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STRATEGY AND POLICY 
COMMITTEE 
18 OCTOBER 2012 
 
 

REPORT 1 
(1215/52/IM & 1225/07/07/IM) 

 
REVIEW OF REPRESENTATION ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE 
2013 LOCAL AUTHORITY ELECTIONS 
  

1. Purpose of report 
The purpose of this report is to:  
 outline the process the Council is required to follow now that the 

submissions on the Council’s initial representation proposal have closed 
 present for the Committee’s consideration the submissions received on the 

Council’s notified representation proposal for the 2013 local authority 
elections and to provide comments on these submissions 

 provide relevant information to enable the Committee to agree a set of 
recommendations for the Council’s consideration at its meeting on 24 
October 2012. 

2. Executive summary 
A total of 15 submissions have been received on the Council’s initial 
representation proposal. 
 
The Council is now required to consider these submissions and to hear oral 
submissions from any of the submitters who wish to appear before the Council 
in support of their written submissions. All submitters were advised of their 
right to be heard and only two accepted the invitation to do so. 
 
Following its consideration of both the written and oral submissions the Council 
is required to either confirm or amend its initial proposal and to publicly notify 
its final decision. The public notice must state the reasons for any amendments 
and the reasons for any rejection of submissions and notice must be given 
within six weeks after the closing date for the receipt of the submissions. The 
notice must also specify the right of submitters to appeal the Council’s final 
decision, if the initial proposal is confirmed, or the right of any interested 
individual or organisation to object to the final decision if the initial decision is 
amended in any way. The closing date for the receipt of appeals or objections 
must not be earlier than one month after the date of the first or only publication 
of the public notice. 
 
If any appeals or objections are received on the Council’s final proposal the 
matter must be referred to the Local Government Commission (LGC) for its 
determination. The Commission’s decision, which must be issued no later than 
10 April 2013, is final and can only be appealed to the High Court as being 
erroneous in point of law. The determination will come into force for the 2013 
local authority elections. 
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3. Recommendations 
Officers recommend that the Strategy and Policy Committee: 
 
1.  Receive the information.  
 
2. Consider the written and oral submissions received on the Council’s 

proposed representation arrangements for the 2013 local authority 
elections, as publicly notified on 4 September 2012. 

 
Note: 
 
The Council, at its meeting on 29 August 2012, agreed to hear any oral 
submissions on the Council’s representation arrangements on Tuesday 9 
October 2012 (1pm – 4pm), with a reserve day of Wednesday 10 October 
2012 should it be necessary. 
 
Due to the low number of people wanting to make oral submissions and 
the fact that a meeting of the Strategy and Policy Committee was already 
scheduled to be held on 11 October it was decided that the meeting 
scheduled for the 9 October (and the reserve day 10 October) should be 
cancelled and that the oral submitters be heard on Thursday 11 October 
2012.  
 
Public notice of this change was advertised in the Dominion Post (on 
Wednesday 19 September 2012) well ahead of the scheduled meeting 
dates and the two submitters were notified, both verbally and in writing, 
of the change. 
 

3. Agree to recommend to Council that it: 
 

(a) Agree the decision to elect the members of the Wellington City 
Council (other than the Mayor) under the ward system for the 2013 
local authority elections be confirmed. 

 
(b) Agree that the Council’s initial proposal to divide the city into five 

wards for electoral purposes, as approved by the Council at its 
meeting on 29 August 2012 and publicly notified on 4 September 
2012, be confirmed and that the names of those wards and the 
suburban communities of interest comprised within each of those 
wards be as follows: 

 
(i) Northern Ward 

Comprising Churton Park, Glenside, Grenada North, Grenada 
Village, Horokiwi, Johnsonville, Newlands, Ohariu, 
Paparangi, Takapu Valley, Tawa and Woodridge (the 
boundaries of which are as shown on the attached Northern 
Ward Boundary Map dated July 2012 - Appendix 1). 
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(ii) Onslow/Western Ward 
Comprising Broadmeadows, Crofton Downs, Kaiwharawhara, 
Karori, Khandallah, Makara, Makara Beach, Ngaio, 
Ngauranga, Northland, Wadestown and Wilton (the 
boundaries of which are as shown on the attached 
Onslow/Western Ward Boundary Map dated July 2012 - 
Appendix 2). 

 
(iii) Lambton Ward 

Comprising Aro Valley, part of Brooklyn, Highbury, Kelburn, 
Mt Cook, Mt Victoria, Oriental Bay, Pipitea, Te Aro, Thorndon 
and Wellington Central (the boundaries of which are as shown 
on the attached Lambton Ward Boundary Map dated July 
2012 - Appendix 3). 

 
(iv) Southern Ward 

Comprising Berhampore, part of Brooklyn, Island Bay, 
Kingston, Mornington, Newtown, Owhiro Bay, Southgate and 
Vogeltown (the boundaries of which are as shown on the 
attached Southern Ward Boundary Map dated July 2012 - 
Appendix 4). 

