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The Panel’s Terms of Reference

The Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel is an independent group set up by Greater 
Wellington Regional Council and Porirua City Council to examine existing local government 
arrangements in the Wellington region.

The Panel has been asked to prepare a report that will: 

•	 Assess	possible	local	government	options	for	the	Wellington	region	and	identify	an	
optimal one, which may include either structural and/or functional changes

•	 Contain	a	description	of	the	preferred	model	and	how	it	would	operate,	including	levels	
of decision making, functions, governance arrangements and a proposed approach to 
financial	arrangements	concerning	rates/other	revenue,	debt	and	liability	management

•	 If	the	preferred	option	includes	any	changes,	outline	transition	arrangements,	including	
approximate costs and a timeframe for implementation

The report may be used by the Greater Wellington Regional Council and Porirua City Council to 
form the basis of a submission for reorganisation to the Local Government Commission. 

In	coming	to	its	conclusions,	the	Panel	will	need	to	be	satisfied	that	its	recommendations	meet	
the different needs of Wellington’s regional, rural and urban communities and will strengthen 
the	ability	of	the	region	to	meet	future	challenges.		In	particular,	the	Panel	has	been	asked	to	
consider:

•	 	Appropriate	locations/levels	for	decisions	on,	and	delivery	of,	local	government	
functions

•	 Institutional	arrangements	that	will	embed	enhanced	opportunities	for	community/
neighbourhood decision making on local issues and meaningful citizen engagement in 
the development of regional policy and delivery options 

•	 The	role	of	local	government	in	fostering	cultural	identity	and	community	character

•	 The	role	and	representation	of	iwi/Mäori	in	the	proposed	model

•	 Challenges	faced	by	local	government	in	delivering	costly	and	complex	infrastructure

•	 The	provision	of	local	and	regional	facilities	and	amenities

•	Ways	of	enhancing	the	effectiveness	and	efficiency	of	planning	and	regulatory	processes	
across the region

•	 How	best	to	achieve	integrated	planning,	including	for	transport	and	land	use,	to	deliver	
optimal economic and environmental outcomes

•	 How	changes	in	demographics	will	impact	on	the	region	and	its	constituent	parts

•	 The	role	of	local	government	in	assisting	the	region	to	be	globally	competitive

•	Ways	in	which	the	region’s	local	government	could	better	align	with	central	government	
and its agencies, for example health, education, and police

•	Ways	in	which	the	region’s	local	government	could	better	align	delivery	with	the	private	
sector and the community/NGO sector

•	 The	impact	of	any	proposed	changes	on	local	government	finances	and	revenue	models,	
including rates and the management of assets, debt and other liabilities
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•	 Rationale	and	criteria	for	any	Council	Controlled	Organisations	and	other	models	of	
arms-length service delivery

•	 The	costs	and	benefits	of	the	status	quo	and	of	any	preferred	option	for	change

•	 How	and	between	which	parties	the	financial	costs	of	any	transition	should	be	
apportioned

•	 Any	other	issues	the	Panel	consider	relevant
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1. Vision – Proud, Prosperous and Resilient

1.   The Panel’s vision is for a prosperous and resilient Wellington region that stands out among 
its peers; a region that builds on its strengths and is acknowledged around the world as a 
place that has something special to offer.  We think this is about:  

•	 Having	an	outstanding	quality	of	life,	full	of	opportunities	for	people	to	work,	live	and	
play

•	 Being	proud	about	the	quality	of	place	

•	 A	place	where	talent	wants	to	live	and	people	want	to	learn	and	innovate

•	 Being	proud	to	host	Government	and	be	the	capital	of	New	Zealand

•	 Being	highly	connected	socially	as	well	as	physically	in	all	areas	for	all	people	

2. 	 	In	coming	to	this	vision,	the	Panel	drew	from	the	many	thoughtful	and	passionate	
responses	received	through	this	process,	including	a	submission	from	the	New	Zealand	
Council	for	Infrastructure	Development	(NZCID),	which	struck	a	chord	with	the	Panel	by	
providing an excellent summary of the challenges and opportunities facing the Wellington 
region. 1

3. 	 	To	this	effect,	the	Panel	agrees	with	the	NZCID	that	there	is	a	lot	that	local	government	
in Wellington can do to achieve this vision and ‘realise the potential of Wellington’. The 
activities and structures of local government play a major role in providing for the long-
term prosperity and wellbeing of the Wellington regional community.  For communities to 
flourish,	they	need	to	have	the	basic	building	blocks	in	place,	including:

•	 A	resilient	economy	that	retains	and	creates	jobs

•	 Social	and	cultural	cohesiveness

•	 Living	environments	that	are	safe,	attractive	and	hold	interest

•	 Identity	and	a	sense	of	place

•	 A	sustainable	and	healthy	natural	environment	

•	 Stable	and	effective	government	that	is	engaged	with	the	community

4.   The Wellington region has many of these building blocks and has long been characterised 
by the diversity of its communities and the strength of its culture, economy and people. 
There are challenges ahead that need to be addressed.

5. 	 	Economic	growth	has	slowed,	jobs	are	harder	to	find,	technology	is	changing	rapidly,	
we have an ageing population, and managing the environment - particularly water - is 
becoming more complex. We face an uncertain future in relation to climate change and 
natural hazards. From a political economy perspective, we are caught between two 
major	centres	of	heavy	economic	activity	-	Auckland	and	Christchurch.	The	eye	of	central	
government is being drawn away from Wellington. We think Wellington’s relatively small 
size	and	New	Zealand’s	geographic	isolation	from	global	markets	make	the	challenges	
substantial.   

6.   The Wellington region needs to keep up and adapt if it is to succeed. This applies to the 
region	as	a	whole,	but	equally	to	the	business	of	local	government,	which	has	been	the	
focus of this review. 

1	 Submission	#173	New	Zealand	Council	for	Infrastructure	Development.	
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7.	   The Panel’s view, and of the many we met, was that the Wellington region seems to have 
lost	its	way	in	recent	years.		A	decade	ago,	the	Wellington	region	was	recognised	as	
being at the forefront of governance, vision and place – with new development initiatives 
including	the	Westpac	Stadium,	Wellington	Waterfront,	Te	Papa,	Pataka,	the	Dowse	and	
Expressions.  We had forward-thinking planning and urban design approaches - centre 
upgrades, award-winning village planning and main street upgrades.  We saw new cultural 
events	and	innovative	marketing	-	Martinborough	wine,	Absolutely	Positively	Wellington,	
the	Sevens	and	the	World	of	Wearable	Art.		There	was	the	foundation	of	a	new	and	exciting	
film	industry	in	Miramar.		Today,	there	is	a	feeling	that	the	region	is	living	on	these	past	
glories. 

8.   The Panel has the view that local government can, and needs to, do a lot more to ensure 
that	optimal	conditions	again	exist	to	enable	the	Wellington	community	to	flourish.

9.   The Panel believes that this vision cannot be achieved under the current arrangements for 
local	government	in	the	Wellington	region.	Delivering	on	this	vision	relies	on	governance	
structures that provide:

•	 Unified	regional	leadership	on	strategic	issues	and	local	leadership	on	local	issues

•	 A	clearly	articulated	strategy	for	the	entire	Wellington	region,	backed	up	with	place-
based responses for local places

•	 An	efficient	and	effective	administration	with	serious	implementation	capability	and	
expertise

•	 Inclusive	democratic	structures	and	processes

•	World-class	social,	cultural	and	physical	infrastructure
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2.	 Summary	of	Recommendations

The task and the method

10. 	 	The	Independent	Wellington	Region	Local	Government	Review	Panel	has	been	established	
to	assess	governance	models	for	the	Wellington	Region	and	identify	an	optimal	one.	It	was	
a	task	about	which	the	Panel	was	enthusiastic,	even	passionate.	As	greater	Wellington	
residents we are all ardently committed to the region’s success. We are of the view that it 
has	fallen	behind	and	lost	its	way.	But	it	can	be	re-born.

11. 	 	In	order	to	arrive	at	our	recommendations,	which	are	unanimous,	we	have	engaged	in	
consultations with the units of local government and communities within the region on the 
basis of an 84-page Future Wellington Issues	Paper	that	was	published	on	19	July	2012.2 

12.   We met with the Wellington City Council, the Porirua City Council, the Kapiti Coast 
District	Council,	the	Hutt	City	Council,	the	Upper	Hutt	City	Council,	the	Masterton	District	
Council,	the	Carterton	District	Council,	the	South	Wairarapa	District	Council	and	the	
Greater Wellington Regional Council. We have conducted nine public meetings that were 
well attended. We received 234 submissions from members of the public. We were also 
given numerous submissions received by territorial authorities of the region in their 
separate consultation processes. We conducted extensive research, as well as visiting 
Auckland	twice	to	assess	developments	there.	We	had	134	meetings	with	163	people	and	
organisations,	all	of	whom	are	listed,	with	their	affiliations,	in	the	report.	

The stimulus to consider change

13. 	 	Our	investigations	were	conducted	under	the	shadow	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	
Amendment	Bill	2012	that	facilitates	mergers	of	local	authorities	without	a	referendum	of	
the voters and makes other important changes to rules under which local government is 
conducted.	At	the	time	of	completing	our	report	the	parliamentary	fate	of	the	Bill	remains	
unknown. 

14. 	 	In	March	2012	the	then	Minister	of	Local	Government	the	Hon	Dr	Nick	Smith	published	a	
new blueprint Better Local Government that sets out an eight point programme of reform. 
The document includes a statement of local government policies that includes some 
important	reviews	that	had	not	concluded	by	the	time	our	review	finished.		

15. 	 	These	developments	generated	a	considerable	degree	of	anxiety	in	some	quarters,	but	
they also caused people to re-examine their assumptions about local government within 
the Wellington region.  Particularly evident in the submissions to us was the high value 
members of the public place on local democracy and participation by the people in local 
government. 

16.   The somewhat uncertain platform upon which local government rests at present has not 
influenced	our	recommendations.	We	have	reviewed	the	evidence	available	to	us	and	come	
up	with	a	model	as	required	by	our	terms	of	reference.	It	is	based	on	the	principle	that	in	
local	government	now	in	New	Zealand	one	size	does	not	fit	all.	Wellington	requires	a	model	
tailored to its own particular situation.

The Auckland model

17.		 	The	development	of	a	powerful,	regional	City	of	Auckland	government	with	governance	
of	nearly	1.5	million	people	is	unique	in	New	Zealand’s	constitutional	annals.	It	is	a	
development worthy of respect and analysis in the long term. The Royal Commission report 

2  Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel Future Wellington - An Issues Paper on local government reform in the Wellington 
region	(Wellington,	2012).
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upon	which	many	of	the	developments	in	Auckland	were	based	is	a	document	of	the	first	
order of importance to which we freely acknowledge our debt.3 What has been done there, 
although different from the Royal Commission’s proposals, is reminiscent of the earlier 
provincial	system	of	government	in	New	Zealand,	abolished	in	1876.	

18. 	 	Our	conclusion	is	that	the	Auckland	model	cannot	be	imported	into	the	Wellington	region.	
What we have fashioned is a model for Wellington, based on Wellington geography 
and	conditions	designed	to	address	the	deficiencies	that	currently	exist	here.	They	are	
different	from	the	problems	that	afflicted	Auckland.	That	said,	some	of	the	developments	
in	Auckland	should	be	taken	up	in	Wellington	as	a	matter	of	urgency.	Our	twin	aims	for	
the Wellington region have been to provide strong regional leadership and enhanced local 
democracy. 

19.   The design by the Panel for governance in the Wellington region cannot be implemented 
under	existing	law	or	even	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	Amendment	Bill	2012,	were	it	
to	be	passed	in	its	present	form.		Our	recommendations	will	require	changes	in	legislation	
so	that	there	can	be	a	custom-built	Wellington	model,	as	was	done	for	Auckland.	But	it	is	a	
different model.  

20.   Our hope is that all the units of local government in Wellington will see the utility of our 
recommendations and come together with a united view.  We were greatly encouraged 
by	a	successful	hui	of	more	than	70	elected	members	representing	all	the	units	of	local	
government	in	the	region.	It	was	held	on	26	September	in	Petone.	They	will	meet	again	
after our report is published and explore whether they can agree on a collaborative 
approach.	The	Panel	prefers	that	the	region’s	councils	arrive	at	a	common	view.	If	that	
does	not	occur	then	we	are	confident,	in	time,	the	government	and	the	determination	of	
the citizenry will ensure change happens. There are strong arguments based on the public 
interest	that	a	significant	shift	is	required.	

Why do we need change?

21. 	 	In	the	course	of	our	inquiry	we	heard	assertions	that	no	changes	should	be	made.	The	way	
the Panel looks at the situation, it is not so much what is being done as what is not being 
done, particularly regionally, that demands attention and focus. Local government needs to 
be	future	proofed.	Important	changes	in	governance	must	be	made	to	meet	the	challenges	
of the future. 

22. 	 	Many	of	the	submissions	and	virtually	all	the	public	meetings	advocated	with	intensity	
and feeling the importance of local democracy and engagement on truly local issues. We 
agree. Our recommendations will both preserve it and improve it. The ability of people to 
meet with a councillor, to put their complaints, to ask for a remedy, is at the heart of what 
representative	democracy	is	about	in	a	democratic	society.	It	is	what	people	are	elected	for.	
They take the decisions and they are accountable for them at the ballot box. 

23. 	 	The	gaps	we	have	identified	within	the	Wellington	region	flow	from	things	that	are	not	
being done or cannot be done effectively under the present structure of silos of local 
government. There are important functions that need to be planned, performed and 
executed at a regional level. 

24. 	 	We	recommend	significantly	enhanced	regional	leadership	and	decision	making.	The	
functions revolve around leadership in the widest sense - economic, cultural, social, the 
stewardship of natural resources, the development of industry, employment, tourism and 
attracting events to the Wellington region. Positive efforts need to be taken to make the 
region attractive to those who wish to live here and establish businesses. The economic 

3	 	Peter	Salmon,	Margaret	Bazley	and	David	Shand	Royal Commission on Auckland Governance	(2009).
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centre	of	gravity	in	New	Zealand	has	moved	away	from	Wellington,	not	only	because	of	
changes	to	Auckland	City	but	also	because	of	the	attention	that	must	necessarily	go	to	
Christchurch, given the catastrophes that have occurred there. The reduced number of 
public servants has also adversely affected the economic health of the Wellington region. 

