools for 
representation and community engagement in local matters.  

50 The following matters are separate but related to the decisions that must be made as part of 
Councilôs representation review:  

50.1 the question of community board delegations; and 

50.2 operational initiatives to foster a more direct connection between councillors and their 
communities.  

51 Community board delegations are a matter for the incoming Council to determine following 
the 2022 local elections however councillors may signal what changes they consider 

 

8 Empathy Design analysis report page 18 
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appropriate for the incoming Council and make changes deemed appropriate to delegations 
for current community board members. Operational initiatives that have been discussed such 
as secretariat support and meeting space for councillors, additional communications and 
engagement support, and enhanced customer case-management and follow-through, are 
questions to be addressed through operational planning including the annual plan process as 
additional budget would be required. 

52 In summary, Council may respond to feedback around strengthening community boards and 
the relationship between councillors and their communities in the following ways: 

52.1 work with Councilôs current community boards to consider ways to maximise existing 
delegations, and to identify whether any changes are required which may include 
amendments to the Governance Structure and Delegations 2019-2022 document 
and/or additional support to members (see paragraph 51 above)  

52.2 signal to the incoming Council what changes they consider to be appropriate to 
strengthen community boards in the next triennium 

52.3 signal to staff what resources and initiatives they consider should be put in place to 
support a more direct relationship between councillors and their communities.  

Alignment of final proposal option with legislative requirements and consultation feedback 

Communities of interest 

53 Retaining the status quo with the four current wards for ǽtaki, Waikanae, Paraparaumu and 
PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati, and four current community boards for ǽtaki, Waikanae, 
Paraparaumu-Raumati and PaekǕkǕriki, with minor adjustments to the boundaries of each 
and a subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board, is aligned with both 
preliminary and consultation feedback that the district comprises distinct communities of 
interest warranting local representation that is best achieved through both distinct wards and 
community boards.  

54 Empathy Design set out the following in their analysis:9  

ñIn the earlier design research, we heard that different geographic community hubs 
were seen as different communities of interest, including Waikanae Beach as distinct 
from Waikanae town, Raumati as distinct from PaekǕkǕriki, and to a lesser degree 
Raumati separate from Raumati South. We also heard ócoastalô and óruralô are 
geographic communities of interest (of secondary prominent to the hubs)ò. In the 
consultation feedback, people reinforced the differences between geographic 
communities, particularly that Waikanae is different from Paraparaumu, ǽtaki is 
distinct, and rural needs a voice. In the consultation, Waikanae Beach wasnôt 
specifically mentioned as distinct by many people; it was more about Waikanae 
compared to Paraparaumu.ò  

55 The reasons for minor adjustments to the boundaries are set out in paragraph 42 above. 

56 While it is noted that the final proposal does not provide separate representation for either a 
rural ward or community board, the proposed representation arrangements align with 
community feedback that rural voices will be appropriately represented through the current 
ward structure. There was also a minority view expressed that district-wide councillors help 
to bring forth minority views such as the rural voice.  

Effective representation 

57 The status quo, with minor changes to boundaries a subdivision for the Paraparaumu-
Raumati Community Board, provides effective representation for the district in a way that 
aligns with the early design research and consultation feedback.  

 

9 Empathy Design report 'Questions asked during presentation of consultation analysis' dated 23 October 
2021 page 3. 
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58 Retaining the four existing wards is seen to provide effective local representation for the 
district by: 

¶ representing the districtôs distinct geographic communities of interest  

¶ supporting the likelihood of councillors coming from across the district 

¶ supporting councillors to reach out and hear from the community.  

59 Retaining the mixed-model of five councillors elected district-wide and five councillors elected 
on a ward basis aligns with the community perception that the mixed-model helps councillors 
stay close to the people at a local level and also see the big picture to do what is best for 
KǕpiti as a whole. Further to this, the community perception is that the model helps focus on 
those most in-need while doing what is best for the entire district and building barriers to 
parochialism.  Through early engagement and consultation activities, many people 
expressed that ward councillors are better able to understand local issues, while district-wide 
councillors are better able to think about the big picture for KǕpiti. Some said district-wide 
councillors can better represent non-geographic communities of interest. While the 
Paraparaumu ward has two ward councillors and the other wards one, this is addressed 
through five councillors elected across the district.  