 
(v) Eastern Ward 

Comprising Breaker Bay, Hataitai, Houghton Bay, Karaka 
Bays, Kilbirnie, Lyall Bay, Maupuia, Melrose, Miramar, Moa 
Point, Rongotai, Roseneath, Seatoun and Strathmore Park (the 
boundaries of which are as shown on the attached Eastern 
Ward Boundary Map dated July 2012 - Appendix 5). 

 
Note  
 
No changes are proposed to the current ward boundaries as 
they all comply with the “fairness” provisions of the Local 
Electoral Act 2001 (LEA). 
 

(c) Agree the decision to retain the level of elected members (excluding 
the Mayor) at 14 be confirmed and that the distribution of those 
members between the five wards be as follows: 

 
Northern Ward 3 Councillors 
Onslow/Western Ward 3 Councillors 
Lambton Ward 3 Councillors 
Southern Ward 2 Councillors 
Eastern Ward 3 Councillors 

 
(d) Agree the decision that the Tawa Community Board continue to 

operate within its current boundaries (as shown in Appendix 6), 
that the community not be subdivided for electoral purposes and 
that its existing membership of six elected members continue to be 
elected by the electors of the Tawa community as a whole, plus two 
appointed members, be confirmed. 
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(e) Agree the decision that the existing boundary of the Makara/Ohariu 

Community Board be adjusted to exclude meshblock 2104603 from 
the current board area (as shown in Appendix 7), be confirmed. 

 
(f) Agree that, subject to the minor boundary alteration referred to in 

recommendation 3(e) above, the decision that the existing 
Makara/Ohariu Community Board continue to operate within its 
current boundaries (as shown in Appendix 7), that the community 
not be subdivided for electoral purposes and that its existing 
membership of six elected members (and no appointed members) 
continue to be elected by the electors of the Makara/Ohariu 
community as a whole, be confirmed. 

 
(g) Agree the decision that no further community boards be established 

across the city at this time be confirmed. 
 
(h) Agree that the wording of the reasons for the Council’s decision, and 

its acceptance or rejection of submissions received on the Council’s 
initial proposal dated 28 June 2006, be approved by the Portfolio 
Leader Governance and the Chief Executive.  

 
Note  
The reasons for any Council’s decision to amend its initial proposal 
and its rejection of any submissions received on it, must be included 
in the public notice that the Council is required to give, under section 
19N of the Local Electoral Act 2001.  

4. Background 
The Council’s “initial” proposal was adopted on 29 August 2012 and, in 
accordance with the requirements of the Local Electoral Act 2001 (LEA), was 
publicly notified in the Dominion Post on 4 September 2012. The notice invited 
persons with an interest in the Council’s proposed representation arrangements 
to make written submissions on it, with submissions closing at 5pm on Friday 5 
October 2012. 
 
The basis of the Council’s initial proposal was that: 
 
 the members of the Wellington City Council (other than the Mayor) would 

continue to be elected under the ward system for the 2013 local authority 
elections 

 
 the city would be divided into five wards for electoral purposes and that 

the names of those wards, and the communities of interest comprised 
within each of the wards, would remain and that there would be no 
boundary changes to those that currently exist 
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 the number of members to be elected by the electors of each of the wards, 
would be as follows: 

 
Northern Ward 3 Councillors 
Onslow/Western Ward 3 Councillors 
Lambton Ward 3 Councillors 
Southern Ward 2 Councillors 
Eastern Ward 3 Councillors 

 
 the Tawa Community Board would continue to operate within its current 

boundaries, that it not be subdivided for electoral purposes and it would 
retain its existing level of membership of six elected members and two 
appointed members 

 
 the existing boundary of the Makara/Ohariu Community Board be 

adjusted to exclude meshblock No 2104603, that it not be subdivided for 
electoral purposes and that it retain its current membership of 6 elected 
members and no appointed members 

 
 no further community boards would be established in the city at this time. 
 
A total of 15 submissions were received on the Council’s notified proposal.  

 
As required by section 19M (3) (ii) of the LEA, all submitters were given the 
opportunity to be heard by the Council in support of their submissions. Only 
two submitters indicated that they wished to be heard. One of the submitters 
was heard by the Strategy and Policy Committee on 11 October 2012. The other 
submitter did not attend the meeting despite having had his scheduled time slot 
confirmed both verbally and in writing. 

 
The Council is now required to consider these submissions and, following those 
considerations, either confirm or amend its initial proposal. 

5. Discussion 
 
5.1 Summary of submissions received 

 
A breakdown of the 15 submissions received is as follows: 
 
Category 
 

Number 
Received 

Submission 
Numbers 

Submissions in full support of the 
Council’s initial proposal 
 

7 1-7 

Submissions in partial support of the 
Council’s initial proposal 
 

1 8 

Submission in support of a reduction 
in the number of Councillors 
 

1 9 
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Submissions in support of the 
establishment of more community 
boards 
 

2 10-11 

Submissions opposed to the ward 
system as the Council’s basis of 
election (i.e. in favour of the at-large 
system) 
 

4 12-15 

 
The submissions and officers’ comments on those submissions are attached as 
Appendix 8. 
 
5.2 Comment on submissions received 
 
5.2.1 Submissions in support (Nos 1–7) 
 
Of the 15 submissions received, seven supported the Council’s proposal in all 
respects. No reasons for their support were provided in a number of cases. 
 