Local Area Councils

25. 	 	Many	important	local	government	functions	should	continue	to	be	performed	as	they	are	
now	at	the	city	and	district	level.	We	recommend	six	elected	Local	Area	Councils.	They	will	
be tasked with local service delivery such as building consent processing, local parks and 
litter	control	as	they	do	now.	They	should	also	deal	with	local	place	shaping,	beautification,	
street	furniture,	signage	and	graffiti	removal.	Local	operational	policies	such	as	dog	control,	
gambling,	gaming	and	liquor	licensing	should	continue	at	that	level.	So	should	community	
engagement, support for local non-government organisations and input into regional 
policies. For this reason we are not recommending destruction of the present pattern of 
districts and cities. They have built up around them particular and often distinct political 
cultures that suit the areas in which they are situated. The full list of functions is set out 
in the main report. Except in Wairarapa, the existing boundaries should be retained for the 
Local	Area	Councils.	

26.   We note that the three councils in Wairarapa have been working hard for some time now 
on merging into one and we support that move. We recommend one Wairarapa Council in 
the	place	of	the	three	councils	that	presently	exist.	It	would	have	12	councillors.	But	we	
recommend no other amalgamations in the region. 

27.		 	There	is	an	issue	as	to	whether	the	new	Wairarapa	Area	Council	should	be	made	a	unitary	
authority, in the sense that it would carry out within its area the present functions carried 
out	by	the	Regional	Council.	This	involves	such	matters	as	flood	control	and	environmental	
monitoring. We found strong local sentiment in favour of such local control but we do not 
recommend it. First, it would increase Wairarapa rates substantially and they are already 
high: $11.5 million dollars would have to be found. We doubt the viability of the unitary 
proposal	because	of	limited	resources,	the	lack	of	qualified	staff	and	the	fact	that	a	better	
alternative is available - the new and strengthened regional entity, the Greater Wellington 
Council that we propose.

The	five	drivers	of	change

28. 	 	There	are	five	major	drivers	of	change	for	local	government	within	the	greater	Wellington	
region.

29.   One: the imperative need to provide regional leadership, particularly in economic 
development, in order to provide employment, to encourage development and generate the 
conditions for a successful region. Presently no-one is empowered to speak for the region 
or deal with central government on the region’s behalf. Wellington is falling behind. 

30.   Two: the need to build greater resilience to ensure that both local and regional 
communities are better placed to respond to natural hazard events and risks associated 
with the challenging biophysical context in which we are situated. This includes such 
matters	as	earthquakes	and	tsunamis,	flood	protection	and	planning	for	natural	hazard	
events such as coastal erosion, as well as the effects of climate change such as sea level 
rise.	Resilient	communities	require	resilient	infrastructure.			

31.   Three: the inability to respond to strategic challenges particularly due to a plethora of 
complicated and interlocking plans of great complexity generated by each local authority. 
This can be cured by developing a spatial plan that points to areas of metropolitan growth, 
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infrastructure development, and the location of major facilities. This should be followed by 
the development of a single plan	for	the	region	under	the	Resource	Management	Act	by	
replacing the multitude of separate plans that now exist, thus reducing compliance costs 
and achieving coherence and simplicity. This move will overcome what Wellington architect 
Roger Walker has called “a welter of complexity and contradiction between adjoining 
districts”.4

32.   Four: The demand for world-class infrastructure including airports, ports, roads, buses, 
trains,	and	cycleways,	which	require	a	well-organised	regional	approach.		In	the	view	of	
the Panel there is a vital need to develop regional strategies with a long-term commitment 
to regional delivery and to avoid multiple and uncoordinated approaches to infrastructure 
planning.	Integration	between	transport	and	land	use	planning	is	particularly	critical.		The	
need	for	Wellington	Airport	to	receive	increased	overseas	flights	was	a	recurrent	theme	in	
our consultations. Tourism is important and Wellington needs to be better connected to the 
world. Educational institutions, big employers and the business community all made this 
point to us. We are of the view that better international access to Wellington by air must be 
a priority.

33. 	 	Five:	The	imperative	of	efficiency	and	effectiveness.	The	economic	climate	is	tough.	All	
levels	of	government	are	facing	pressures	to	do	things	more	effectively	and	efficiently.	
There are currently duplications and waste within local government. These can be 
eliminated. We further recommend that the Councils’ activities, including Council Controlled 
Organisations, be subject to annual, independent benchmarking. This will ensure continued 
efficiency,	effectiveness,	value	for	money,	and	best	practice	is	achieved.	A	more	joined-
up structure will allow things to be delivered more effectively and often more cheaply, 
regardless of boundaries. Not only will a regional structure deliver better outcomes but it 
will	also	deliver	them	more	efficiently.	It	can	do	this	with	the	public	hardly	noticing	because	
the institutions of local democracy will be fully at work at the local level, allowing citizens 
to access their councillors and ensuring their needs are met and their interests advocated.

Proposed governance structure

Table 2-1: Proposed governance structure

4  Roger Walker, Submission to the Wellington Regional Governance Review	(June	2011).

Lord	Mayor

Greater Wellington Council

Wairarapa 
Local	Area	

Council

Central 
Wellington 
Local	Area	

Council

Kapiti Local 
Area	 

Council

Lower	Hutt	
Local	Area	 

Council

Upper	Hutt	
Local	Area	 

Council

Porirua  
Local	Area	 

Council
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34. 	 	We	are	recommending	significantly	enhanced	regional	leadership	and	decision	making	with	
a	new	Greater	Wellington	Council	headed	by	a	Lord	Mayor	elected	at	large	by	the	entire	
region.	The	Lord	Mayor	would	acquire	enhanced	powers	such	as	assuming	responsibility	
for proposing a budget and appointing committee chairs. The Councillors would be elected 
from constituencies. This would be a new top tier of regional government in the region. 
Beneath	that	tier	is	a	second	tier	comprising	the	six	local	Councils,	which	would	continue	
under their existing boundaries with substantially the same representation. These would 
be	known	as	Local	Area	Councils.	The	Local	Area	Councils	would	continue	to	decide	many	
of	the	matters	they	decide	now.	The	Mayors	of	these	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	elected	
by	the	Councils	themselves	and	not	at	large.	We	believe	the	benefit	to	be	derived	from	this	
move	would	be	greater	cohesion.	We	have	recommended	the	title	Lord	Mayor	to	distinguish	
the	head	of	the	new	Greater	Wellington	Council	from	the	other	Mayors	and	to	emphasise	
the	important	leadership	function	of	the	office,	as	is	done	in	all	major	cities	in	Australia.

35.   The new organisation would comprise one new legal entity named ‘the Greater Wellington 
Council’.	All	the	existing	entities	would	be	legally	abolished.	The	new	entity	would	have	
two	tiers	of	decision	making.	The	first	would	be	the	elected	Greater	Wellington	Council	
that would carry out the regional functions. The second would be composed of six Local 
Area	Councils.		They	would	carry	out	local	functions.			The	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	
organised on the same boundaries as exist now, except for Wairarapa, where the three 
councils would combine into one.  

36.   The functions would be divided between the two tiers by statute and some of the functions 
would be shared between the two tiers. The report itself goes into substantial detail 
concerning the division of functions. 

37.		 	Some	features	of	the	proposed	structure	need	to	be	emphasised:

•	We	are	not	recommending	a	super-city	but	an	integrated	two-tier	system	of	governance	
where power is divided and shared within the region

•	 Regional	functions	will	be	performed	under	the	suggested	arrangements	in	ways	that	
are now legally impossible

•	 People	will	still	be	able	to	go	to	their	local	councils	and	have	their	issues	attended	to

•	 No	amalgamations	are	proposed	except	that	which	has	already	attracted	a	large	
measure of agreement within Wairarapa. The identities of the other existing councils will 
be retained

•	 There	will	be	a	unified	corps	of	local	body	officers	that	will	ensure	the	whole	system	
pulls in the same direction and will allow expertise to be shared

38. 	 	This	last	point	requires	elaboration.	We	recommend	below	that	all	local	body	officers	in	
the region would be employed by the Chief Executive of the Greater Wellington Council. 
One of the primary tasks of local government relates to the provision of infrastructure, 
such things as roads, sewage, water, waste water and garbage disposal. Often large 
capital	investments	are	required	to	provide	these	facilities.	Their	provision	is	becoming	
increasingly	expensive.	A	high	level	of	specialised	skill	is	often	required	to	operate	them.	
The second local government task is regulatory. Local government regulates a myriad of 
activities	such	as	building	consents	and	inspections,	liquor	outlets,	eating	houses	and	dogs.	
Often this regulation is given to local government by central government. These functions 
need	to	be	carried	out	quickly	and	effectively	and	often	require	expert	knowledge.	There	
is	scope	for	greater	efficiency	in	the	provisions	of	both	main	aspects	of	local	government	
activity.
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A	unified	corps	of	local	government	officers	

39. 	 	In	order	to	capture	greater	efficiencies	and	harness	the	necessary	expertise	to	the	right	
place	at	the	right	time	we	recommend	that	all	the	local	government	officers	in	the	region	
be employed by one Chief Executive. They would then be carefully deployed so the advice 
that	is	needed	to	address	a	particular	problem	can	be	brought	to	bear	upon	it.	Such	a	
system	would	be	more	efficient	than	the	existing	separate	silos	and	would	engender	
a sense of a common cause, provide enhanced career opportunities and facilitate the 
recruitment	of	more	highly	qualified	officers.

40. 	 	We	recommend	a	single	unified	administration	under	the	Chief	Executive	Officer	of	the	new	
Greater	Wellington	Council.	All	corporate	services	and	major	back	office	functions	would	
be	delivered	by	the	unified	administration.	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	provided	with	a	
Manager	and	Advisers	as	well	as	having	access	to	broader	expertise	for	particular	issues.	

41.   The transition phase toward the new structure is very important and needs to be as simple 
as	possible.	The	Panel	is	firmly	of	the	view	that	a	separate	transition	authority	such	as	
that	used	in	Auckland	is	unnecessary	and	likely	counterproductive.	We	recommend	a	new	
statutory	provision	to	deal	with	transition.	A	Chief	Executive	needs	to	be	appointed	early.	
The details for the transition are set out in the body of the report. The legislation should 
also authorise the election of the members of the new Greater Wellington Council so it 
can oversee the latter stages of the transitional arrangements before the new governance 
starts. We think it desirable that elected people oversee the process. 

The new Greater Wellington Council 

42. 	 	We	recommend	that	the	new	Greater	Wellington	Council	comprise	a	Lord	Mayor	elected	
at large, and 10 councillors who would represent constituencies based on the current 
territorial boundaries. This makes up a council of 11. The distribution of seats proposed is 
as follows:

•	 Lord	Mayor	elected	at	large	1

•	 Central	Wellington	4	

•	 Lower	Hutt	2

•	 Upper	Hutt	1

•	 Porirua	1

•	 Kapiti	1

•	Wairarapa	1

43. 	 	The	voting	system	for	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	would	be	Single	Transferable	Vote	
because that this is now the leading system in use within the region in terms of voter 
numbers. 

Partnering with Mäori

44. 	 	We	have	consulted	carefully	on	how	Mäori	issues	and	engagement	should	be	handled	within	
the	new	structure.	We	believe	that	the	predominant	Mäori	interest	lies	in	environmental	
and natural resource planning issues. There is within the Greater Wellington Regional 
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Council	a	prizewinning	method	of	engagement	and	partnership	with	affected	Mäori	that	is	
tried	and	tested.	Mäori	have	told	us	of	their	confidence	in	the	system.	We	recommend	that	
a statutory partnership committee be set up within the new Greater Wellington Council 
along	the	lines	of	Te	Upoko	Taiao	–	the	Natural	Resource	Management	Committee.	In	
addition, we recommend a non-statutory committee of mana whenua representatives be 
established	to	consider	wider	strategic	issues.		We	are	confident	this	recommendation	
would	comply	with	the	Treaty	of	Waitangi	and	provide	meaningful	involvement	of	Mäori	in	
the governance and planning of sustainable use of natural resources within the region.   

Funding,	financial	management	and	rates

45. 	 	Funding	and	financial	management	would	be	in	the	hands	of	the	Greater	Wellington	
Council.	Budgetary	control,	asset	management	and	ownership,	debt	management	and	
revenue	raising	would	all	be	done	by	the	Council.	Local	Area	Councils	would	have	delegated	
budgetary authority for local service delivery, administration and engagement, and local 
processes	such	as	village	and	neighbourhood	planning.	Local	Area	Councils	would	negotiate	
their budgets with the Council and would be responsible for managing the funding allocated 
to them. 

46.   We propose a single rating system administered by the Greater Wellington Council. We 
recommend that rate increases be restricted for three years with no increases beyond the 
level	of	inflation	and	those	necessary	to	pay	for	already	committed	works	in	the	Long	Term	
Plans in order to give time for the new rating system to be properly designed and consulted 
upon.	During	the	first	three	years	rates	would	be	levied	in	exactly	the	same	way	as	they	
are now within current local government boundaries. 

Four-year terms and term limits

47.	  We recommend that all councillors at all levels be eligible for no more than three terms, 
after	which	they	should	be	required	to	stand	down.	The	terms	should	be	four	years,	
not	three	years.	These	two	issues	were	raised	in	the	Panel’s	Issues	Paper	and	strongly	
supported in the submissions.

48. 	 	There	are	at	present	107	elected	Mayors	and	Councillors	within	local	government	in	
the	region.	Under	our	recommendations	there	would	be	28	fewer.	Instead	of	nine	chief	
executive	officers	there	would	be	one.	We	also	recommend	that	the	salary	of	the	Chief	
Executive	be	determined	by	the	Remuneration	Authority.	We	heard	many	complaints	in	our	
public consultations about the pay of chief executives.

Community boards

49.   We have examined closely the functioning of community boards within the region. There 
are	a	total	of	57	elected	Community	Board	members	at	present	within	the	region.	These	
should	continue	at	the	option	of	the	Local	Area	Councils	and	be	charged	to	the	budget	
of those councils. We think they perform a useful role in some places, but they are not 
necessary in others. 

Advocacy and brokerage

50.   The Panel has formed the view that one of the basic tasks of local government in New 
Zealand	is	to	function	as	an	advocate	for	the	aims	and	aspirations	of	its	people.	This	
applies to both regional and local levels. The advocacy function is one of the attributes to 
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be	exercised	by	leaders.	It	adds	to	the	coherence	and	morale	of	a	community.	Advocacy	is	
a function associated with community engagement and participation that the Panel believes 
is so vitally important that it devotes an entire chapter to it in the body of the report.