60 The ratio of five ward councillors to five district-wide councillors is perceived as a good 
balance in balancing both local issues and the district-wide perspective. Consultation 
comments reflected on the ratio working at the moment and therefore not requiring change.  

61 The size of Council with 10 councillors plus the mayor is seen as being big enough for 
diversity and not spread councillors too thin, yet small enough to be efficient and not create 
cliques. Consultation comments also iterated that the current size of Council is working and 
therefore, doesnôt warrant change.  

Fair representation  

62 If a district is divided into wards, each elected member must represent about the same 
number of electors (+/-10%). Similarly, if any community boards are subdivided, the elected 
members of each subdivision must represent +/-10% the same population of electors.  

63 Ward boundaries must coincide with current statistical meshblock areas determined by 
Statistics New Zealand.10  This also applies to the boundaries of community boards if they 
are established.11 

64 There are grounds for not complying with the +/-10% rule if there are good reasons as 
summarised below:12 

¶ to provide effective representation of communities of interest within island communities 
and isolated communities 

¶ where compliance would limit effective representation by either dividing a community of 
interest, or grouping together communities of interest with few commonalities. 

65 The proposed ward boundaries for the final proposal do not comply with the fair 
representation rule (+/- 10 percent), with ǽtaki overrepresented by -12.00% and Waikanae 
underrepresented by 24.78%. This deviation is a slight improvement to current 
representation arrangements; however, based on community feedback and councillorsô 
deliberations of the submissions the non-compliance is deemed necessary to provide 
effective representation for ǽtaki and Waikanae communities of interest.  

66 The proposed subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board must also comply 
with the fair representation rule (+/- 10% rule) and is compliant.  

 

10 LEA 2001, s 19T(1)(b). 
11 LEA 2001, s 19W(c). 
12 LEA 2001, s 19V(3)(a). 
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67 As the ǽtaki and Waikanae wards do not comply with the fair representation rule, Council is 
required to automatically refer the proposal to the LGC for a binding determination under 
section 19V(4) of the LEA 2001.  

Community boards 

68 Retaining the four current community boards, ǽtaki, Waikanae, Paraparaumu-Raumati and 
PaekǕkǕriki, with a subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board, aligns with 
design principles from both the preliminary engagement and consultation period, as well as 
key themes from the consultation feedback: in particular, that people want distinct voices to 
be heard, people want more accessible and representative democracy and people want 
distinct suburbs to be recognised and represented. Feedback indicates that community 
boards are seen as a vital tool to enable Council to connect with the ógrass rootsô of a 
community at a local level. In addition, consultation feedback indicated that people want built-
in ways to ensure Council is accountable and kept in check and community boards are seen 
as one of the tools to do so. Lastly, community boards are seen as meeting some of the 
principles behind effective representation in: 

¶ ensuring we donôt spread councillors too thin and ensuring they are able to get across 
the people and issues in the district 

¶ supporting councillorsô responsibility to reach out and hear from the community 

¶ ensure councillors hear from a diverse range of community voices, not just one type.  

69 The concept of subdivided community boards was not directly tested through the 
consultation; however, a subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board will 
address submissions advocating for Raumati as a separate community board, and ensure 
that elected members to the board may be elected from both Paraparaumu (4) and Raumati 
(2).   

Alternative options considered  

70 The following alternative options were explored by Councillors at the workshop on Thursday 
28 October 2021. Refer to Appendix 7 for maps and population statistics for each. 