5.2.2 Abolition of Tawa Community Board (No 8) 
 
The future of both the Tawa and Makara/Ohariu Community Boards was fully 
canvassed as part of the 2007 representation review. The Council’s initial 
proposal was to abolish the Tawa Community Board however the feedback from 
the Tawa community at that time clearly showed that the efforts of the Board 
were valued. A number of reasons were given why Tawa’s community of interest 
is distinct and different and why the Board should be retained to ensure the 
effective representation of the community’s interests and fair representation for 
its electors.  Submitters stated, and the Council agreed, that the fact other 
communities did not appear to want community boards was no reason why 
Tawa should have its Board taken away. 
 
Nothing appears to have changed since then. The Board retains the support of 
its community and their work is valued by both its residents and the Council. It 
is therefore recommended that the Tawa Community Board be retained. 
 
The question of fairness (i.e. some areas have a community board and an 
additional level of representation while others don’t) is often raised as an issue. 
However, the fact that other communities appear not to want community 
boards is not a valid reason for existing boards to be abolished. 
 
5.2.3 Adjustment to current ward boundaries (No’s 8) 
 
The suggestion that Mt Cook be transferred from the Lambton Ward into the 
Southern Ward and that the number of Councillors in the Southern Ward be 
increased from 2 to 3 could not be supported because it does not comply with 
the “fairness” criteria required by the legislation.  
 
The ratio of population per member under this option ranges from 1:10,867 for 
the Southern Ward (an over representation of 18.6%) and 1:22,850 for the 
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Northern Ward (an under representation of 14.1%), both of which are well 
outside the permitted variance of +/- 10%, as required under section 19V(2) of 
the Local Electoral Act 2001. 
 
5.2.4 Reduction in Councillor numbers (No 9 and 12) 
 
Submission 9: The suggestion that each of the current five wards elect two 
Councillors each (a reduction in the number of Councillors from 14 to 10) does 
not comply with the “fairness” criteria required by the legislation. The ratio of 
population per member under this option ranges from 1:13,850 for the Southern 
Ward (an over representation of 30.8%) and 1:22,850 for the Northern Ward 
(an under representation of 14.1%), both of which are outside the permitted 
variance of +/- 10%, as required under section 19V (2) of the Local Electoral Act 
2001. 
 
Submission 12: It would be difficult to meet the required “fairness” criteria 
under a ward system electing 7 Councillors without substantial ward boundary 
changes. The representation ratio (of population per Councillor) with 7 
Councillors would be substantially increased from the current 1:14,300 to 
1:28,600. The minimum number of elected members for a territorial authority 
provided for under the Local Electoral Act 2001 is 6 (including the Mayor). Only 
two submissions were received proposing a reduction in the number of 
Councillors which is not sufficient to support such a drastic reduction in the 
number of elected members. 
 
5.2.5 Establishment of more community boards (Nos 10-11) 
 
The current legislation provides the opportunity for any interested community 
to request the establishment of a community board any time outside of the 
representation review process (Section 3, Schedule 6 of the Local Government 
Act 2002). A proposal to establish a community requires the signatures of not 
less than 10% of the electors of a continuous area within the district of a 
territorial authority, having a population of 1,500 or more. 
 
Apart from a submission received from the Newlands Paparangi Progressive 
Association some years ago indicating some community support for the 
establishment of a community board for Newlands, Paparangi and Woodridge, 
no formal proposals have been received to date. The Newlands area aside there 
would appear to be little or no public support for any more boards to be 
established in the city at this time. 
 
It is appropriate to note that under the review of community boards there is no 
requirement for the Council to take into account the “fairness of representation” 
criteria when considering whether other areas of the local authority district 
have, or do not have, community boards. The “fairness” principle applies to the 
representation of Councillors (in respect to population distribution per elected 
member under the ward system) and to the election of community board 
members only where a community board has been subdivided for electoral 
purposes. Neither the Tawa nor Makara/Ohariu Community Boards are 
subdivided for electoral purposes. 
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5.2.6 Basis of Election - Ward or At-Large (Nos 12 - 15) 
 
The Council has elected its members under the ward system since 1986. Its 
continued use of the ward system as its basis of election has not only been 
supported by the Local Government Commission in all the reviews that have 
been undertaken since 1986 but also by the vast majority of electors who have 
taken part in the preliminary representation review consultations that the 
Council has undertaken over a number of years. 
 
Section 19T of the LEA requires the Council, when determining the basis on 
which its members are to be elected, to ensure that the election of its members 
“will provide effective representation of communities of interest within the 
district”. The Local Government Commission must also take this provision into 
account if the review is referred to it for determination. 
 
The view of both the Council and the LGC in the past has been that the effective 
representation of the electors of Wellington City is best achieved under a ward 
system. 
 
In its determination issued on 7 April 2004, the LGC made the following 
comments in relation to the effective representation of communities of interest 
within Wellington city: 
 
“that because of the diversity of the city, effective representation of 
communities of interest could only be achieved by Councillors being elected on 
a ward basis” 
 
That statement was made knowing that the Council was required to hold its 
2004 election under the STV voting system. 
 