51. 	 	Associated	with	the	advocacy	function	is	the	brokerage	function.	This	involves	bringing	
together central government, the business sector, non-government organisations and 
interest	groups,	consulting	with	them	and	facilitating	the	emergence	of	views.	Brokerage	
functions can take place in a variety of contexts.

Council Controlled Organisations

52. 	 	Council	Controlled	Organisations	(‘CCOs’)	are	an	issue	to	which	we	have	devoted	
considerable	attention.	A	range	of	CCOs	already	exist	within	the	region.	An	example	is	
CentrePort	in	Wellington,	which	is	run	by	a	commercial	board.	It	is	the	third	largest	port	by	
cargo	volume	in	New	Zealand.	The	majority	shareholder	is	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	
Council. The organisation is operated in a commercial manner, by people with commercial 
expertise. This is appropriate for a business. 

53. 	 	Some	local	authority	activities	are	like	businesses	and	can	be	run	in	that	way.	Other	
activities include business elements but also contain social and other elements. They are 
less well suited to be a CCO on a commercial model. The Panel believes that CCOs are 
suitable	for	what	are	essentially	commercial	activities.	But	they	are	less	well	suited	for	
mixed and other activities. 

54.   We favour the CCO model for certain highly commercial activities and we have set out in 
the report the principles under which they should be set up. We do not favour legislating 
explicitly	for	them	as	was	done	for	Auckland.	We	believe	it	should	be	left	to	the	new	
Greater Wellington Council to decide which CCOs should be established. We do not favour 
sitting councillors being appointed to the boards of these organisations, which we see as a 
form of double dipping. Councillors often do not have the necessary commercial expertise 
and	it	is	inappropriate	to	pick	and	choose	between	councillors.	It	is	clear,	however,	that	
CCOs must operate in accordance with the mandate and performance standards laid down 
by	the	Greater	Wellington	Council.	In	our	view,	it	is	essential	that	elected	representatives	
have ultimate control. 

The Central Business District 

55. 	 	The	Panel	believes	the	importance	of	the	Central	Business	District	of	Wellington	city	to	
the economic health of the entire region warrants special attention.  We recommend the 
Greater	Wellington	Council	be	required	by	law	to	establish	a	special	committee	responsible	
for	developing	the	policy	and	guiding	the	urban	design	and	development	of	the	area.	An	
important	metropolitan	area	requires	this	sort	of	attention	in	order	to	be	competitive	with	
other	cities	in	Australasia.	This	committee	should	be	chaired	by	the	Lord	Mayor	of	the	
Greater	Wellington	Council	and	have	as	one	of	its	voting	members	the	Mayor	of	the	Central	
Wellington	Local	Area	Council.	

Conclusion

56.   The Panel has approached its task on the basis that it should examine function before 
examining	structure.	In	this	we	differ	fundamentally	from	the	territorial	authorities	in	the	
region which decided not to join our process. They conducted a public opinion poll around 
various	structures	without	asking	anything	about	function.	That	logic	was	flawed	because	
it	elicited	answers	when	people	did	not	know	the	relevant	questions	and	had	no	way	
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of reaching a judgment upon them.  Furthermore, the Panel’s preferred option was not 
presented.

57.		 	The	Panel	has	not	approached	the	governance	issues	at	large	in	this	inquiry	with	any	
assumption that the answer lay in amalgamations. Rather we approached the exercise 
in an analytical way based on what functions need to be performed. We then examined 
the level at which these functions need to be performed. The dysfunction that previously 
existed	in	Auckland	is	not	present	in	the	Wellington	region,	although	it	could	develop	
if remedial measures are not taken. On this basis the changes we have recommended 
will	not	be	as	disruptive	as	those	in	Auckland	and	our	expectation	is	that	the	ordinary	
consumer	of	local	government	services	will	receive	excellent	quality	services	but	notice	
little	difference.	Yet	things	that	are	not	being	done	now	(and	which	should	be	done)	will	be	
done.

58.   This is a summary only. The detailed analysis on which it rests appears in the body of the 
report. Other more detailed recommendations are also set out there.
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3. Themes from Public Engagement

59.   This section of the report summarises the key themes from engagement. The feedback 
summarised in this section was obtained during the review process undertaken by the 
Panel	between	June	and	October	2012.	

60.   The engagement undertaken by the Panel was largely centred around a discussion 
document entitled Future Wellington – An Issues Paper on local government reform in the 
Wellington region,	which	was	published	by	the	Panel	on	19	July	2012.	The	Panel	engaged	
with communities throughout the Wellington region in a variety of ways:

•	 Public	meetings	-	The	Panel	held	nine	public	meetings	across	the	region	in	Carterton,	
Karori,	Porirua,	Wellington	CBD,	Khandallah,	Kapiti,	Newtown,	Upper	Hutt	and	Lower	
Hutt

•	 Submissions	-	received	via	post,	email,	and	on	the	Panel’s	website

•	 Bang	the	Table	-	an	online	discussion	tool	accessed	through	the	Panel’s	website

•	 Key	stakeholder	meetings	-	The	Panel	engaged	in	approximately	134	meetings	with	
stakeholder groups, councils and key individuals across the region. Panellists also 
travelled	to	Auckland	twice	to	meet	with	key	people	at	the	new	Auckland	Council	as	well	
as those who were involved in the super-city transition and implementation process

•	Workshops	and	discussion	sessions	coordinated	in	collaboration	with	other	groups/
organisations	-	Some	of	these	were	one-off	events	while	others	were	regular	meetings	
that occurred over the course of the review

•	 	Panel	Reference	Group	–	the	Panel	met	with	this	cross-sectorial	group	of	seven	
individuals on two occasions prior to the release of its report

•	 	Panel	Engagement	Advisory	Group	–	members	of	the	Panel	met	with	this	group	of	
community engagement experts on three occasions

•	 	Youth	Forum	–	an	afternoon	discussion	session	that	took	place	on	8	September	in	
Porirua

•	 Tawa	Community	Meeting	–	an	evening	discussion	session	that	took	place	on	5	
September

•	 Local	Government	Reform	Workshop	–	an	afternoon	workshop	that	took	place	on	26	
August	in	Porirua

•	 Local	Government	Reform	Round	Table	Discussions	–	two	evening	round	table	
discussions	held	in	Lower	Hutt	on	21	August	and	Kilbirnie	on	23	August,	hosted	by	
the	International	Association	for	Public	Participation

•	 Future	of	Wellington	&	Local	Government	Reform	Forum	–	an	evening	discussion	
session	held	on	12	September,	co-hosted	by	St	Andrew’s	on	The	Terrace	and	the	
New	Zealand	Social	and	Civic	Policy	Institute

•	 Facebook	

•	 Twitter
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Local democracy, voice and representation

61.   The issues of local democracy and meaningful community engagement were some of the 
strongest to emerge from the feedback received by the Panel. Throughout the consultation 
process it became abundantly clear that these are matters of profound importance to 
people across the region and that, regardless of any structural changes that ensue, a 
strengthening of local democracy and an enhancement of mechanisms for community 
engagement are outcomes that are keenly sought.

62. 	 	Transparency	and	accountability	were	identified	as	fundamental	aspects	underpinning	
the democratic legitimacy of local government. People said that a more powerful regional 
authority	will	require	more	democratic	accountability	and	that	any	new	system	needs	
to	be	more	transparent.	Participation	and	equity	were	thought	to	be	central	to	a	human	
rights approach to governance and that adherence to these principles serves to increase 
public	confidence	and	trust	and	can,	in	turn,	ensure	that	core	services	are	delivered	more	
effectively.5 

63. 	 	Responsiveness	was	also	identified	as	a	central	element	of	good	local	democracy,	
and people commented that there is great scope to design new ways of increasing 
local democracy and increasing participation by improving the responsiveness of local 
government.	People	supported	greater	diversity	in	local	government.	It	was	seen	to	be	
imperative	that	equal	representation	and	participation	of	women,	disabled	people	and	all	
ethnic and racial groups is ensured. Promoting the well-being of all citizens and ensuring 
that the most vulnerable are at the decision making table were seen to be more important 
considerations for regional governance than “a futile focus on growth strategies . . . in the 
context of scarcity”.6

64. 	 	A	large	number	of	submissions	were	critical	of	current	consultation	processes,	saying	that	
‘consultation’ typically just means “advance notice of a decision that has already been 
made”.7	Submitters	suggested	that	councils	need	to	focus	on	getting	communities	engaged	
in council processes in order to build trust and community buy-in. There was concern that 
the	current	legal	requirements	do	not	sufficiently	allow	for	meaningful	engagement	to	take	
place. One submitter commented that, by law, submitters must be given 10 days’ notice 
of	a	resource	consent	hearing	and	receive	evidence	five	days	prior	to	that	hearing.	The	
submitter complained that it is unfair to expect lay people to decipher and understand an 
issue and then prepare a submission in this time frame, especially as it takes 20 days to 
receive	any	information	under	the	Local	Government	Official	Information	and	Meetings	Act	
1987.8 

65. 	 	Another	submitter	noted	that	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	states	that	a	local	body	
must	consult	with	the	community	at	large	when	preparing	a	Long	Term	Plan	or	Annual	
Draft	Plan.	The	submitter	suggested	that	this	wording	should	be	reviewed	in	order	to	make	
more transparent the extent to which public submissions were considered and taken into 
account by the local body as part of their decision-making processes.9 Concern about the 
risk	of	a	loss	of	local	voice	in	an	amalgamation	was	strongly	articulated.	It	was	felt	that	
a major function of local government is to strengthen and listen to local communities, 
and	to	recognise	the	specificities	of	each.	An	example	given	was	the	Kapiti	Coast	district,	
which	comprises	four	distinctive	communities	(Otaki,	Waikanae,	Paraparaumu/Raumati	and	
Paekakariki),	each	with	its	own	particular	characteristics	and	sense	of	identity	that	need	to	
be protected in any restructure.

5	 	Submission	#77	Human	Rights	Commission.

6	 	Submission	#119	Pat	Hanley.

7	 	Submission	#148	Alex	Metcalfe.

8	 	Submission	#51	Trevor	Wright.

9	 	Submission	#12	Stan	Andis.
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66. 	 	A	sense	of	community	pride	was	strongly	expressed,	most	notably	among	Porirua	
residents,	as	well	as	a	fear	for	its	loss	in	amalgamation.	Some	felt	that	keeping	local	
government local would provide communities with more of a say on matters of local 
interest and that bigger councils put more layers between people and their elected 
representatives.	It	was	felt	that	while	striving	for	greater	efficiency	in	local	government	is	
a commendable aim, local people tend to feel disempowered with a more remote authority 
and	that	dissatisfaction	increases	despite	any	gain	in	efficiencies.10	Several	submissions	
referred	to	the	2011	Australian	Centre	for	Excellence	in	Local	Government	report,	
Consolidation in Local Government: A Fresh Look, and its conclusion that protection and 
preservation of community democracy would be critically at risk in consolidation.11 One 
submitter said that “when local councils disappear, the history and community formally 
represented by that council is diminished”.12

67.		 	Other	submissions	stated	that	there	is	no	reason,	regardless	of	the	final	structure,	why	
representation could not be improved within many local government processes, and that 
spending on community facilities and community-based projects could still be determined 
locally.	It	was	commented	that	provision	of	local	amenities	within	a	larger	structure	is	not	
difficult	to	achieve	and	is	in	fact	already	undertaken	in	some	areas.13 

68. 	 	Many	submitters	felt	that	a	restructure	should	be	about	making	local	democracy	more	
relevant and ensuring local representatives are seen to be part of the wider decision-
making	processes.	Local	governance	was	perceived	as	the	first	step	in	the	scaling	up	to	
national and international governance and should therefore strive to maintain a strong 
focus	on	getting	significant	citizen	input	into	decision-making	processes	as	a	first	priority.	

What is the value of community boards?

69. 	 	Some	submitters	believed	that	community	boards	need	“defined	powers	of	sufficient	
gravity to give them a sense of purpose”.14 There were calls for legislation to be established 
in	order	to	properly	define	their	roles	and	responsibilities.	People	felt	that	effective	
community representation is crucial and that this has not been delivered in the new 
Auckland	local	board	model.	The	community	board	model	was	seen	to	have	“stood	the	test	
of time, even with the vagueness of legislation wording”.15 

70.	  People felt that the ability of community boards to provide local input has been 
underutilised	and	that,	because	of	the	sometimes	quite	different	interests	from	one	
locality to another within present council boundaries, it is helpful to have these interests 
represented locally. This was felt to be important even if the local ‘voice’ feeding in to a 
principal administering authority might only be one or two people.16	Some	argued	that	
cutting community boards as a cost-saving measure during a restructure could not be 
justified	given	that	their	only	cost	is	the	annual	remuneration	of	their	members,	which	is	
a	very	modest	proportion	of	council	budgets.	Another	argument	in	favour	of	community	
boards was that they could be easily incorporated into any of the new models considered 
by	the	Panel	in	the	Issues	Paper.17

71.		 	In	contrast,	others	felt	that	community	boards	are	a	waste	of	money	and	put	officers	

10	 	Submission	#24	Ian	Bardsley.

11	 	Melissa	Gibbs	Chris	Aulich,	Alex	Gooding,	Peter	McKinlay,	Stefanie	Pillors	and	Graham	Sansom	Consolidation in local government: A 
fresh look	(Australian	Centre	of	Excellence	for	Local	Government,	New	South	Wales,	2011).

12	 	Submission	#35	Mike	Grigg.

13	 	Submission	#5	Derek	Shepherd.

14	 	Submission	#24	Ian	Bardsley.

15	 	Submission	#63	Gerald	Davidson.

16	 	Submission	#58	Barbara	Williams.

17  Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel Future Wellington, above n 2.
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and	elected	officials	farther	away	from	communities.	Opponents	felt	Community	Boards	
serve only to add another level of bureaucracy without actually achieving any useful local 
decision making.

72.		 	There	was	some	opposition	to	councillors	being	able	to	serve	on	Community	Boards	on	the	
grounds that they were seen to use the position to ‘grandstand’ rather than represent the 
community.	It	was	also	felt	to	be	a	conflict	of	interest	for	councillors	to	have	the	ability	to	
stand	for	the	District	Council	and	Community	Board	simultaneously.