71 Table C: Alternative options considered by Councillors on 28 October 2021 

Option Description 

A. Small wards with 4 
community boards ï no 
subdivisions  

¶ 6 smaller wards: ǽtaki, Waikanae Beach, 
Waikanae town, Paraparaumu Beach, 
Paraparaumu town, Paekakariki-Raumati  

¶ 10 councillors plus mayor (mixed model, 7 ward 
councillors (with 2 Paraparaumu Beach) and 3 
district-wide councillors  

¶ 4 community boards that do not align to the ward 
structure: ǽtaki, Waikanae (combining Waikanae 
Beach and Waikanae town wards), Paraparaumu 
(combining Paraparaumu Beach and 
Paraparaumu town wards), PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati.  
Ward councillors appointed back to community 
boards.  

¶ Fair representation: Compliant with +/- 10 rule. 

Boundaries: 

¶ Te Horo is in Waikanae with the boundary 
running along Te Horo Beach Road going inland 
across State Highway 1 to School Road, which 
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may split the communities along this inland 
section.  

¶ PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati and Paraparaumu Beach 
ward boundary runs along Tui Road and follows 
Wharemauku Stream inland 

B. Small wards with 4 
community boards - 
subdivisions for the 
Waikanae and Paraparaumu 
community boards  

As per option A above with the following change: 

¶ Subdivisions for the Waikanae and Paraparaumu 
community boards as follows:  

¶ Waikanae Community Board subdivided 
into Waikanae Beach and Waikanae town. 
This subdivision is compliant with the +/-
10% rule. 

¶ Paraparaumu Community Board 
subdivided into Paraparaumu Beach and 
Paraparaumu town. This subdivision is not 
compliant with the +/-10% rule with 
Paraparaumu town being overrepresented 
at -12.93. 

¶ With this model, consideration needs to be 
given to the number of ward councillors 
appointed back to the community board, 
as if all three ward councillors for 
Paraparaumu and Paraparaumu Beach 
are appointed back, this is more than half 
the proposed total number of elected 
members for the board, which is five (see 
Appendix 7). Section 19F requires that the 
number of appointed members be less 
than half the total number of members.  

C. Adjusted status quo with 5 
community boards - ǽtaki, 
Waikanae, Paraparaumu, 
Raumati, PaekǕkǕriki  

¶ 4 wards: ǽtaki, Waikanae, Paraparaumu and 
PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati.  

¶ Ward structure is non-compliant with fair 
representation rule: -12% for Otaki 
(overrepresented) and 24.78% for Waikanae 
(underrepresented). 

¶ 10 councillors plus mayor (mixed model with 5 
ward councillors, including 2 ward councillors in 
Paraparaumu, and 5 districtwide councillors) 

¶ 5 separate community boards: ǽtaki, Waikanae, 
Paraparaumu, Raumati, PaekǕkǕriki. Ward 
councillors appointed back to respective 
community boards with a Paraparaumu ward 
councillor appointed to Raumati (due to there 
being one ward councillor for PaekǕkǕriki-
Raumati and two ward councillors for 
Paraparaumu) 

Boundaries: 

¶ Te Horo in ǽtaki (boundary to South of Te Hapua 
Rd) as per initial proposal  
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¶ Move PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati boundary up to the 
corner of Wharemauku Road and Marine Parade 
as per initial proposal. 

D. Adjusted status quo with 4 
community boards aligned to 
ward boundaries: ǽtaki, 
Waikanae, Paraparaumu, 
PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati  

As per option C above, with the following change: 

¶ 4 community boards aligned to ward boundaries: 
ǽtaki, Waikanae, Paraparaumu, PaekǕkǕriki-
Raumati. 

¶ Option of either a combined PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati 
Community Board or a subdivision for 
PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati community board (one 
elected member for PaekǕkǕriki and five elected 
members for Raumati plus one ward councillor 
from PaekǕkǕriki) to ensure elected 
representation for PaekǕkǕriki at a ward level.  

 

Overview of timeline and procedural steps for representation review  

72 As noted above, the LEA 2001 sets a statutory timeline for a representation review process 
and requires that public notice of the final proposal be issued within six weeks of the close of 
submissions for the initial proposal, in this case by 15 November 2021. The timeline for the 
remainder of the review is outlined in Table C and detail on next steps including appeals, 
objections and referral to the LGC under the respective subheadings below.  