The Council is still of the view that the ward system continues to achieve the 
most effective local representation of people and communities in Wellington.   
 
The suggestion (in Submission No 14) that the Council should formally consult 
on a range of initial options is noted. The legislation requires the Council to 
adopt and notify its ‘initial proposal’ no later than 8 September (in the year 
immediately before the year of a triennial election). It does not have the ability 
to notify and consult on a “range” of initial options. 
 
Although there is no legislative requirement for Council to undertake any 
preliminary consultation prior to commencing the formal statutory 
representation review process, a number of local authorities (including the 
Wellington City Council as the FWPRA will be aware) have carried out 
reasonably extensive preliminary consultations at an early stage to help in the 
development of its ‘initial’ proposal. 
 
However, with so much focus and publicity on the question of future regional 
governance in the Wellington region and the degree of consultation being 
undertaken on that issue by both Wellington City and the GWRC, it was agreed 
that no preliminary consultation be undertaken on this occasion as to have done 
so could have caused considerable confusion in the community.  
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5.2.7 Formation of Super Council or similar (No’s 8 and 9) 
 
The formation of a super Council is not legally possible under current 
legislation. It is however one of the options that is being considered as part of 
the current regional governance discussions. The maximum number of elected 
members permitted under a ‘merged’ Council option is 30, including the Mayor. 
 
5.2.8 STV Voting System 
 
A poll of electors was held in 2008 to determine which voting system the 
Council would use to elect its members for the 2010 and 2013 local elections. 
The poll favoured the use of STV and as a result the Council must continue to 
use that voting system until at least the 2013 triennial election. 
 
5.3 Minor boundary adjustment – Makara/Ohariu Community Board 
 
The Makara/Ohariu Community Board has confirmed in its submission their 
support for the exclusion of meshblock no 2104603 from the current board 
area.  
 
We have received confirmation from Statistics New Zealand that they are 
prepared to approve this boundary adjustment if the Council confirms its 
decision to exclude this meshblock from the current Board area. 
 
5.4 Notification of final decision 
 
The Council is required to publicly notify its final decision within six weeks of 
the closing date of the receipt of submissions on its initial proposal (i.e. by 15 
November 2012). 
 
The public notice must: 
 

 incorporate any amendments that the Council may make to its initial 
proposal; 

 state both the reasons for any amendments to its initial proposal and the 
reason for any rejection of the submissions; 

 specify the right of appeal, informing the place and closing date for the 
receipt of appeals, if the initial proposal is confirmed; 

 in the event that the Council amends its initial proposal, specify the right 
of objection, indicating the place and closing date for the receipt of 
objections. 

 
It is recommended that the Portfolio Leader, Governance and the Chief 
Executive be given authority to approve the final wording of the reasons for any 
amendment to the Council’s initial proposal and the reasons for any rejection of 
submissions, before the public notice is given. 
 
The closing date for the receipt of appeals or objections must be no earlier than 
one month after the date of the public notification of the Council’s decision. 
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If no appeals or submissions are received the Council’s “final” proposal becomes 
the basis on which the 2013 local authority elections are held. 
 
If appeals or objections are received they must be referred to the Local 
Government Commission for its decision. The determination released by the 
Commission is final and must be issued no later than 10 April 2013. 
 
5.5 Consultation and Engagement 
 
The Council’s initial proposal has been notified in accordance with the 
provisions of the LEA and 15 submissions were received.  
 
Following its consideration of those submissions the Council must either 
confirm or amend its initial proposal as its final proposal, and notify that 
decision. 
 
The Council’s final decision must be notified no later than 15 November 2012 
and any appeals or objections received to that proposal must be referred to the 
LGC for its consideration and determination. The Commissions determination 
must be issued by 10 April 2013. 
 
5.6 Financial considerations 
 
There are no financial considerations. 
 
5.7 Climate change impacts and considerations 
 
No climate change impacts or considerations. 
 
5.8 Long-term plan considerations 
 
There are no long-term pan considerations. 
 

6. Conclusion 
The Council is required to consider the submissions received on its initial 
proposal and, following those considerations, either confirm or amend its 
earlier decision and publicly notify its final decision. 
 
The Council’s final decision must be publicly notified within six weeks of the 
closing date for the receipt of the submissions (i.e. by 15 November 2012). 
 
 
Contact Officer: Ross Bly, Special Projects and Electoral Officer 
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

1) Strategic fit / Strategic outcome 

The policy supports Council’s overall vision of Wellington Towards 2040: 
Smart Capital. The policy supports Outcome 7.2.B – More actively engaged: 
Wellington will operate an open and honest decision making process that 
generates confidence and trust in the democratic system. 

2) LTP/Annual Plan reference and long term financial impact 

The project relates to C534: Elections, Governance and Democratic Process 
and has no long term financial impact. 

3) Treaty of Waitangi considerations 

There is no Treaty of Waitangi considerations. 

4) Decision-making 

This is not a significant decision. The report sets out the process the Council is 
now required to follow in making and notifying its decision on the submissions 
it has received on its initial representation review proposal.  