The need to address low voter turn-out

73.		 	Submitters	felt	that	people	have	to	feel	either	connected	to	the	issues,	or	that	their	vote	
makes	a	difference	to	put	in	the	intellectual	activity	required	to	make	an	educated	vote.	
As	such,	changing	the	size	or	structure	of	local	government	may	make	no	difference	to	
voting	rates.	Instead,	people	thought	that	an	active	social	media	campaign	or	provision	
for online voting might be avenues worth exploring in order to inspire greater local body 
participation. Compulsory voting was also raised as a possibility.

74.		 	Submitters	also	suggested	that	poor	voter	turn-out	is	due	to	a	low	level	of	engagement	
in	local	councils	and	poor	understanding	of	the	local	body	voting	system.	Several	people	
also	commented	that	local	politics	are	given	a	very	low	media	profile.	Another	view	was	
that	turn-out	is	low	because	rates	only	target	property	title-holders.	Lack	of	quality	local	
candidates and a scarcity of local issues that inspire widespread passion were also thought 
to be contributing factors. Others  factors were: confusion around who sets council policy 
(councillors	or	officers);	cynicism	that	regardless	of	who	is	elected,	electors’	views	cannot	
be, and are not, implemented; the constraints of legal issues and legislation on council 
decisions,	wards	and	community	boards	providing	unsatisfactory	service;	and	the	STV	
voting system proving confusing and time-consuming. On the other hand, it was pointed 
out that low voter turn-out in local body elections may be indicative of a sort of apathy 
borne of contentedness, meaning that councils are doing well.

75.		 	It	was	suggested	that	when	local	government	elections	are	held,	it	is	advisable	not	to	
“muddy	the	water”	with	concurrent	elections	for	“the	Health	Board,	the	XYZ	Advisory	Board	
and all the other boards”.18	It	was	thought	that,	while	this	approach	may	not	overcome	
voter apathy, it would at least focus the minds of constituents exclusively on the major 
election of the region’s representatives. 

76.	  People felt that more needs to be done to publicise local elections among younger people 
and build their knowledge from an early age.19 One submitter implored local authorities 
to “communicate with the younger generation by making full use of the fast evolving 
electronic methods”.20 There was support for the Panel’s suggestion that basic civic 
education	would	be	beneficial.	However,	it	was	stressed	that	in	order	to	have	any	real	
and lasting impact it may be necessary for authorities to commit to “an active and on-
going education campaign which is properly funded and resourced”.21 There was a strong 
feeling	that	one	of	the	reasons	for	the	low	voter	interest	in	local	(and	for	that	matter	
central)	government	may	be	the	lack	of	understanding	and	knowledge	on	the	part	of	New	
Zealand	citizens	of	how	democracy	works.	Several	submitters	asked	whether	the	subject	
of	‘democracy’	and	how	it	works	in	New	Zealand	is	being	taught	in	schools.	It	was	thought	
that it should be. 

18	 	Submission	#45	Barbara	Cribb.

19	 	Submission	#132	Wellington	City	Youth	Council.

20	 	Submission	#86	Peter	Drake.

21	 	Submission	#77	Human	Rights	Commission.
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Creating a stronger regional voice

77.		 	Many	people	raised	the	question	of	whether	the	Wellington	region	as	a	collection	of	smaller	
authorities	carries	the	same	clout	at	the	national	level	as	it	would	as	a	more	unified	entity.	
This	led	to	the	assertion	that	size	does	matter.	Many	people	believed	that	the	‘triangle’	of	
Auckland,	Hamilton	and	Tauranga,	as	well	as	the	focus	on	the	Christchurch	rebuild,	will	
each	command	significant	central	government	attention,	to	the	detriment	of	Wellington,	
especially	if	the	Wellington	region’s	‘voice’	is	disparate	and	fragmented.	In	comparison,	
it	was	felt	that	the	local	government	structure	in	Auckland	and	Christchurch	already	
facilitates a cohesive strategic direction.22	One	submitter	commented:	“Without	unified	
direction,	we	won't	get	the	effectiveness	and	efficiency	we	need	for	the	region	to	grow	and	
flourish	between	Auckland	and	Canterbury”.23

78.		 	Why	does	Wellington	need	one	voice?	Why	should	it	compete	with	Auckland?	Some	
submitters	who	posed	these	questions	pointed	out	that	Auckland	is	home	to	nearly	half	
of	the	population	of	the	country	so	deserves	the	lion's	share	of	government	funding.	A	
number	of	people	commented	that	it	is	simply	too	soon	after	the	advent	of	the	Auckland	
super-city to assess its viability or make comparisons with Wellington. People thought 
that	Wellington	is	too	geographically	diverse	with	a	mixture	of	different	(rural	and	urban)	
economies	for	something	resembling	the	Auckland	model	to	work.	The	Auckland	model	
was	also	criticised	for	giving	too	much	power	to	the	Mayor	and	for	creating	a	deficit	in	
meaningful local decision making. 

79.		 	Supporters	of	the	Auckland	model	stated	that	Auckland	is	now	able	to	speak	with	a	single	
voice and engage effectively with central government departments, as well as the private 
sector,	to	get	agreement	and	resources	for	planned	developments.	Maintaining	relativity	
with	Auckland	in	terms	of	the	ability	for	Wellington	to	engage	with	central	government	
was	seen	to	be	important.	Some	people	forecast	that	Wellington	could	become	politically	
marginalised if it is not able to speak with a single, consistent voice.24 People also feared 
that	the	Auckland	super-city	will	increase	the	strength	of	gravity	towards	Auckland,	not	
only	in	terms	of	political	attention,	but	also	by	attracting	firms	and	households.	To	address	
this, a number of submitters advised that Wellington must leverage its proximity and 
relationship with national decision makers in the capital city.25

80. 	 	Many	people	perceived	a	lack	of	current	effectiveness	in	local	government.	‘Bidding	wars’	
between local councils were said to hinder economic development, and the non-binding 
nature of regional strategies and plans was seen to result in local council parochialism 
in	implementation.	Some	remarked	that	councils’	reluctance	to	join	up	to	a	coordinated	
approach	to	governance	does	not	bode	well	for	future	shared	services.	Some	voiced	
reservations as to the effectiveness of shared services, based on recent controversies such 
as concern that the new emergency management structure may reduce services to Porirua 
primary schools, as well as Wellington City Council’s decision to back out of a sewage and 
solid waste disposal agreement without any consultation.

81.   One submission stated that a major challenge to collaboration is around attractions to the 
area that are presently largely under the control of Wellington City but that are in actual 
fact ‘owned’ by the region and should thus be managed and funded regionally. Examples 
provided	of	such	entities	were	the	Westpac	Stadium	and	Wellington	airport.26

82.   There was concern that the region’s current nine councils have too many plans and policy 

22	 	Submission	#174	Victoria	University.

23	 	Submission	#215	Jeanette	Brunton.

24	 	Submission	#146	Wellington	Employers’	Chamber	of	Commerce.

25	 	Submission	#173	New	Zealand	Council	for	Infrastructure	Development.

26	 	Submission	#61	Norman	Wilkins.
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statements. There was also a perception that there does not appear to have been enough 
‘follow through’  on many goals jointly agreed to, ranging from ways to stimulate the 
regional	economy	through	to	action	in	response	to	climate	change.	Some	people	thought	
it was unrealistic to expect the current lack of effectiveness to be solved by voluntary 
collaboration between councils, despite there being evidence of some successful examples 
of	this	(for	instance	the	cross-council	SMART	Governance	Group	library	system).	It	was	
proposed that more effective collaboration between the cities and districts of the Wellington 
region	should	be	a	task	for	an	overarching	body.	Some	submitters	liked	this	idea	because	
they	believed	that,	in	terms	of	prosperity,	the	whole	region	is	interdependent.	It	was	
thought that acting on this interdependence will involve attitudinal and maybe legal 
changes	that	could	be	difficult,	but	that	if	the	region	cannot	pull	together	where	common	
interests	exist	then	it	will	not	be	able	to	compete	with	Auckland.	

83. 	 	Some	submissions	stated	that	competence	of	staff	and	councillors	is	more	important	than	
‘regional vs. local’ in determining whether councils are effective or not. The ability to 
attract and empower the right people was seen to be crucial and it was thought that this 
can only happen for the region as a whole if there is a major consolidation of councils.

84.   One area in which collaboration between the region’s various cities and/or administrative 
bodies was seen to be essential was on transport issues. One submission stated that it is 
no accident that Wellington has the highest use of public transport in the country, since the 
movement	along	narrow	and	constricted	‘corridors’	lends	itself	to	public	transport.	It	was	
thus proposed that a future overarching transport authority for the region needs to place 
more	emphasis	on	public	rather	than	private	modes	of	transport	(especially	rail),	because	
the	present	government	policy	of	prioritising	roads	does	not	fit	well	with	the	reality	of	the	
Wellington region.27

Overcoming duplication

85.   One view was that effectiveness, as a criterion for measuring the performance of local 
government, should be couched within the context of a clear strategic vision that is based 
on sustainable development and the responsible management of resources. Examples 
given concerning the lack of current effectiveness in local government were a Wairarapa 
waste water project, and the misuse of another Wairarapa streambed for cattle grazing.28 
Also,	duplication	of	functions	(such	as	the	provision	of	broadband)	between	regional	and	
local councils, between local government and central government, and between all of the 
above and private business operators was highlighted in order to illustrate the notion that 
current	governance	arrangements	are	‘below	par’.	Another	example	of	where	duplication	is	
seen to be evident is in provision of social housing, for which central and local government 
activities are apparently overlapping. 

86. 	 	Some	people	also	felt	strongly	that	councils	should	not	replicate	services	provided	by	other	
organisations and, in particular, that no local authority should provide a service that is 
already	provided	by	private	enterprise.	Some	examples	supplied	were:	affordable	housing	
advocacy, employment advocacy, migrant settlement facilitation, pensioner housing and 
business support.29

27	 	Submission	#61	Norman	Wilkins.

28	 	Submission	#7	Perry	Cameron.

29	 	Submission	#148	Alex	Metcalfe.
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Will	economies	of	scale	deliver	efficiency	gains?

87.		 	Some	remained	unconvinced	by	economic	arguments	for	amalgamation.	A	reason	for	
this	was	the	perceived	lack	of	reputable	evidence	for	the	efficiency	gains	derived	from	
economies	of	scale	and	scope.	Several	submissions	referenced	the	conclusions	drawn	
by	the	Australian	Centre	of	Excellence	for	Local	Government	in	its	Consolidation in Local 
Government	report	(2011)	to	illustrate	that	there	is	little	evidence	to	support	the	idea	
that	amalgamation	results	in	significant	cost	savings	and	therefore	lower	council	rates.30	A	
commonly held view was that bigger is not always better. One submitter commented that 
size	does	not	necessarily	attract	better	people,	but	rather	that,	“Higher	pay	cheques	draw	
people	who	want	higher	pay	cheques”.31 

88. 	 	Among	those	who	disputed	the	efficiency	gains	to	be	made	from	economies	of	scale,	
there were claims that recent rises in local government expenditure can be linked to prior 
amalgamations. One submission stated that the 1989 amalgamations resulted in such 
substantial increases in operating costs that many of the merged councils were forced to 
curb spending on maintenance and infrastructure.32 This submitter also claimed that recent 
rates rises are a result of councils catching up on this delayed investment and that data 
from	New	Zealand	and	around	the	world	confirms	that	merging	local	authorities	and	further	
centralising	decision	making	increases	costs	and	reduces	efficiency.	Supporters	of	the	
status	quo	remained	doubtful	that	amalgamations	would	deliver	any	savings	because	they	
argued that labour costs to deliver services would necessarily be similar. The conclusion 
in these submissions was that any savings with amalgamations could also be attained 
through	shared	service	arrangements.	People	felt	that	greater	efficiency	should	not	come	
at the expense of allowing people to have their say or at the expense of the environment. 

Support for an integrated regional approach

89.   There was considerable support for a more integrated approach to infrastructure 
management and service delivery and mention was made of the costs of administration 
due	to	duplication	of	services,	equipment,	premises	and	such.	There	was	a	firm	belief	
that	infrastructure	investments	(such	as	transport,	land	use,	housing	and	energy)	need	
to be integrated in design and location and that the current ‘fragmented’ planning and 
investment processes across the region only serve to “exacerbate tensions, contradictions 
and unnecessary competition”.33	Some	championed	a	governance	model	capable	of	
providing	unified	and	strategic	economic,	spatial	and	regulatory	planning	at	a	regional	
level. The current governance and planning arrangements were described as ‘splintered’ 
and neither a good use of resources nor in the best interests of the region.34

90.   This led some to conclude that for a region the size of Wellington, with its range of 
“disparate economic and social pressure points”, local government amalgamation may 
be the only sensible long-term option.35	Supporters	of	the	economies	of	scale	argument	
commented that one would expect and indeed anticipate that fewer councils would be more 
efficient	given	that	the	region	is	home	to	fewer	than	half	a	million	people.	One	submission	
stressed	that	it	is	important	to	consider	“the	competencies	required	by	local	government	
in the Wellington region and the size of the local government entity in which the critical 
competencies can be built and maintained, and any specialist competencies where a 
joint capability could be developed with another local government or central government 
entity”.36

30	 	Australian	Centre	of	Excellence	for	Local	Government,	above	n	11.

31	 	Submission	#34	Kilian	de	Lacy.

32	 	Submission	#49	Cities	and	Towns	Project.

33	 	Submission	#78	Ralph	Chapman	and	Philippa	Howden-Chapman.

34	 	Submission	#45	Barbara	Cribb.

35	 	Submission	#3	Chris	Turver.

36	 	Submission	#175	Institute	of	Public	Administration	New	Zealand.
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91. 	 	Efficiencies	were	seen	to	accrue	from	looking	after	the	whole	region	with	a	coordinated	
planning	process	and	an	“efficient	and	positive	attitude	to	growing	the	region	in	a	holistic	
manner”.37 The perceived advantages of adopting an integrated regional approach included:

•	 A	more	consistent	and	efficient	regulatory	environment

•	 More	leveraging	on	infrastructure	projects

•	 A	coordinated	and	conclusive	view	on	important	issues	such	as	water,	transport,	waste	
processing and disposal, regional parks and facilities

•	 A	reduction	in	duplication	of	activities	administered,	resulting	in	an	eventual	benefit	to	
ratepayers in the amounts levied and used

•	 A	single	coordinated	vision	for	where	the	region	is	going

92. 	 	It	was	felt	that	efficiencies	could	also	be	achieved	in	the	context	of	sustainability	outcomes.	
A	stated	impetus	for	change	was	that	maintaining	the	status	quo	would	equate	to	an	
enormous	waste	of	resources.	Additionally	it	was	suggested	that	greater	scale	would	
provide an opportunity to develop an integrated regional transport and housing policy to 
attract	and	retain	‘young	marrieds’	and	‘starter	households’.	It	was	suggested	that	this	
would involve the measured decentralisation of activities from Wellington City, and the 
planned development of specialisation and growth hot spots across the entire region.38

93.   There was a relatively even split between those for and against regulatory harmonisation 
across the region. Those in support commented that a standardised system and regulatory 
environment	would	prove	simpler	and	more	efficient	with	the	effect	of	increasing	business	
activity	and	investment.	A	single	regulatory	authority	and	consistent	approach	to	regulation	
were predicted to lead to reduced compliance costs and be easier for business and 
developers to navigate. 