73 Table D: Timeline of procedural steps for representation review  

Timeline  Date 

Report to Council ï initial proposal  Thursday 26 August 2021 

Public notice in KǕpiti News to advise that 
submissions are open 

Wednesday 1 September 2021 

Submissions close Monday 4 October 2021 

Submission hearings Tuesday 19 and Wednesday 20 
October 2021 

Public workshop ï deliberation of submissions Thursday 28 October 2021 

Council meeting to adopt final proposal Thursday 11 November 2021  

Public notice of final proposal ï appeal/objection 
period open 

Saturday 13 November 2021 (no 
later than 15 November 2021) 

Appeal/objection period closes Monday 13 December 2021 (no later 
than 15 December 2021) 

Council to forward appeals and objections and other 
relevant information to the Commission 

By 15 January 2022 

Commission makes determination By 11 April 2022 

 

Appeals and objections process 

74 Council will issue a public notice of its final proposal no later than 15 November 2021 
including detail on the next steps in the process. Notification will also be sent directly to all 
submitters to the initial proposal, so they are aware of the content of the final proposal and 
the process to appeal the decision.  

75 Council appeals may be made to the Representation Review inbox 
representation.review@kapiticoast.govt.nz. The appeals or objections process will be open 

mailto:representation.review@kapiticoast.govt.nz


COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 11 NOVEMBER 2021 

 

Item 8.2 Page 24 

for one month until 13-15 December 2021 (depending on the late the public notice of the final 
proposal is issued), after which staff will forward these to the LGC to consider.  

Referral to the Local Government Commission 

76 Council is required to refer its final proposal to the LGC if a valid appeal or objection is 
lodged by a submitter (s19O and 19P LEA 2001) or the proposal does not comply with the 
requirements for achieving fair representation (s19V(4) LEA 2001). A referral to the LGC for 
non-compliance with the fair representation rule is treated as an appeal against the decision 
of the territorial authority for the purposes of section 19R.  

77 In the case of an appeal, objection or referral for non-compliance with the +/-10 percent rule, 
the LGC may rectify any element of Councilôs final proposal that it does not consider 
complies with the statutory provisions, whether or not that element of the proposal was the 
subject of an appeal or objection (s19R).  

78 The LGC may hold a hearing for persons to present oral appeals and objections before they 
make a determination on the representation review, however, this is discretionary on their 
part.    

79 LGC determinations may be: 

79.1 appealed on a point of law 

79.2 subject to judicial review regarding matters of process.  

CONSIDERATIONS 

Policy considerations 

80 A change in Councilôs representation model ahead of the 2022 local authority elections will 
impact on Councilôs governance framework and delegations document. Addressing 
consultation feedback in relation to strengthening community boards will also require a 
review of existing processes to identify initiatives or changes required.   

Legal considerations 

81 Part 1A of the LEA 2001 governs local authority representation review arrangements 
including the requirement to conduct a review at least every six years.  In the event that 
Council resolves to establish a MǕori ward in the next triennium, under Schedule 1A of the 
LEA 2001 this would trigger a representation review ahead of the next local authority 
elections in 2025.  Te Tari Taiwhenua (Internal Affairs) are currently consulting on changes 
to the MǕori ward and constituency process, which may impact on this requirement. 

82 A local authority must refer their final proposal to the LGC if the proposal does not comply 
with the ó+/-10% ruleô under section 19V of the LEA 2001.  In addition, if any appeals or 
objections are received the proposal will be automatically referred to the LGC for a 
determination.  As this proposal is not complaint with the ó+/-10% ruleô in relation to the 
Waikanae and ǽtaki wards, it will be automatically referred for a determination.  

Financial considerations 

83 Under the Local Government Amendment Act 2012 the local authority must ñdemonstrate 
prudent management of its revenues, expenses, assets, liabilities, investments, or general 
financial dealings.ò  

84 As Councillors have provided direction to retain the status quo representation arrangements 
with some small adjustments, the majority of costs can be funded through existing budgets 
and resource allocation.  