5) Consultation 
a) General consultation 

The Council’s initial proposal has been publicly notified and submissions from 
interested individuals and organisations were invited in accordance with 
section of 19M of the Local Electoral Act 2001. Submissions closed on Friday 5 
October 2012  

b) Consultation with Maori 

Separate consultation with Maori was not required. 

6) Legal implications 

There are no legal implications. 

7) Consistency with existing policy  

The report is consistent with existing Council policy. 
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APPENDIX 8 

SUBMISSIONS TO THE REPRESENTATION REVIEW 
 
Submission 
Number 

Name of Submitter Do you support the 
proposed 
representation 
arrangements for the 
2013 local elections 

If “No” please provide your reasons and indicate your 
preferred option 

Other comments Officer comment 

1 Richard Anderson Yes  Ward representation is the only true reflection of democracy No comment required – submitter in support of the 
Council’s initial representation proposal. 
 

2 Wayne Pincott Yes   No comment required – submitter in support of the 
Council’s initial representation proposal. 
 

3 Tim Park Yes   No comment required – submitter in support of the 
Council’s initial representation proposal. 
 

4 Rosemarie Bowers Yes  Councillors are evenly spread out for the population in each of the five wards. No comment required – submitter in support of the 
Council’s initial representation proposal. 
 

5 David Fraser Yes 
 

 First of all, let’s hope that we can have a local body election.  I had just read in the 
paper that the Prime Minister was thinking about cancelling it, because it was going 
to cost “too much” money!  He doesn’t mind about removing “participatory 
democracy” though!  We need more communal democracy the public don’t get 
enough say!  Let’s make sure there is an election in 2013!!  
The Council should “conduct a campaign” to encourage Participatory communal 
democracy, before the 2013 election, so as to avoid people not voting. 1/3 of people 
in the national election did not make it to the polling booth!  What an indictment to 
democracy! 

The Minister of Local Government has announced in 
the last few days that the enactment of legislation 
which would allow for the establishment of a 
Wellington super-city (which could result in a delay in 
the holding of the 2013 election) is behind schedule.  
 
If the legislation is not in place in time to affect the 
holding of the 2013 election (in October 2013), the 
election must take place regardless of the cost. 
 
The Council has run reasonably extensive campaigns in 
the lead up to the last several elections in order to raise 
electors’ awareness about the election and to encourage 
them to participate in the voting process. A similar 
campaign will be run again prior to the 2013 local 
elections. 
 

6 Makara/Ohariu 
Community Board 

Yes  The Makara/Ohariu Community Board agrees to the exclusion of mesh block 
2104603 from the current board area. 
 
That the existing Community Board continues to operate within its current 
boundaries, that the community not be subdivided for electoral purposes and that its 
existing membership of six elected members be elected by the electors of the 
Makara/Ohariu community as a whole. 
 
The Makara/Ohariu area forms a “community of interest” and is well defined as a 
rural farm and lifestyle block area, within 10 to 20 minutes drive of Wellington City.   
It has interests and issues different from those of urban dwellers, and the Board is 
well able to communicate these with the City Council as and when required.  We 
therefore consider that the retention of the Community Board is vital, both as value to 
the residents and the City Council itself. 
 

No comment required – submitter in support of the 
Council’s initial representation proposal. 

7 Tawa Community 
Board 

Yes (but with questions 
over STV) 

 The Tawa Community Board agrees with many of the recommendations set out in the 
Wellington City Council report entitled “Representation Review – Proposal for the 
2013 Local Authority Election”, dated 12 July 2012. 
 
Specifically, we agree with the recommendations that: 
 
 Members of the Wellington City Council (other than the Mayor) are elected 

The Board’s comments on the use of STV voting 
system in Wellington are noted. A poll of electors was 
held in 2008 to determine which voting system the 
Council would use to elect its members for the 2010 
and 2013 local elections. The poll favoured the use of 
STV and as a result the Council must continue to use 
that voting system until at least the 2013 triennial 
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2013 local elections 

If “No” please provide your reasons and indicate your 
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Other comments Officer comment 

under the ward system for the 2013 local authority elections.  
 The city is divided into five wards for the 2013 local authority elections. 
 The number of elected members (excluding the Mayor) is retained at 14 and 

that the distribution of those numbers between the five wards is per the most 
recent local body election.  This is an issue which will no doubt be subject to 
review if and when a comprehensive Local Government restructure takes place. 

 The Tawa Community Board continues to operate within its current boundaries, 
that the community is not subdivided for electoral purposes and that its existing 
membership of six elected members continues to be elected by the electors of 
the Tawa community as a whole, plus two appointed members. 

 No further community boards are established across the city at this time.  
However this is an issue which needs to be reviewed if and when a 
comprehensive Local Government restructure takes place.  In principle it is our 
view that community boards play a key role in providing local communities with 
a local voice and that various communities of interest in Wellington would benefit
by having their own community boards. 

 
We are not convinced that the current STV voting system is the best option for 
Wellington electors, bearing in mind that it is overly complex and provides so many 
options that people find it easier to simply opt out and not bother to vote.  
 