94.   Those against stated that the region is too diverse for such an approach to work. The 
requirements	of	a	rural	farming	area	and	a	commercial,	residential	area	respectively	
were said to be vastly different and that the ability to harmonise these two positions 
was unrealistic. The diverging aims and aspirations of each were thought to be such that 
attempts	to	harmonise	would	only	lead	to	serious	conflict.

Economic development: good governance and stronger regional 

collaboration 

95.   Wide-ranging views were expressed on how economic development should be managed 
and	at	what	scale.	Some	said	simply	that	local	government	should	do	more	in	this	space,	
but	gave	no	indication	of	how	this	should	be	managed	in	practice	(such	as	whether	at	a	
regional,	local/district,	community	board	or	some	other	level	of	governance).	Some	specific	
examples were given of ways in which local government could be doing more to support 
economic growth in the Wellington region. One proposal was the introduction of ultra-fast 
broadband	so	the	IT	industry	could	adequately	service	the	Pacific	Basin	and	South	East	
Asia.39	Another	proposal	was	for	local	government	to	push	for	direct	air	services	to	Asia.	A	
third suggestion was that local government should do more to encourage manufacturing 
jobs to move back to the region, and emphasise a focus on locally-made goods rather than 
imports.40 

37	 	Submission	#53	Chris	Mackenzie.

38	 	Submission	#31	Keith	Johnson.

39	 	Submission	#45	Barbara	Cribb.

40	 	Submission	#34	Kilian	de	Lacy.
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96. 		 	Several	submissions	commented	that	regional	economic	development	tends	to	depend	
on	the	state	of	the	national	economy,	and	that	the	greatest	influences	on	economic	
growth are the policies of central government in the context of global economic issues. 
For this reason, some felt unconvinced that amalgamation would be any more effective 
than	the	status	quo	in	enhancing	economic	growth.	One	submission	stated	it	was	unclear	
whether business interests would necessarily favour a region because of the size of its 
local	authority/authorities	due	to	there	being	“many	other	more	pressing	influences	on	the	
location of business”.41	Many	submissions	said	that	economic	policies	must	take	account	of	
the changing demographics in the region, especially the ageing population and declining 
workforce.42

97.		 	Most	felt	confident	that	economic	activity	would	be	improved	and	encouraged	in	the	
region by a move towards a consistent governing council, and with the application of 
consistent regulation across the region. Others were unconvinced that it is the job of local 
government to focus on economic growth and development, but rather that the focus 
should be on the development and resilience of the region’s infrastructure so that it may 
accommodate economic growth when or if it occurs. This stemmed from the opinion that 
previous council attempts to encourage economic growth had proven costly and largely 
ineffective.	It	was	pointed	out	that	the	digital	revolution	is	changing	the	way	people	
communicate,	work,	learn	and	travel.	Because	of	this,	we	should	“expect	very	different	
patterns of activity in coming years. These impacts will not respect local area boundaries 
and	only	a	wider	authority	can	balance	emerging	concerns	and	benefits”.43 

98.   There was some support voiced for the work of Grow Wellington in helping to start and 
grow business in the region; however, there was criticism that Grow Wellington has focused 
too narrowly on Wellington City to the detriment of economic development in the region as 
a	whole.	Some	people	were	concerned	about	how	to	build	a	working	relationship	between	
all the distinctive communities that make up the Wellington region in order to combat on-
going impoverishment in the outlying areas.44 

99. 	 	It	was	proposed	that	Grow	Wellington	should	be	remodelled	as	a	public/private	partnership.	
It	was	also	recommended	that	the	agency’s	export	targeted	mandate	be	broadened	in	
order	to	benefit	more	businesses	in	the	region.	A	number	of	positive	comments	were	made	
regarding new leadership at Grow Wellington and a new commitment to collaborations 
with territorial authorities across the region. The recent refresh of the Wellington Regional 
Strategy	was	seen	to	have	provided	Grow	Wellington	with	a	clearer	focus,	although	there	
were still concerns about on-going fragmentation and duplication of economic development 
activities	across	the	region.	It	was	therefore	felt	that	integration	of	the	economic	
development	function	for	the	region	is	required	and	that	this	needs	to	focus	much	more	on	
economic	issues	(including	infrastructure),	environmental	sustainability	and	resilience.	

100.  One submission cautioned that making economic development the criterion which drives 
all activity is “intellectually fashionable, but short-sighted and potentially destructive”.45	A	
more	holistic	view	of	economic	development	was	advocated	in	the	statement	that,	“Any	
‘growth’ needs to be seen within a strategic context across the whole region and in the 
context	of	some	bottom-lines	that	reflect	the	ability	of	the	environment	to	sustain	them	
over time”.46

41	 	Submission	#118	Jim	and	Ruth	Mansell.

42	 	Submission	#210	Ian	and	Jean	Gunn.

43	 	Submission	#173	New	Zealand	Council	for	Infrastructure	Development.

44	 	Submission	#28	Sustainable	Wairarapa.

45	 	Submission	#130	Geoffrey	L	Mann.

46	 	Submission	#37	Judy	Lawrence.
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101. 	A	number	of	suggestions	were	offered	for	how	economic	development	should	be	
approached in the region and what principles should underlie any such approach, including:

•	 Functionality	for	domestic	enterprise	and	(added	value)	international	trade,	
encompassing freight and passenger services, tourism, theatre and the arts

•	 Regulatory	efficiency	and	effectiveness,	including	better	models	for	the	regulation	of	
public/private	liabilities.	Assets	should	be	shown	to	be	used	and	useful,	and	rates	of	
return should be monitored and adjusted

•	 Recognition	of	the	added	value	of	rural	activity,	for	instance	Wairarapa	position	as	a	
large	dairy	producer,	as	well	as	its	fisheries,	horticulture	and	tourism	activities

•	 A	concept	of	prosperity	based	on	economic	resilience	and	income	security	rather	than	
growth per se in order to underscore the social, environmental and cultural dimensions 
that support prosperity but are also vital in their own right

•	 Restructuring	with	the	goal	of	providing	an	environment	where	the	tourism	sector	can	
make the region an exciting place to visit, attracting new business and investment 

•	 Ensuring	that	economic	development	activities	do	not	place	an	unreasonable	burden	
on	residents	and	ratepayers	and	that	financially	deprived	areas	and	those	with	a	high	
percentage	of	elderly	residents	are	not	adversely	affected	by	funding	requirements	for	
economic projects

•	 More	initiatives	that	build	attractive	employment	and	create	a	social	atmosphere	that	
will encourage young people to want to stay, work and live in the region, such as: more 
incentives for businesses to provide internships for young people; more local activities 
and events which are affordable and accessible for young people to partake in; more 
opportunities for young people to lead economic development processes and showcase 
their talents to experts in local professional industries

•	 A	clear	focus	on	where	the	region	fits	into	the	wider	economy	and	the	subsequent	
development of a careful strategy for keeping key businesses in this region

Local functions at the local level, regional functions at the regional level

102.  There was considerable debate around what the core functions of local government 
should	be.	A	popular	view	was	that	management	of	parks	and	reserves,	as	well	as	
local	facilities	and	infrastructure,	should	remain	the	local	responsibility.	It	was	also	
suggested that territorial authorities continue to carry out their planning functions as 
well	as	being	responsible	for	the	wide	range	of	other	local	issues	that	require	local	
democratic	participation.	Most	thought	that	regional	planning	and	issues	that	are	critical	
to regional security should be made at the regional level. The rationale for this division 
of responsibilities was that this would satisfy the need to retain community identity and 
provide strong democratic representation while also acknowledging that “the most practical 
and cost-effective approach to frontline services is through employment of locally resident 
staff”.47 

103. Services	that	most	submitters	felt	a	regional	entity	should	be	responsible	for	were:

•	 Rating	

•	 Planning	(spatial,	district,	natural	resource	and	transport)	

47	 	Submission	#36	Aldous	MacIvor.
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•	 Sustainable	economic	development	

•	 Public	transport	

•	 Flood	protection	

•	 The	‘three	waters’	(water	supply,	waste	water,	stormwater)

•	 Solid	waste	management	

•	 Regulatory	functions	

•	 Land	use	

•	 Regional	parks,	biodiversity	and	biosecurity	

•	 Harbour	safety	and	emergency	management	

•	 Human	resources,	procurement	and	supply	

•	 IT	and	financial	management

•	 Monitoring	government-provided	services	and	advocating	for	the	region

104. Local functions were seen to include:

•	 Neighbourhood	design	

•	 Liquor	licensing	

•	 Street	lighting	

•	 Community	amenities	and	recreation	facilities	

•	 Local	parks

•	 Brothels	

•	 Graffiti	management	

•	 Community	events	and	festivals		

•	 Monitoring	the	impact	of	government	agencies	(such	as	education,	housing,	health)

105.  Libraries, swimming pools and animal control might also be delivered locally although 
there may be central policy and coordination. Funding of non-government organisations 
and events could be funded at both the regional and local levels. People felt that local 
communities will need linkages between the local and regional functions.

Developing resilience

106.  There were diverging views on the role that local government should play in the area of 
natural	hazards.	Some	felt	that	council	participation	in	this	domain	is	unwarranted	and	that	
people should be wholly responsible for their own safety when it comes to natural hazards. 
This view, however, was in the minority, as most believed that building resilience to climate 
change	and	its	effects	(such	as	sea	level	rise),	as	well	as	earthquakes	and	natural	hazards,	
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is absolutely critical. Responsiveness to these risks must be developed at multiple scales, 
including at the local government level. 

107.	  There was fairly robust support for a stronger regional approach to emergency 
management. There was a view that, due to the diverse geographic nature of the region, 
it would be essential to have the necessary autonomous emergency response within each 
area.48	In	terms	of	preparing	for	an	event	such	as	a	maritime	disaster,	the	Coastal	Lifeboat	
Strategy	in	Britain	was	suggested	as	a	possible	model	for	the	Wellington	region.49 

108. 	It	was	noted	that	individual	councils	are	currently	participating	in	the	Civil	Defence	
Emergency	Management	committee	but	“optimal	results	are	hard	to	achieve	because	
councils	have	varying	capacity	(a	small	ratepayer	base	is	not	able	to	fund	the	demands	that	
now	exist,	especially	infrastructure)	and	that	councils	all	undertake	this	work	separately	
so there is no ability to prioritise across the region”.50	In	a	broader	sense,	it	was	stressed	
that	resilience	issues	cross	individual	council	boundaries	(flood	protection,	coastal	hazards,	
climate	change,	water	supply,	waste	water	management)	so	there	is	therefore	a	need	for	a	
single regional authority to plan and deliver solutions.

109. 	Submitters’	focus	on	resilience	encompassed	not	only	the	strength	and	adaptive	capacity	of	
governance systems for the good of current residents and ratepayers, but also those of the 
future.	Several	submitters	suggested	that	the	concept	of	intergenerational	equity	should	
permeate all local government policy, meaning that priority setting must ensure that the 
natural and built environment of the region should meet the infrastructural needs and 
social needs of the citizens into the future. 

110. 	The	concept	of	‘resilience’	presented	in	the	Panel’s	Issues	Paper	was	queried	for	seemingly	
being	confined	to	resilience	to	shocks	only.51	It	was	noted	that	change	may	occur	more	
insidiously over time, building to a threshold, beyond which a new state results. This 
type	of	change	–	sea	level	rise	was	given	as	an	example	–	was	seen	to	require	different	
approaches prior to the threshold being reached. The value in taking a broader approach 
to resilience was emphasised in the comment that, “Resilience is an important guiding 
principle related to sustainable management and development for local government in the 
sense that the region can manage changing risks over time”.52

What	falls	under	‘spatial	planning’	and	what	are	the	benefits?

111. 	Submitters	were	interested	in	the	question	of	how	any	new	governance	structures	would	
take	account	of	spatial	planning	at	local,	regional	and	national	levels.	A	small	number	
of submissions opposed the development and implementation of a regional spatial 
plan. There was some concern around how the local character of communities would be 
maintained	and	enhanced	in	a	regional	spatial	planning	regime.	The	question	of	heritage	
and heritage buildings in the context of planning was raised. One opposing view was that 
the establishment of a spatial plan would only lead to the creation of “more policy analyst 
positions at large cost to the ratepayer” and that a regional spatial plan would not allow for 
individual communities to be diverse and to determine their own look and feel.53 

112. 	A	substantial	majority	supported	a	more	unified	vision	and	strategic	direction	for	the	
region.	It	was	felt	that	considerable	benefits	could	arise	from	regional	planning,	and	
submitters urged the adoption of a collaborative, community-based process to create an 

48	 	Submission	#61	Norman	Wilkins.

49	 	Submission	#70	Perry	Cameron.

50	 	Submission	#90	Group	of	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Councillors.

51  Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel Future Wellington, above n 2.

52	 	Submission	#37	Judy	Lawrence.

53	 	Submission	#34	Kilian	de	Lacy.
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overarching spatial plan for the use of the physical, social and environmental resources 
and	other	key	elements	that	are	essential	for	sustainably	developing	the	region.	It	was	
also said that spatial planning should be conducted in consultation with land owners and 
that	spatial	planners	need	to	be	made	legally	responsible	to	those	who	may	be	financially	
affected by their decisions. 