85 The following resources and initiatives will have a financial impact to be addressed through 
the annual plan process: 

85.1 additional training and support to strengthen existing community boards and their 
processes 
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85.2 resources and initiatives to support a more direct relationship between councillors and 
their communities (i.e. secretariat support and meeting space for councillors, additional 
communications and engagement support, and enhanced customer case-management 
and follow-through). 

TǕngata whenua considerations 

86 This decision does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of 
water or other element of intrinsic value, but rather relates to the representation 
arrangements of the district as a whole.  

87 In accounting for the views of tǕngata whenua, Council is guided by the partnership between 
elected members and tǕngata whenua of the KǕpiti Coast District, namely, the iwi and hǕpu 
of Te ǔti Awa ki Whakarongotai Charitable Trust, NgǕ HapȊ o ǽtaki and NgǕti Toa Rangatira 
(together forming the A.R.T Confederation).   

88 Council made considerable efforts to consult with each of its iwi partners on the initial 
proposal and incorporated feedback received during the consideration of submissions 
including on proposed names of each ward as outlined at paragraph 37.3 above. This report 
addresses the theme from consultation feedback that people want MǕori to be better 
recognised and represented at Council see paragraph 26.5 and paragraph 37.3 above.  

Strategic considerations 

89 Effective representation arrangements contribute to Councilôs ability to enable democratic 
local decision-making and action, by and on behalf of communities, and to promote the 
social, economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing of communities in the present and 
future.  This further contributes to Councilôs ability to achieve strategic objectives and 
outcomes that it has committed to in the Long-term plan 2021-2041, District Plan and other 
key documents.  

90 The insight that has been obtained from the design research undertaken by Empathy Design 
will be beneficial across a range of Council activities in broadening our understanding of the 
community voice and enabling Council to hear from people or voices that we might not 
otherwise hear from. 

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT 

Significance policy 

91 This matter has a medium degree of significance under Councilôs Significance and 
Engagement Policy.   

Consultation already undertaken 

92 Council undertook a formal consultation process on the initial proposal to inform the final 
proposal decision in accordance with sections 19M and 19N of the LEA 2001. 

93 The consultation period was open from 1 September 2021 to Monday 4 October 2021 and 
involved a range of consultation activities which were adapted due to Alert Level 2 and 3 
COVID-19 settings. This included media advisories; website updates; a targeted digital 
campaign across Neighbourly, Google, Stuff, Facebook and Council newsletters and 
networks; radio interviews and advertising across a range of local and Wellington based 
radio stations; and advertising in the KǕpiti News and Dominion Post including the inclusion 
of the full consultation document as a supplement in both editions.  

Publicity 

94 Council has developed a plan to communicate the final proposal decision that is made on 11 
November 2021. This includes: 

94.1 publication of a public notice on the Council website and in the Dominion Post and 
KǕpiti News as soon as feasible after the decision  
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94.2 a written response to all submitters to confirm Councilôs final proposal, and to provide 
information on the appeals and objections process  

94.3 a media advisory from the Mayor outlining the final proposal and reasons for some of 
the changes (promoted through our e-newsletter Everything KǕpiti and other usual 
communications channels) 

94.4 updates to the website and digital channels (i.e. Facebook page). 
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Recommendations 

That the Council: 

95 Notes that the Council deliberated on all 532 submissions and 59 oral submissions on the 
representation review initial proposal and discussed whether to accept or reject 
submissions. 

96 Resolves, having reviewed its representation arrangements in accordance with sections 
19H and 19J of the Local Electoral Act 2001, to amend its initial proposal as the final 
proposal for the KǕpiti Coast District Council and its Community Boards ahead of the 2022 
local authority elections (refer to Appendix 6): 

96.1 KǕpiti Coast District Council to comprise of the mayor elected at large and ten 
councillors, specifically 5 councillors elected to wards and 5 councillors elected 
district-wide. 