When Wellington City Council is determining its representation proposal, we feel 
very strongly that communities of interest be a prime consideration.  Consolidation 
into larger wards can tend to disenfranchise communities of interest.  Whatever 
measures are necessary should be taken to ensure that given communities are not split 
into different wards or disbanded.  
 

election. 
 
Any decision to change the electoral system for the 
2016 elections and beyond can be made after the 2013 
election (either by Council resolution or by holding a 
further poll of electors). 
 
The identification of communities of interest is the first 
of three key factors which must be taken into account 
when carrying out a representation review. It is 
important, and a requirement of the legislation, that a 
community of interest is not split when determining 
ward boundaries. However, the legislation does not 
require each identified community of interest to be 
separately represented. A number of communities of 
interest can be grouped together provided effective 
representation of those communities can be achieved. 

8 Bernard 
O’Shaughnessy 

Yes and No Status Quo except 
1. Do away with the Tawa Community Board. It’s a 

historical nonsense.  There are 3 councillors covering 
this area anyway so they can get on and do 
representation to include Tawa. 

2. Give 3 Councillors to Southern Ward. 
3. Put Mt Cook into Southern Ward. 
4. If the National Government and Sir Geoffrey Palmer’s 

Committee have their way, well a Wellington Mayor 
and Wards will be gone. 

5. I think Whanganui-a-tara should be 1 Mayor and 
Councillors (maybe 30) to represent combined 
Wellington/Kapiti/Porirua/Lower and Upper Hutt! 

6. Have Garry Poole resign. His bad design team (Teena P) 
have caused the “death by bus” in the CBD! 

 

 The future of the both the Tawa and Makara/Ohariu 
Community Boards was fully canvassed as part of the 
2007 representation review.  
 
The Council’s initial proposal in 2007 was to abolish 
the Tawa Community Board however, as a result of  
the strong and valid arguments put forward by both the 
Board and a significant number of residents (537), the 
Council decided to retain the Tawa Community Board 
as part of its final proposal. 
 
Nothing appears to have changed since then. The 
Board retains the support of its community and their 
work is valued by both the Council and their residents. 
 
(See also comments on Submission No 10 for 
additional comments on the establishment of 
community boards). 
 
The suggestion that Mt Cook be transferred from the 
Lambton Ward into the Southern Ward and that the 
number of Councillors in the Southern Ward be 
increased from 2 to 3 (and therefore  increase the total 
membership to 15, excluding the Mayor) does not 
comply with the “fairness” criteria required by the 
legislation.  
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The ratio of population per member under this option 
ranges from 1:10,867 for the Southern Ward (an over 
representation of 18.6%) and 1:22,850 for the Northern 
Ward (an under representation of 14.1%), both of 
which are well outside the permitted variance of +/- 
10% (as required under section 19V(2) of the Local 
Electoral Act 2001). 
 
The suggestion that Wellington, Kapiti, Porirua, Lower 
and Upper Hutt be merged is not legally possible under 
current legislation. It is however one of the options that 
is being considered as part of the current regional 
governance discussions. The maximum number of 
elected members permitted under a ‘merged’ Council 
option is 30, including the Mayor. 
 

9 Miles Athea No There are too many councillors.  Reduce their number to 7 and 
cut their pay by 50% 

Merge all the Wellington, Hutt Valley and West Coast Councils into 1 super council. 
Reduce staff as the opportunity provides. 
 
Split the transport part of the council spend off to show the transport cost and subsidy 
that the rate payers give to commuters. 

It would be difficult to meet the required “fairness” 
criteria under a ward system electing 7 Councillors 
without substantial ward boundary changes. The 
representation ratio (of population per Councillor) with 
7 Councillors would be 1:28,600 compared with the 
current 1:14,300. The minimum number of elected 
members for a territorial authority provided for under 
the Local Electoral Act 2001 is 6 (including the 
Mayor). 
 
A reduction in the number of Councillors to 7 would 
not achieve a 50% reduction in the level of 
remuneration paid to the Council’s elected members. 
Under the current system, where the “remuneration 
pool” is set by the Remuneration Authority, the 
individual salaries received by 7 Councillors would in 
fact be significantly more than the salaries currently 
received by Councillors. 
 
The suggestion that Wellington, Hutt Valley, Porirua 
and Kapiti Council’s be merged into a super city is not 
legally possible under current legislation. It is however 
one of the options that is being considered as part of 
the current regional governance discussions. 
 
The suggestion that the Council’s spending on 
transport be split (to show cost and ratepayer subsidy) 
is not a matter for consideration under a representation 
review. 
 

10 Michael Dudding No The proposed representation arrangements do not provide 
representation at an appropriate community level. The wards 
are too large, and encompass a range of communities each - 
meaning that local councillors are not seen as 'of the 
community'. 
I favour a community board approach, with boards elected for 

Thanks for the opportunity to submit. The current legislation provides the opportunity for any 
interested community to request the establishment of a 
community board any time outside of the 
representation review process.  
 