113. 	A	number	of	people	highlighted	that	there	is	debate	around	what	a	regional	spatial	plan	
involves,	especially	in	the	context	of	the	recently	released	Auckland	Plan.	It	was	therefore	
felt that before planning for the Wellington region’s future is truly underway, it would be 
helpful	to	gain	further	clarification	about	what	might	come	under	the	umbrella	of	spatial	
planning and how this would be implemented. 

114. Some	benefits	of	spatial	planning	to	be	identified	were:

•	 Integrated	transport	and	better	community	transport	corridors

•	 Better	ability	to	facilitate	inter-regional	labour	and	freight	movement

•	 Development	and	implementation	of	a	unified	vision,	creating	a	strong	voice	for	the	
southern	North	Island

•	 Better	coordination	of	regional	services,	such	as	water	and	waste

•	 Enhanced	focus	on	regional	issues	and	local	community	strengths

•	 Stimulation	of	economic	growth	through	reduction	in	transport	costs	and	increased	
labour market access

115. 	There	was	a	perception	that	Auckland	is	struggling	with	the	integration	between	its	spatial	
plan and other planning documents and that this issue needs to be addressed by central 
government for the whole country.54 Overall, it was felt that when it comes to spatial plans, 
Wellington needs one, but only if there is a single council that gives effect to it, and only 
if	there	is	a	Mayor	who	sells	a	coherent	vision	to	voters.	The	issues	of	duplication	and	lack	
of current cooperation across the region were again raised here. One submission summed 
up the problem by saying: “The big issue is that Wellington as a whole needs to compete 
against	the	big	cities	of	the	Upper	North	Island.	However	at	present	the	sub-cities	within	
Wellington are too distracted competing against themselves”.55

Mäori representation

116. 	There	was	no	consensus	among	submissions	on	the	issue	of	Mäori	representation	in	any	
new local government structure, though both supporters and opponents made reference 
to the Treaty of Waitangi in order to support their position, whether for or against. Those 
who	opposed	the	creation	of	dedicated	Mäori	seats	believed	that	current	arrangements	
for	Mäori	input	into	local	government	are	adequate	and	do	not	need	to	be	extended.	
These	arguments	were	based	on	notions	of	fairness	and	the	view	that	equality	means	‘one	
person, one vote’.56 

117.	 	Others	felt	very	strongly	about	representation	of	Mäori	in	local	government	and	were	
in	favour	of	a	dedicated	seat	(or	seats)	for	Mäori	or	some	other	form	of	representation	
seen	to	reflect	the	principles	of	the	Treaty	of	Waitangi.	It	was	stated	that	the	principle	
reason	for	establishing	Mäori	seats	is	to	give	effect	to	Treaty	obligations.	The	existence	

54	 	Submission	#90	Group	of	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Councillors.

55	 	Submission	#112	Chris	Parker.

56	 	Submission	#50	Dr	John	Robinson.
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of	other	representation	arrangements	in	the	region	is	no	substitute	for	guaranteed	Mäori	
participation	in	local	government	decision	making	through	Mäori	wards	or	constituencies.

118. 	Conversely,	opponents	commented	that,	in	terms	of	the	Treaty,	they	could	find	no	case	
for	a	specific	and	reserved	seat	for	Mäori	on	local	bodies.	There	was	some	concern	that	
‘privileges’	to	any	group	should	not	be	automatically	conferred.	Another	concern	was	that	
the	form	of	Mäori	representation	adopted	in	the	Auckland	model	(the	Mäori	Statutory	
Board),	had	come	at	large	expense	and	that	this	example	should	not	be	emulated	in	the	
Wellington case.

119. 	A	significant	number	of	submitters	were	of	the	view	that	Mäori	representation	is	essential	
but that the form of representation should be determined by local iwi. One organisation 
recommended	engagement	with	Mäori,	both	mana	whenua	and	other	Mäori	interests,	
to	discuss	Mäori	seats	on	their	local	or	regional	council	and	then	supporting	what	Mäori	
believe	would	best	serve	the	interests	of	Mäori.57

Rates	and	finance:	transparency,	equity	and	affordability

120. 	Rates	were	an	issue	of	high	priority	for	a	large	proportion	of	submitters.	A	central	question	
was what the effect on rates would be under any new governance model for those living 
in	each	of	the	current	territorial	authorities	across	the	region.	Many	people	based	their	
fundamental view of local government amalgamation solely on what they perceived the 
impact on rates would be. For instance, a typical stance was to oppose amalgamation 
“unless it leads to tangible increases in service delivery, reduced user payments or lower 
rates”.58	Some	submissions	explicitly	stated	that	citizens	have	very	little	interest	in	what	
local authorities do, but are “greatly concerned that their rates should not continue to 
escalate”.59

121. 	In	terms	of	what	form	of	rating	system	or	systems	would	best	serve	the	region	and	its	
various	communities,	contrasting	views	were	in	evidence.	Those	in	favour	of	the	status	quo	
argued that the present rating system, albeit with improvements made by each council, is 
likely	to	yield	better	results	than	a	large	single	system	because	back	office	savings	would	
likely	be	quickly	absorbed	into	‘nice	to	have	services’	rather	than	benefiting	ratepayers	by	
producing lower costs and improved services.60 

122. 	There	was	significant	criticism	of	the	current	rating	system,	including	charges	that	it	is	
neither	transparent	nor	equitable.	These	criticisms	were	based	on	the	belief	that	various	
types	of	ratepayers	(such	as	residential,	business,	rural)	each	have	different	needs	and	
that fairness must be demonstrated in setting rates by publishing the formulae on rates 
allocations	for	different	types	of	ratepayers,	as	well	as	the	basis	of	any	subsidies.	Some	
felt	that	rates	could	be	calculated	more	equitably	and,	at	least	partially,	be	based	on	
income	and	services	tax.	Alternatively,	it	was	thought	that	rates	should	be	calculated	
against Quotable Value data for capital value because land value-based rating does not 
capture development changes as well. There was also a view that councils should focus on 
a	transparent	and	accountable	rating	structure	that	keeps	rates	at	or	below	inflation	while	
investing only where it is needed. 

123. 	A	number	of	submissions	highlighted	the	lack	of	affordability	of	rates	rises	for	
superannuitants in particular. There was protest voiced at rates not being income-based, 
resulting	in	the	impact	falling	most	heavily	upon	fixed-income	retired	people	with	long-
established homes now of high value.61

57	 	Submission	#77	Human	Rights	Commission.

58	 	Submission	#19	Gary	Roberts.

59	 	Submission	#25	Alwyn	Parry.

60	 	Submission	#46	Kevin	Chamberlain.

61	 	Submission	#69	Murray	McElhinney.
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124. 	Those	in	favour	of	a	more	unified	approach	to	rating	argued	that	creating	a	single	rating	
body	will	likely	lead	to	efficiency	gains,	though	as	in	the	Auckland	case,	there	will	be	
winners	and	losers.	It	was	acknowledged	that	rationalisation	of	rates	would	be	difficult,	
given	the	range	of	properties	and	valuations	across	the	region.	Some	feared	that	
attempting to rationalise the various rating systems on an even revenue per capita basis 
would	lead	to	gross	inequalities.	The	uneven	financial	impact	on	ratepayers	from	a	change	
like	that	introduced	in	Auckland	may	prove	the	biggest	and	most	unpopular	disruption	in	a	
reorganisation of the Wellington region. 

125. 	It	was	suggested	that	a	split	between	specific	local	rates	and	generic	regional	rates	could	
continue	to	apply,	but	that	a	single	administration	could	deliver	efficiencies	and	economies	
in	collection	and	expenditure.	It	was	also	suggested	that	targeted	rates	could	be	used	
to service legacy debts. Those in favour of a single rating system for the region stressed 
that	it	was	important	to	find	a	way	to	provide	a	more	honest,	or	less	political,	assessment	
of likely savings and impacts on different areas, so ratepayers are not “surprised or 
disillusioned	by	the	final	outcomes”.62

126.  Wairarapa stood out as a particularly contentious part of the rates debate. Wairarapa 
has	higher	rates	(in	a	ratio	to	capital	value)	than	the	rest	of	the	region.	It	was	pondered	
whether rates in other parts of the region should rise in order to be fair to those in 
Wairarapa,	assuming	that	Wairarapa	rates	were	not	reduced.	It	was	argued	that	a	
Wairarapa unitary council would be unworkable in a rates context because it was calculated 
that	to	retain	the	same	level	of	service	presently	provided	would	require	a	300%	increase	
in the regional rate portion.63

127.	 	There	was	particular	concern	among	Hutt	Valley	residents	that	a	single	rating	system	would	
equate	to	ratepayers	in	the	Hutt	Valley	financing	Wellington	City	debt.	A	typical	sentiment	
among	these	submitters	was	that,	“Those	who	have	exercised	financial	prudence	should	
not be penalised by the burden of less well-managed councils”.64	However	another	view	
was that a restructure is not about reducing rates, but that it should moderate future 
increases and provide better value for the rates that are collected.

128.  People were interested in whether a plan would be developed to even out differing levels 
of indebtedness in the various territories across the region. There was also concern for 
the	need	to	consider	intergenerational	equity	in	terms	of	ongoing	debt.	Calls	were	made	
for some limit to be imposed on the amount of debt that councils can accumulate, and 
it	was	thought	that	the	need	for	local	government	to	be	financially	sustainable	must	be	
ensured	in	the	strongest	possible	terms.	One	proposed	solution	was	the	creation	of	a	Debt	
Management	Commission	led	by	an	appointee	from	the	Treasury	to	oversee	and	authorise	
any	local	authority	borrowing	greater	than	3%	of	total	income,	which	would	limit	total	debt	
to	a	maximum	of	175%	of	total	income.65

Term limits for councillors

129. 	A	firm	view	to	surface	was	that	term	limits	for	councillors	should	be	introduced.	It	was	
thought that the introduction of term limits for local body elected representatives would 
combat	the	phenomenon	of	the	“loud	squeaky	wheel”	being	repeatedly	re-elected,	
regardless of whether they were “past their use-by date”.66	It	was	felt	that	the	role	of	a	
councillor	should	not	be	treated	as	a	career.	Many	people	favoured	the	idea	of	councillors	
being treated more like directors of a community-owned company, in order to ensure a 
greater sense of responsibility and accountability, and in order that they could be rotated 
off	the	council	so	that	fresh	blood	and	fresh	ideas	could	emerge	and	flourish.	

62	 	Submission	#33	Christine	Winstanley.

63	 	Submission	#48	Rex	McKay.
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130. 	Some	suggested	that	an	alternative	to	limiting	the	tenure	of	elected	councillors	would	be	
a system in which only half were up for re-election, as is standard for many boards. The 
rationale for this approach was that valuable institutional memory and experience would 
be lost if all councillors must step down only to be replaced by a completely new and 
inexperienced	team.	It	was	suggested	that	if	there	were	fewer	councillors	in	the	region,	
they	could	be	paid	a	salary	that	reflects	their	responsibilities,	attracting	more	skilled	people	
to the job.

Hesitations about Council Controlled Organisations

131. 	It	is	clear	that	Council	Controlled	Organisations	(CCOs)	are	entities	of	a	somewhat	
enigmatic and mysterious nature for many, and the general lack of understanding of their 
purpose or possible worth makes them subjects of considerable suspicion. Reasons given 
for opposition to CCOs were:

•	 Questionable	performance	of	past	and	current	CCOs

•	 Less	accountability	and	less	transparency	of	ratepayer-funded	services

•	 In-house	model	of	business	units	within	councils	is	more	appropriate	than	outsourcing

•	 Represent	a	dangerous	move	towards	a	culture	of	privatisation	and	corporatisation

•	When	a	government	business	unit	is	privatised	(such	as	a	water	authority)	the	result	
is	often	not	a	competitive	firm	but	a	monopoly	whose	profits	are	determined	more	by	
government policy than market performance

•	 Not	suitable	for	monopoly	functions	or	rates-funded	resources	such	as	water

•	 Vulnerable	to	adverse	policy	decisions	so	buyers	typically	require	advance	guarantees	of	
favourable policy

•	 Such	enterprises	typically	require	close	regulation	to	prevent	exploitation	of	consumers

•	 The	services	provided	are	often	too	important	to	fail.	If	they	run	into	financial	
difficulties,	the	government	has	no	alternative	but	to	bail	them	out

132. 	A	counter-balance	to	the	suspicion	and	criticisms	of	CCOs	was	the	view	that	local	governing	
bodies have not produced a very impressive record of service delivery and that the 
commercial	imperatives	embedded	in	the	CCO	model	would	likely	ensure	greater	efficiency	
and effectiveness. Those in favour of the CCO model argued that councillors should be 
responsible for setting the high-level policy and standards to be achieved, and performance 
monitoring, but should then “leave it to the professionals” to get on with delivering the 
services.67

133. 	A	number	of	submitters	said	that	CCOs	may	be	better	equipped	than	local	bodies	to	deliver	
certain	services,	such	as	the	three	waters	(storm	water,	water	supply	and	waste	water/
sewage)	and	roading.	One	industry	perspective	was	that	the	current	integrated	service	
model for water should be expanded to include the bulk water supply responsibilities that 
currently	reside	with	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council.	It	was	argued	that	this	
would	provide	significantly	better	coordination	of	planning,	management	and	operational	
functions	across	the	three	water	activities,	resulting	in	further	significant	cost	savings.	
Supporters	of	this	model	claimed	that	reform	of	water	services	in	other	jurisdictions	has	
demonstrated	that	efficiencies	and	economies,	along	with	improved	customer	services	
levels,	can	be	achieved	by	rationalising	water	services.	It	was	also	claimed	that	there	is	no	

67	 	Submission	#76	Michael	Garlick.
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evidence that placement at arm’s length from, or loss of, local political control has had any 
detrimental effects on service levels.68	Supporters	of	the	CCO	model	argued	there	is	ample	
evidence to the contrary. 