96.2 KǕpiti Coast District Council to be divided into 4 wards (with the proposed boundaries 
shown at Appendix 6), which are set out with the names and number of councillors as 
follows:  

96.2.1 ǽtaki (1 ward councillor) 

96.2.2 Waikanae (1 ward councillor) 

96.2.3 Paraparaumu (2 ward councillors) 

96.2.4 PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati (1 ward councillor). 

96.3 KǕpiti Coast District Council retains its current Community Board structure, with a 
change to the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board to include a subdivision to 
guarantee members may be elected for both Paraparaumu and Raumati. The 
boundaries of the community board stay the same and are set out in a map along with 
the population statistics per elected member (or subdivision) at Appendix 6. The 
community boardsô structure is set out as follows: 

96.3.1 ǽtaki Community Board (4 elected members, 1 ǽtaki ward councillor 
appointed) 

96.3.2 Waikanae Community Board (4 elected members, 1 Waikanae ward councillor 
appointed) 

96.3.3 Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board with a subdivision for Paraparaumu 
and Raumati communities of interest (6 elected members ï 4 for Paraparaumu 
and 2 for Raumati, 2 Paraparaumu ward councillors appointed) 

96.3.4 PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati Community Board (4 elected members, 1 PaekǕkǕriki-
Raumati ward councillor appointed). 

97 That in accordance with section 19K of the Local Electoral Act 2001, the reasons for the 
changes to the existing representation arrangements are:  

97.1 the boundary between the ǽtaki ward and the Waikanae ward is to move south to 
include three additional meshblocks numbered 1883901, 1883902, 4011904 to 
address the Local Government Commission feedback from Councilôs 2015 
representation review asking Council to look at three roads dissected by the existing 
Waikanae-ǽtaki boundaries: Derham Road, Paul Faith Lane and Pukenamu Road, 
and to better reflect the districtôs communities of interest within the ward structure 

97.2 the boundary between the existing Paraparaumu and PaekǕkǕriki-Raumati wards is to 
move further north to encompass seven meshblocks 2003601, 2004301, 2004303, 
2004304, 2004502, 4008726, 4008727 to better reflect the districtôs communities of 
interest within the ward structure 
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97.3 the existing Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board is to be subdivided to ensure 
that elected members to the Community Board represent both Raumati and 
Paraparaumu, with a total of 6 elected members (4 for Paraparaumu and 2 for 
Raumati) with 2 appointed Paraparaumu ward Councillors. 

98 Notes that: 

98.1 as the ward structure for the proposal is not compliant with the fair representation rule 
(+/- 10 percent), with ǽtaki overrepresented by -12.00% and Waikanae 
underrepresented by 24.78%, Council must automatically refer the proposal to the 
Local Government Commission for a binding determination under section 19V(4) of 
the Local Electoral Act 2001. 

98.2 notes that the non-compliance within the fair representation rule (+/- 10%) for the 
ǽtaki and Waikanae wards is a slight improvement to current representation 
arrangements; however, is necessary to provide effective representation for the 
districtôs communities of interest 

98.3 notes that the subdivision for the Paraparaumu-Raumati Community Board partially 
responds to submissions requesting a separate community board for Raumati, and 
that the subdivision is compliant with the fair representation rule (+/- 10%) 

98.4 the Council must give public notice of its final proposal by no later than 15 November 
2021 being six weeks after the closure of submissions 

98.5 if appeals or objections are received by submitters on the final proposal, Council must 
forward these to the Local Government Commission and Council is required to 
forward the proposal to the Local Government Commission for a final determination 
on the matters in accordance with sections 19O and 19P of the Local Electoral Act 
2001.  

99 Notes that in adopting its final proposal, it accepts and rejects the following submissions 
received during the consultation on the initial proposal in accordance with section 19N of 
the LEA 2001 as follows: 

Treatment Reason 

Accept the majority of submissions who 
agree with retaining 10 Councillors and 
Mayor, and reject the minority of 
submissions who disagree with this 
treatment. 

The minority view is rejected in favour of 
the majority view who see 10 Councillors 
plus the Mayor as big enough for 
diversity and not spread councillors too 
thin, yet small enough to be efficient and 
not create cliques. The minority view is 
also rejected in favour of those who 
believe the current size of Council is 
working and as such should not change.  