It is accepted that a strong case may well be made for 
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each community/suburb, and the elected chair of each board 
becoming the council representative. While this would 
increase the number of 'councillors', it would also increase 
democratic standards, and community involvement in local 
affairs. Greater local community ownership could help 
revitalise communities, allow points of distinctiveness to 
develop, and help Wellington City to become a more varied 
and interesting place. 
At the very least, I would recommend that Karori be removed 
from the Northern Ward, and be represented by its own 
community board. Karori is virtually topographically 
autonomous (and geographically, is rather more Western than 
Northern anyway), and has a greater diversity in terms of race 
(especially the growing Asian population), wealth, and 
educational achievement than some of the richer northern 
(proper) suburbs. It also has a considerable different range of 
attractions and features, given its different topographical 
setting, which could be capitalised on by a local board, in 
promoting Karori as a 'place' to be or visit. Karori has 
considerable and exciting potential for growth in these terms, 
but needs some degree of championing and local 'ownership' 
to begin to achieve this. 
 

the establishment of a community board for Karori. 
However, apart from a submission received from the 
Newlands Paparangi Progressive Association almost 
nine years ago indicating support from residents within 
its area to the establishment of a community board for 
the Newlands, Paparangi and Woodridge suburbs, no 
other formal requests have been received. It is 
understood that there is still some interest in the 
Newlands community to the establishment of a board 
in that area but no formal proposal (required under 
Section 3, Schedule 6 of the Local Government Act 
2002) has been received to date.  
 
The Newlands area aside there would appear to be little 
or no public support for any more boards to be 
established in the city at this time. 
 
The suggestion that the elected Chairs of the respective 
community boards become the Council representative 
is not in compliance with the current legislation. The 
Act requires the governing body of a territorial 
authority (i.e. the ‘Council’) to consist of not fewer 
than 6 and no more than 30 (including the Mayor) and 
that those members are elected either under a ward 
system, at large or a mix of both. 
 
Karori is already in the Onslow/Western Ward, not the 
Northern Ward as suggested by the submitter. 
 

11 Kara Lipski No I was at a public meeting for the Local Government Review 
Panel last night, and what came through loud and clear was 
that residents in the Wellington city suburbs want a return to 
community boards.  We feel that there is not enough 
democratic process between residents and WCC, and if Tawa 
and Makara why can't we? 

 Only two community boards have ever operated in 
Wellington City since community boards were first 
established in 1989 (as part of the major local 
government reorganisation that took place at that time.) 
 
The question of fairness (i.e. some areas have a 
community board and an additional level of 
representation while others don’t) is often raised as an 
issue. However, the fact that other communities appear 
not to want community boards is not a valid reason for 
existing boards to be abolished. It is also appropriate to 
point out that under the review of community boards 
there is no requirement for the Council to take into 
account the “fairness of representation” criteria when 
considering whether other areas of the local authority 
district have, or do not have, community boards. The 
“fairness” principle applies to the representation of 
Councillors (in respect to population distribution per 
elected member under the ward system) and to the 
election of community board members only when a 
community board has been subdivided for electoral 
purposes. Neither the Tawa nor Makara/Ohariu 
Community Boards are subdivided for electoral 
purposes. 
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(See also comments on Submission No 10 in relation to 
the establishment of more community boards). 
 

12 Jim Norling No Would prefer all Councillors to be elected at large to elect the 
best people citywide;  Knowing you won’t do this I suggest 2 
Councillors for each ward; this fits with the percentages of 
14,300 +/- 10% (12,870 to 15,730) and should achieve a more 
cohesive Council.  I make this submission in the full 
knowledge that it is Council paying lip service to the myth of 
consultation. 

 (See Submission No 14 for comment on the election of 
members at large). 
 
The suggestion that each of the five wards elect two 
Councillors each does not comply with the “fairness” 
criteria required by the legislation. The ratio of 
population per member under this option ranges from 
1:13,850 for the Southern Ward (an over representation 
of 30.8%) and 1:22,850 for the Northern Ward (an 
under representation of 14.1%), both of which are well 
outside the permitted variance of +/- 10% (as required 
under section 19V(2) of the Local Electoral Act 2001). 
 

13 Stan Andis No Clearly the abandonment of Ward meetings has left a large 
gap between the public as constituents, and ward Councillors 
as their representatives.  
 
Several attempts by ward councillors have been made to 
operate a process of “ward clinics” as a means of 
communication between their respective constituents. 
 
The success or failure of these has not been publicised. 
 
As these meetings are a one on one situation it is difficult to 
understand how the public at large could be included in the 
outcome of these discussions. 
 
The Ward system as it stands in my view is unsuccessful. 
 
Upon election a ward councillor is sworn in as a city 
councillor and any form of parochialism as a ward 
representative is subsequently defeated. 
 
What is more councillors are provided with delegated 
authority which means that they may vote as they see fit as 
opposed to obtaining the voice of the majority from a wide 
ward perspective prior to voting. 
 
Constituents must be able to identify that councillors are 
voicing issues of their individual or collective concerns. 
 
Currently councillors vote on many issues that do not call for 
submissions. 
 
The public is invited to take part in the Public participation 
segment of each council meeting. 
 