134. 	While	supporters	of	the	CCO	model	believed	that	they	were	capable	of	bringing	efficiencies	
as well as a better focus on delivering particular services, it was advised that councils must 
be	very	specific	in	the	Letters	of	Expectation	to	CCOs	and	in	signing	their	Statements	of	
Intent.	This	view	was	summed	up	in	the	comment	that	“the	Council	has	the	VISION,	the	
CCO	has	the	MISSION	to	deliver	that	vision”.69

Transition and the effective management of change

135. 	A	number	of	submitters	gave	consideration	to	the	transition	phase	of	implementing	local	
government reforms and to what processes might need to be put in place in order to 
effectively	manage	change.	It	was	suggested	that	thought	should	be	given	to	some	form	of	
negotiating strategy and the setting out of a statement of principles, for example a charter, 
for	what	each	community	would	require.	The	need	for	an	external	transition	agency	to	
manage the change was considered. There was a perception that the current process 
of consulting on possible reforms in the Wellington region had given some politicians 
delusions of grandeur and that proposed changes had created a potential trap for “political 
empire building”, which must be strenuously thwarted.70 

136. 	A	degree	of	resistance	to	change	from	elected	officials,	employees	and	communities	
was	observed.	It	was	advised	that	this	must	be	factored	in	to	any	transition	process	in	
order to achieve the best possible arrangement for local communities and to avoid the 
imposition of an unsatisfactory structure on those communities. One suggestion was that 
binding agreements on all parties should be in place before any changes are considered or 
implemented in order to reduce liabilities awarded to former staff during transition.71

137.	 	Some	submitters	felt	that	the	timeframe	for	restructuring	should	be	open-ended.	One	
reason	for	this	was	that	the	Productivity	Commission	and	the	Infrastructure	Taskforce	
were expected to have contributions to make that, at the time of the review, were not yet 
available.	It	was	cautioned	that	“reform	should	not	be	done	in	haste”.72 There was also 
concern	that	in	Auckland,	“the	transition	process	was	very	messy	and	difficult	for	staff	of	all	
the councils”.73	Some	agreed	with	the	notion	that	the	process	needs	to	acquire	momentum	
and for that momentum to be sustained, but that to try to implement reform within too 
short a time frame might prove unrealistic and could jeopardise a process which “needs to 
be deliberate, thoughtful and involving”.74 One submitter felt that “changes should not be 
rushed through just because Central Government is in a hurry to achieve some positive 
economic results before the next election”.75 

Should Wairarapa go it alone?

138.  There were a large number of submissions expressing views on Wairarapa, its role and 
unique	position	within	the	Wellington	region,	and	how	best	it	should	be	handled	in	the	
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32

context	of	any	new	governance	structure.	A	number	of	key	questions	and	issues	were	
identified	relating	to	Wairarapa’s	distinct	place	in	the	local	governance	debate.	These	can	
be summarised as:

•	Wairarapa	differs	significantly	from	the	other	components	of	the	Wellington	region,	as	
currently	defined

•	 There	is	disagreement	about	how	economically	important	Wairarapa	is	to	the	rest	of	
the region and vice versa. For example, some argued that the scale and economic 
contributions	made	by	Wairarapa’s	agriculture,	horticulture,	fisheries,	forestry,	and	
service	industries	are	masked	by	the	region’s	focus	on	the	Wellington	CBD.	Others	
mentioned	that	Wairarapa	receives	significant	benefits	and	funding	(i.e.	through	
subsidies)	from	the	region

•	 Though	Wairarapa	is	seen	as	its	own	separate	and	unique	area,	a	significant	proportion	
of	its	population	travels	daily	to	work	in	the	Wellington	CBD	and	other	parts	of	the	
region.	In	this	way	decisions	in	Wairarapa	(such	as	infrastructural)	are	seen	to	impinge	
upon the region “over the hill”76

•	 Councillors	on	the	western	side	of	the	region	may	not	know	how	to	adequately	
represent a rural area and its distinct economy

•	 From	a	catchment	point	of	view,	Wairarapa	is	distinct	and	has	few	linkages	with	the	rest	
of the region. From a capacity and capability point of view, however, there are many 
connections and interdependencies

139.  One opinion was that inclusion of Wairarapa territorial authorities in the local government 
reform debate should be set aside and concluded as a separate exercise. One reason for 
this was because of the simultaneous debate taking place on the proposed amalgamation 
of	Wairarapa’s	three	district	councils	(Masterton,	Carterton	and	South	Wairarapa).	
Another	reason	was	that	it	was	felt	that	any	discussion,	let	alone	decision,	is	not	possible	
without	a	clear	understanding	of	the	financial	relationship	between	Wairarapa	and	the	
Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council.	A	key	question	people	asked	was	whether	current	
regional	funding	arrangements	mean	that	Wairarapa	(a	rural	rather	than	urban	area)	
receives	a	greater	share	of	funds	for	infrastructure	services	(such	as	transport,	mitigation	
infrastructure	and	roading),	biodiversity	and	possum	control,	due	to	its	large	geographic	
area	than	a	per	capita	allocation	would	normally	provide.	It	was	asked	how	this	will	be	
handled under any new governance structure.

140.  Those who advocated for Wairarapa to be excluded from any regional amalgamation often 
did so with the caveats that it would need special provisions for regional transport to 
Wellington, and that some services too big for a restructured Wairarapa Council may need 
to	be	managed	regionally.	Those	in	favour	of	Wairarapa	being	more	unified	with	the	rest	of	
the region commented that its inclusion will help end Wairarapa’s perceived isolation and 
bring it closer to wider markets. One view was that that its presence lends an agricultural 
and economic dimension to the region that can only be positive.77

Structure

141.  The majority of submissions tended towards a discussion of the functions of local 
government, rather than stipulating explicitly the structural form that local government 
should	take.	This	is	likely	a	reflection	of	the	submissions	having	been	written,	by	and	large,	
as a response to the Panel’s Future Wellington Issues	Paper,	which	itself	represented	a	

76	 	Submission	#45	Barbara	Cribb.
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‘function over form’ approach to the issue of local government reform.78 That said, some 
submissions	did	specifically	address	the	structure	of	local	government	and	many	possessed	
a very clear view as to what that structure should look like.

142.  No change – status quo.	Most	submissions	advocated	for	some	form	of	change.	Those	who	
did	not	see	a	need	for	change	to	the	status	quo	challenged	some	of	the	justifications	for	
change commonly cited by its supporters.

143. 	As	a	rebuttal	to	the	claim	that	New	Zealand	(outside	of	Auckland)	is	over-governed,	it	was	
commented	that	New	Zealand	actually	has	far	fewer	local	authorities	than	most	progressive	
democracies.	Switzerland	and	Sweden	were	offered	as	national	examples,	and	Sydney	
City	Council	(with	200,000	constituents)	and	Melbourne	City	Council	(less	than	100,000	
constituents)	as	local	examples	of	small	but	well-functioning	authorities.79 

144. 	The	efficiency	benefits	of	amalgamations	were	also	disputed.	A	number	of	submissions	
suggested that most ratepayers in favour of amalgamations view them as a means of 
saving	money	and	providing	relief	from	excessive	rate	payments.	Sceptics	concluded	that	
they	could	find	no	evidence	to	indicate	that	any	form	of	amalgamation	would	necessarily	
achieve these outcomes. They thought that operating budget costs would most likely be 
reduced	by	addressing	the	number	of	employees,	salaries	and	benefits	but	that	these	
savings	would	be	negated	by	additional	costs	from	employing	more	contractors.	It	was	also	
argued that, in the longer term, current standards of service delivery would be lowered to 
offset	these	increasing	costs.	It	was	therefore	felt	that	reducing	staff	numbers	should	be	
carefully	assessed	and	should	not	be	imposed	on	cost-efficient	units.80

145. 	Supporters	of	the	status	quo	recommended	that	no	changes	take	place	until	we	have	time	
to	assess	the	success	of	the	‘experiments’	being	carried	out	in	Auckland	and	Christchurch.	
It	was	judged	to	be	“very	difficult	to	vote	for	change	if	one	doesn't	have	a	handle	on	what	
improvements	(if	any)	might	be	expected”.81 There was also a feeling that “before you start 
pulling	down	fences,	you	should	know	why	they	were	erected	in	the	first	place”.82	Some	
people also suggested that there is little public support for radical structural change.

146. 	Supporters	of	no	change	did	identify	a	number	of	areas	in	which	improvements	could	be	
made	to	present	arrangements	without	requiring	structural	amendments:

•	 Individual	councils	putting	in	place	a	sound	continuous	improvement	programme	and	
reducing non-essential services

•	 Clarification	of	functions	so	that	duplication	of	activity	and	excess	expense	on	the	
part of central government, regional government and local government are rigorously 
eliminated

•	 Improved	collaboration	and	streamlining	of	shared	services	such	as	transport,	and	
a critical review of the collaborative arrangements already underway to look for 
improvements

147.  Strengthened regional council.	Another	idea	that	was	floated	was	a	strengthened	regional	
council with statutory spatial planning responsibilities that would be binding on local and 
district council plans.83	Advocates	of	this	approach	argued	that	this	would	lead	to	greater	

78  Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel Future Wellington, above n 2.

79	 	Submission	#49	Cities	and	Towns	Project.

80	 	Submission	#80	Richard	Balejko.

81	 	Submission	#97	Tim	Goode.

82	 	Submission	#102	Rex	Brady.

83	 	Submission	#44	Wellington	Civic	Trust.
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efficiencies	without	radically	changing	current	local	government	structures,	though	not	
precluding	it	either.	It	was	noted	that	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	already	
provides umbrella governance over the region for many functions and that it should be 
further	empowered	by	assuming	administrative	and	financial	control.	People	felt	that	
efficiency	could	be	increased	without	imposing	amalgamation	by	standardising	certain	
processes, particularly around building codes, and that this could be a role for the Greater 
Wellington	Regional	Council.	There	was	significant	support	for	granting	it	greater	territorial	
power with regards to a range of functions, such as major roads, public transport, water, 
parks	and	recreation.	Submissions	in	support	of	this	position	favoured	“evolution	rather	
than revolution”, meaning that Greater Wellington Regional Council should gradually 
increase its role in regional affairs for those issues that favour a regional approach.84

148.  Two-tier local government.	There	was	significant	support	for	a	two-tier	structure,	though	
with	a	diversity	of	ideas	on	how	this	should	operate.	Some	envisaged	that	this	would	
entail expanded local councils dealing with local services and a regional body similar to 
the existing regional council but with added responsibility for such things as water supply, 
waste	water,	sewage	treatment,	roading	and	rubbish	disposal.	A	similar	proposal	saw	the	
creation	of	a	(first	tier)	regional	authority	with	a	stronger	regional	leadership	role	and	a	
(second	tier)	set	of	community	boards	with	statutory	responsibilities.	

149. 	Another	proposed	structure	for	a	two-tier	form	of	local	government	would	see	the	regional	
election of one mayor along with 3 deputy mayors representing Wellington, the West Coast 
(Porirua,	Kapiti,	and	possibly	Tawa),	and	the	Hutt.	The	second	tier	would	be	governed	by	
a district council based on present council boundaries with a chair elected by that council. 
The district councils would be elected locally in much the same as community boards are 
now.	It	was	thought	that	this	design	would	retain	local	identity	while	providing	enhanced	
regional leadership.85 Wairarapa would not be included in this arrangement.

150.  Unitary authorities (2+) with local boards. There were two ways in which people could see 
this	working:	the	first	would	comprise	one	unitary	authority	on	either	side	of	the	Rimutaka	
Ranges	(that	is	one	Wairarapa	Council	encompassing	the	current	three	Wairarapa	territorial	
authorities	and	one	Western	Council	encompassing	the	two	Hutts,	Porirua,	Kapiti	and	
Wellington	city).	It	was	suggested	that	both	councils	could	have	a	local	board	for	each	of	
the existing territorial authority areas to ensure that local communities are appropriately 
represented and their concerns and aspirations listened to. 

151.  The second concept of how two sub-regional unitary authorities could look involves the 
creation of two ‘super cities’ - one for Wellington City, Porirua and Kapiti and another for 
Lower	Hutt,	Upper	Hutt	and	Wairarapa.	A	perceived	advantage	of	this	approach	was	that	
the	two	unitary	authorities	would	have	an	evenly	balanced	population.	A	group	comprising	
members from the community boards and three or four councillors from each super city, 
plus	the	CEOs	or	managers,	could	meet	to	run	the	current	regional	council	functions.	It	
was claimed that sharing services, contracts and cooperation between the two unitary 
authorities would reduce costs.

152.  Regional unitary authority with local boards. There was an even split between those 
who actively supported and those who actively opposed the amalgamation of all existing 
councils,	areas	and	functions	into	one	organisation	for	the	region.	Most	people	in	support	
of this option were enthusiastic about the notion of a single Wellington regional unitary 
authority, but with local control of local services retained through a number of community 
councils or boards given delegated authority and budgets to make decisions at the 
community	level.	It	was	suggested	that	local	boards	should	facilitate	engagement	with	
individual communities in the manner of Porirua City Council's village planning process. 
It	was	also	suggested	that	the	current	territorial	authorities	could	form	the	local	boards	

84	 	Submission	#100	Alan	Gray.

85	 	Submission	#82	Jenny	Brash.
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with community boards operating underneath them. People said that this would allow 
greater	sharing	of	specialist	services.	Some	felt	that	it	should	be	left	to	Wairarapa	to	decide	
whether they would join or not.

153.  Those opposed stated that amalgamating into one unitary authority is not appropriate in 
the Wellington region because the districts are not naturally integrated and are distinctly 
separated	by	natural	boundaries.	Several	submitters	noted	that	the	region	is	divided	
by	mountains,	hills,	valleys,	and	rivers,	with	five	authorities	controlling	eight	water	
sources.86 Combining these under a single unitary authority was regarded as unfeasible. 
One submitter also feared that rates from outlying communities would be used to “pay 
off	debts,	subsidise	infrastructure,	leaky	home	repair	and	earthquake	strengthening	in	
Wellington and Porirua cities”.87	It	was	also	suggested	that	reorganisation	into	one	regional	
unitary authority would dispossess the districts’ people and councils of their full democratic 
voice	and	representation,	local	autonomy	and	decision-making	power.		It	was	also	alleged	
that it would constitute a forcible dispossession of public assets, property and land and an 
unfair,	inequitable	apportionment	of	debts.88

154.  Boundaries.	Some	ideas	for	the	redefinition	of	boundaries	were	put	forward.	It	was	thought	
that better practical management could be provided through some boundary changes, such 
as	Porirua/Upper	Hutt	along	SH58	and	Paekakariki	Hill	instead	of	the	current	‘mishmash’.89 
Some	felt	that	the	current	Greater	Wellington	regional	boundaries	should	be	extended	
up	to	the	northern	end	of	Horowhenua	so	that	a	coordinated	plan	could	be	put	in	place	
for	the	southern	North	Island.	Overall	a	significant	majority	thought	that	current	council	
boundaries should remain.