Accept the majority submissions who 
favour a mixed model with both ward and 
district-wide councillors and reject the 
minority of submissions who prefer either 
all ward-based or district-wide 
councillors. 

The minority view preferring either all 
ward-based or district-wide councillors is 
rejected in favour of the majority view 
that favours a mixed-model with both 
ward and district-wide councillors. The 
majority view is that the mixed-model 
achieves effective representation for the 
district as it helps councillors to:  

¶ stay close to the people at a local 
level and also see the big picture to 
do what is best for KǕpiti as a whole 

¶ focus on those most in-need while 
doing what is best for the entire 



COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 11 NOVEMBER 2021 

 

Item 8.2 Page 29 

district and building barriers to 
parochialism. 

Accept submissions that favour an equal 
ratio of ward and district-wide councillors 
(five:five) and rejects submissions that 
favour a different ratio. 

The minority view favouring a different 
ratio (or all ward or district-wide 
councillors) is rejected in favour of the 
majority view that the ratio of five ward 
councillors to five district-wide 
councillors is the right number to 
balance both local issues and the 
district-wide perspective. Furthermore, 
the minority view is rejected in favour of 
the view that the current ratio is working 
and doesnôt warrant change.  

Accept the majority of submissions who 
disagree with combining the Waikanae 
and Paraparaumu wards (and respective 
boundary changes) and reject the 
minority view who favour combining 
these wards. 

The minority view that supports 
combining the Waikanae and 
Paraparaumu wards is rejected on the 
basis that this does not provide effective 
local representation for the districtôs 
distinct communities of interest. In 
particular, that Waikanae and 
Paraparaumu are distinct and warrant 
separate representation at a ward level.  

Accept the majority of submissions who 
disagree with abolishing the districtôs 
current community boards and reject the 
minority of submissions who agree with 
abolishing current boards. 

The minority view that supports the 
removal of existing community boards is 
rejected in favour of the majority view 
that community boards are a key tool to 
ensure effective local representation at 
Council and to hold Council accountable 
and that they should not only be retained 
but strengthened to ensure they are 
effective.  

Reject submissions who disagree with 
the boundary change between ǽtaki and 
Waikanae wards, which moves the 
boundary south of Te Hapua Road to 
include three additional meshblocks 
1883901, 1883902 and 4011904, with 
the effect that most of Te Horo becomes 
part of the ǽtaki ward. 

Reject submissions who disagree with 
the boundary shift between the ǽtaki 
and Waikanae wards to move the 
boundary South of Te Hapua Road on 
the basis that this boundary changes: 

¶ moves Te Horo into the ǽtaki 
ward which more appropriate 
groups communities of interest  

¶ addresses Local Government 
Commission direction from the 
2015 representation to review the 
three roads dissected by the 
current boundary. 

Accepts submissions that agree with 
retaining the current names of 
geographic hubs for both wards and 
community boards.  

Rejects submissions who prefer different 
names such as those proposed in the 
initial proposal on the basis of 
submissions that see retaining the 
current names as appropriate to the 
respective geographic hubs. 
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100 Agrees that the Chief Executive and delegated staff are authorised to make any minor, 
necessary corrections in the documents prior to issuing the public notice of the final 
proposal by 15 November 2021.  

 

 

APPENDICES 

1. Empathy Design report 'Results of consultation of KǕpiti Coast District's proposed 
representation arrangements' dated 19 October 2021 ᶓ  

2. Empathy Design report 'Quantitative results for questions asked in the consultation 
document' dated 13 October 2021 ᶓ  

3. Empathy Design report 'Reflection on design principles from consultation feedback' dated 23 
October 2021 ᶓ  

4. Empathy Design report 'Questions asked during presentation of consultation analysis' dated 
23 October 2021 ᶓ  

5. Empathy Design 'Reflection on iterated options - work in progress' dated 28 October 2021 ᶓ  
6. Final proposal including population statistics and maps ᶓ  
7. Alternative options considered including population statistics and maps ᶓ   
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