While this part of democracy has merit it does not lend itself 
to a process that is open and transparent to the wider 

 The holding of Ward meetings was discontinued some 
years ago, the main reason being the lack of numbers 
attending. 
 
It is acknowledged that wards are for electoral 
purposes only and that, once elected; Councillors are 
required to act in the best interests of the city as a 
whole.  
 
It is difficult to see how Councillors can obtain “the 
voice of the majority from a wide ward perspective 
prior to voting.”  Councillors are elected to make 
decisions on behalf of their constituents and it would 
be impossible for them to seek the necessary feedback, 
within the required timeframes, before voting on the 
many significant issues before Council. It is also 
difficult to see how this concern would be resolved if 
Councillors were elected under an at large system. 
 
(See also additional comments on elections at-large 
under Submission No’s 14 and 15).  
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community. 
 
In other words it’s a one-off situation.  
 
Apathy is being blamed for the lack of public interest and 
concern, but it is my view that most members of the public 
will not be motivated to participate unless there is a dramatic 
change in the current understanding of their expectations.  
 
The ward councillor system therefore in my view does not 
fulfil the democratic situation of full representation. 
 
I therefore wish to advocate that an at large election system 
should be incorporated into the 2013 electoral election as 
opposed to the current ward system.    
 

14 Federation of 
Wellington 
Progressive and 
Residents’ 
Associations 

No 1. Election of Council as “at large” 
The federation is of the view that a Council elected At 
Large is beneficial for the City of Wellington for the 
following reasons: 
 All elected Councillors take an oath on taking up 

office to act in the best interest of the whole 
district 

 STV electoral system is most effective when 
electing 5 or more members 

 A person can vote for those candidates in the 
whole District that will represent them best 

 The opportunity for a number of representatives 
to be elected from an area for their skills and 
interest. The arbitrary limitation of the current 
ward system does not apply. 

 
2. Council has again developed a proposal, and committed 

itself to a specific direction.  At the meeting of Council 
held on 29 August 2012, Council “Agreed that members 
of the Wellington City Council (other than the Mayor) 
be elected under the Ward system for the 2013 local 
authority elections”. 
 
The Federation is of the view that the process followed 
by the Council in this review does not meet the 
requirements of Local Government legislation and the 
guidelines provided to “assist Local Authorities in 
undertaking representations Reviews”. 
 
We believe that Council has strayed in this process by 
not consulting communities at the initial development of 
the review. 

 1. Elections at-large 
It is acknowledged by many that an election at large, 
particularly under the STV voting system, is likely to 
achieve more diverse representation than an election 
held under a ward system would. It is also accepted 
that wards are for electoral purposes only and that, 
once elected, Councillors are required to act in the best 
interests of the city as a whole. The argument that 
increased accountability results if electors are given the 
opportunity to vote on all Councillors, is also valid. 
 
The Council has elected its members under the ward 
system since 1986. The general feedback, from a 
significant majority of those electors who have taken 
part in previous representation review consultations, is 
that they prefer to elect their Councillors under the 
ward system. Electors are more likely to know the 
candidates standing in their ward and are therefore 
more likely to vote (in the first instance) and to 
approach them directly if and when they are elected. 
The chances of a more even spread of Councillors 
across the city is also much greater under the ward 
system. 
 
In its determination issued on 7 April 2004, the LGC 
made the following comments in relation to the 
effective representation of communities of interest 
within Wellington city: 
 
“that because of the diversity of the city, effective 
representation of communities of interest could only be 
achieved by Councillors being elected on a ward 
basis” 
 
That statement was made knowing that the Council 
was required to hold its 2004 election under the STV 
voting system. It also confirmed the Council’s proposal 
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in 2006 to retain the ward system for Wellington City. 
 
In the Council’s view that situation has not changed. 
 
2. The process 
The legislation requires the Council to adopt and notify 
its ‘initial proposal’ no later than 8 September 2012. It 
does not have the ability to consult on a “range” of 
options when notifying its initial proposal. 
 
There is no legislative requirement for Council to 
undertake any preliminary consultation prior to 
commencing the formal statutory representation review 
process. 
 
A number of local authorities do and Wellington City 
itself has (as the Federation will be aware) carried out 
extensive preliminary consultations in a least its last 
four representation reviews to help it develop its 
‘initial’ proposal. 
 
However, with so much focus on future regional 
governance in Wellington and the level of consultation 
being undertaken on that issue by both Wellington City 
and the GWRC, it was felt it would have been too 
confusing to have done so on this occasion.  
 

15 Athol and Pauline 
Swann 

No We believe that ratepayers should have a vote to select all 
councillors citywide. (at large). 

The current ward system of voting deprives ratepayers the opportunity to select the 
best candidates for the city. 

It is acknowledged that electors are not able to vote for 
all candidates under a ward system and that this has 
been an argument against the ward system since that 
system was first introduced in 1986. 
 
However, the LEA requires the Council to provide for 
“effective representation of communities of interest 
within the district” (section 19T) when determining its 
representation arrangements. 
 
The view of the Council (and the LGC in the past) has 
been that the effective representation of the electors of 
Wellington City is best achieved under a ward system. 
 
(See also additional comments on elections at-large 
under Submission No 14).  
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