155.  Mergers.	There	was	very	strong	support	for	a	merger	of	the	Upper	Hutt	and	Hutt	City	
Councils. Reasons given were that their debt levels are similar and they have common 
community interests including a hospital, water sources, sewage systems and transport 
systems,	and	are	of	a	similar	size.	It	was	also	thought	sensible	for	them	to	combine	
because they share similar challenges and geography. One view was that the size of a new 
unified	‘Hutt	Council’	would	not	have	to	be	much	bigger	than	either	of	the	existing	councils	
because community boards could handle the main matters in their communities.

156. 	There	was	also	fairly	significant	support	for	a	merger	of	the	three	Wairarapa	councils.	
People felt it important that this take the form of a voluntary reorganisation without undue 
outside	pressure,	as	opposed	to	a	forced	amalgamation.	It	was	thought	that	changes	to	the	
Local	Government	Act	would	allow	Wairarapa	ratepayers	to	choose	their	own	fate.

157.	  Common support for other mergers across the region was less clear. For example, 
while some submissions advocated a merger of Porirua and Wellington City Councils, 
others believed that Porirua and Kapiti should combine and that Wellington City should 
either	remain	a	separate	unit	or	else	merge	with	the	two	Hutts.	A	significant	number	of	
submissions recommended that Kapiti remain a separate entity. 

158. 	Some	submissions	suggested	that	the	advent	of	several	mergers	across	the	region	would	
allow	for	the	abolition	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council.	Another	view	was	that	
the Greater Wellington Regional Council should not be abolished in its entirety but reviewed 
to the extent where its responsibilities should be entirely devoted to the resource consent 
process	and	associated	management.	Most	argued	that	there	would	still	be	a	need	for	a	
regional authority of some description to carry out many other regional functions. 

86	 	Submission	#59	Richard	Halliday.

87	 	Submission	#88	Graeme	Osborne.

88	 	Submission	#59	Richard	Halliday.

89	 	Submission	#54	Andrew	Hutson.
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4.	 The	Nature	of	the	New	Governance	Model

Introduction

159. 	In	this	chapter	the	analytical	case	for	change	is	made	and	the	character	of	the	proposed	
new	arrangements	is	set	out	in	detail.	Much	of	the	detailed	justification	for	the	changes	is	
dealt	with	by	subsequent	chapters	on	planning,	transport,	the	three	waters	and	sold	waste,	
economic	development,	social	and	community	infrastructure,	and	efficiency	in	service	
delivery. 

160. 	In	the	Issues	Paper	published	in	July	the	Panel	set	out	its	views	on	the	changing	nature	
of	local	government	in	New	Zealand,	and	in	particular	the	significance	of	developments	
in	Auckland.	Significant	aggregation	of	powers	of	decision	as	has	happened	in	Auckland	
marks a return to a position that is reminiscent of the earlier provincial system that was 
abolished	in	New	Zealand	in	1876.	We	remarked,	quoting	Professor	Kenneth	A.	Palmer,	that	
“The theory and place of local government in the political system does not derive from any 
formal constitutional entitlement”.90	During	the	consultations	we	heard	a	good	deal	about	
the need for local government to enjoy a constitutional position that provides it with a 
stable platform and makes it less the creature of central government that it is at present. 

161.  Whatever should be done on the wider constitutional issue, the uniform pattern of local 
government	in	New	Zealand	has	been	altered	by	the	creation	by	special	statute	with	special	
powers	of	Auckland	City.	That	development	was	preceded	by	a	comprehensive	and	high	
quality	report	of	a	Royal	Commission	chaired	by	retired	High	Court	Judge,	the	Hon	Peter	
Salmon.91	The	other	members	were	Dame	Margaret	Bazley	and	David	Shand.	The	central	
recommendation	of	the	Royal	Commission	was	the	dissolution	of	the	Auckland	Regional	
Council and all seven territorial authorities to be replaced by a single unitary authority 
named	the	Auckland	Council.	

162. 	The	Panel	acknowledges	its	debt	to	the	Royal	Commission.	Its	high	quality	report	and	
analysis	was	of	great	assistance	to	us.	But	the	Panel	finds	that	the	conditions	and	
circumstances	of	the	Wellington	region	are	different	from	those	in	Auckland	and	requires	a	
different	approach.	We	have	drawn	on	developments	in	Auckland	where	we	think	they	fit	
the	circumstances	in	our	region.	It	should	be	noted	also	that	the	model	finally	implemented	
in	Auckland	differed	significantly	from	the	blueprint	proposed	by	the	Royal	Commission.	

163. 	The	current	attention	to	reforming	local	government	in	New	Zealand	stems	not	only	from	
developments	in	Auckland	but	also	government	policy	embodied	in	the	Local	Government	
Act	2002	Amendment	Bill	about	how	amalgamations	of	local	authorities	can	take	place	
without a referendum. The fate of that bill or any amendments that may be made by 
the	Select	Committee	were	unknown	at	the	time	this	report	was	completed.	Further,	
the government has a number of policy reviews under way in the local government area 
that were ongoing at the time we completed this report. Thus, the legislative platform is 
somewhat uncertain.  

164. 	The	conclusion	the	Panel	draws	from	all	these	developments	is	that	a	one-size-fits-all	
approach	to	the	local	government	issues	now	facing	New	Zealand	is	unlikely	to	work.92 
So	we	have	fashioned	a	vehicle	that	fits	the	needs	of	the	Wellington	region.	We	have	of	
necessity not been able to analyse whether our model can be implemented under existing 
law.	It	will	all	depend	on	how	that	law	turns	out.	We	have	been	firmly	of	the	view	that	we	
should design the best model possible.

90	 	Kenneth	A.	Palmer	Local Government in New Zealand	(2	ed,	Law	Book	Co,	Sydney,	1993)	at	23.

91	 	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	35.

92	 	Christine	Cheyne	“The	Auckland	Effect:	What	Next	for	Other	Councils?”	in	Jean	Drage,	Jeff	McNeill,	and	Christine	Cheyne	(eds)	Along a 
fault-line: New Zealand's changing local government landscape	(Dunmore	Publishing	Ltd,	Wellington,	2011)	41-57.
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The need for change

165.  We received a number of submissions that said no change should be made. Wellington is 
not	like	Auckland	and	has	not	been	subject	to	the	same	local	government	infirmities	as	
Auckland.	We	believe	that	that	view	is	about	half	right.	Local	government	in	this	region	
has both strength and local support. We have not been minded to destroy or remove the 
well-established patterns of local democracy that exist in the region. We were convinced, 
however,	that	while	there	are	benefits	for	the	communities	they	serve	in	the	existing	
pattern of local government in the region there exist some grave weaknesses that need to 
be remedied. These issues stem not so much from what is being done by local government 
in the region but what is not being done because of lack of authority and lack of co-
ordination	between	nine	local	government	organisations.	These	deficiencies	have	serious	
consequences	in	the	view	of	the	Panel	and	can	be	summed	up	in	five	key	imperatives	that	
drive the need for change.

166.  Leadership Imperative: The Wellington Region lacks a single voice. No elected person is 
empowered to speak for the region or deal with central government on the region’s behalf. 
Nine leaders compete for attention and they often have different visions of economic 
growth	and	priorities.	Further,	their	views	are	frequently	too	narrow	-	they	are	swayed	by	
the	feeling	“that	there	is	no	sound	so	sweet	as	the	squeak	of	the	parish	pump”.	Various	
councils and agencies fund and control components of the Wellington infrastructure system. 
Even	in	the	area	of	regional	economic	development	where	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	
provides a common approach both responsibility and accountability is duplicated and 
dependent on complicated cross-organisational relationships. This is a feature we analyse 
in	detail	in	the	chapter	on	Economic	Development.	We	have	found	this	is	an	inefficient	way	
to	make	decisions	and	it	adds	significantly	to	costs.	Improved	regional	leadership	is	needed	
across all areas of wellbeing but particularly at this time in economic development, in order 
to	provide	employment,	encourage	growth	and	generate	the	conditions	required	for	a	
successful region.

167.  Resilience Imperative: More	than	most	parts	of	New	Zealand,	the	Wellington	region	needs,	
to ensure that local and regional communities are well placed to respond to the natural 
hazard events associated with the region’s challenging physical context. These risks are 
readily foreseeable and must be planned for. The risks include: one-off seismic related 
hazards such as fault rupture, landslides and tsunami. They also include longer term 
hazards such as coastal erosion and sea level rise associated with climate change. The 
earthquakes	in	Canterbury	should	have	reminded	us	all	to	be	vigilant	concerning	such	
hazards and to create more resilience for:

•	 Buildings,	particularly	earthquake-prone	buildings

•	 Foundational	infrastructure	necessary	to	sustain	the	economic,	environmental,	social	
and cultural lifeblood of the region

•	 Communities	and	the	key	institutional	services	upon	which	we	depend	

168.  Planning Imperative: There exists an urgent need to simplify and streamline planning 
carried out by local governments in the region. Planning, decision making, funding and 
implementation processes are unnecessarily complex due to the number of planning 
documents	and	the	multi-layered	governance	structure.	All	this	adds	to	delays	and	
compliance	costs.	It	also	adds	to	costs	within	local	government	itself.	These	problems	can	
be eliminated. One-way to address these issues is in an integrated way through spatial 
planning	and	single	regulatory	plan	as	Auckland	has	achieved.	This	allows	for	joined-up	
thinking on issues such as urban strategy, infrastructure planning, facilities location and 
metropolitan	growth.	In	such	a	plan,	scale	is	important	because	the	issues	cross	local	
authority political boundaries.  
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169.  Infrastructure Imperative:  Much	of	the	infrastructure	within	the	region	has	good	bones	
but	it	requires	significant	investment	to	become	world	class.	Infrastructure	is	a	key	focus	
area	of	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy.93 The demand for the provision of transport, 
water,	flood	protection	infrastructure,	and	facilities	including	airports,	ports,	buses,	trains	
and	cycleways,	is	a	huge	and	expensive	task	requiring	a	well-organised	regional	approach.	
The	need	for	Wellington	Airport	to	receive	increased	overseas	flights	was	a	recurrent	
theme in our consultations, and the Panel strongly agrees that Wellington needs to be 
better	connected	to	the	world.	Achieving	improvement	requires	leadership	and	a	long-term	
commitment	to	regional	delivery.	It	is	the	clear	view	of	the	Panel	that	a	regional	view	is	
required	to	avoid	multiple	and	uncoordinated	approaches	to	infrastructure	planning	and	
land use decisions that impact upon the transport network.

170. �Efficiency�and�Effectiveness�Imperative: The economic climate is tough and it will be for 
some	time	to	come.	It	is	necessary	in	such	circumstances	to	become	more	productive	in	
the	delivery	of	local	government	services	while	maintaining	or	improving	quality.	All	levels	
of	government	face	pressures	to	carry	out	their	functions	more	effectively	and	efficiently.	
There are currently duplications and waste within local government. These can, and should, 
be	eliminated.	The	challenge	is	to	accomplish	it	while	maintaining	or	improving	the	quality	
of	service.	A	structure	that	is	more	joined-up	than	at	present	can	deliver	better	outcomes	
more effectively, often providing better value for money without regard to boundaries. 
Achieving	this	goal	requires	enhanced	powers	at	the	regional	level.	In	the	view	of	the	Panel	
these	efficiencies	can	be	achieved	with	the	public	hardly	noticing	because	the	institutions	
of local democracy will be fully at work, allowing citizens to access their councillors and 
ensuring their needs are met and their interests advocated.

Structural Reform 

171.	 	The	Panel	made	it	clear	in	its	published	Issues	Paper	that	it	preferred	a	functional	analysis	
to	guide	structural	reform.	That	requires	a	view	to	be	developed	not	only	about	what	
functions should be performed but also about the level that they should be performed. The 
Panel was guided in this through the detailed analysis of issues set out in the following 
chapters of this report, the characteristics for good local government, and through the 
application of a functional assessment framework. 94

172.	 	The	framework	is	illustrated	in	the	diagram	below.		It	draws	heavily	on	the	concept	of	
subsidiarity, which suggests that decisions should be made as close as possible to the 
community affected.  This was a common theme in submissions and something the Panel 
identifies	with.		We	note	the	importance	of	defining	‘community’	in	this	framework	because	
this provides guidance on what level decision making is most appropriate. 

173.	 	In	line	with	this	approach,	the	framework	starts	with	the	premise	that	all	local	government	
functions	should	be	delivered	locally.	It	then	challenges	this	premise	through	a	series	
of criteria aimed at drawing out functions and activities better delivered in a more 
consolidated manner.  

93	 Wellington	Regional	Strategy	Committee	Wellington Regional Strategy 2012 - Growing A Sustainable Economy	(Wellington,	2012).

94	 Martin	Jenkins	Wellington Region Governance - Draft outline of material  for consultation V3	(2011).
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Figure 4-1: Function assessment framework
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Network and integration - the activity relates to a wider 
network or is part of an intergrated system where coordination 
with other activities or agencies is required to ensure effective 
delivery and decision making

Wider affected community - decision 
making on the activity at the local level 
results in costs or impacts on communities 
and environments further afield

Capability and expertise - the 
activity spans across the region or 
requires specialist expertise at the 
local level

Scale and efficiency - the activity is either large in 
scale (geographic and resources) or a small scale 
activity duplicated across the region that would benefit 
from regional coordination

174.	 	A	table	summarising	the	application	of	this	framework	to	a	list	of	key	local	government	
functions	is	provided	in	Appendix	Three.		

175.	 	In	considering	wider	options,	the	Panel	noted	the	clear	differentiation	between	truly	local	
activities	and	activities	that	should	be	considered	in	a	broader	and	more	regional	way.		It	
is the view of the Panel that the integrated model proposed must exhibit local and regional 
elements.  

176.	  The structural options under consideration by the Panel were outlined on page 80 of the 
Issues	Paper.	The	table	below	sets	out	those	options.	The	Panel	has	scored	them	against	
characteristics	of	good	governance	that	the	Panel	also	relied	upon	in	its	Issues	Paper.	On	
that analysis the two-tier model is clearly superior to all other options. 
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Table 4-1: Options assessment against characteristics of good governance

Characteristics of good governance
1)		Status	

Quo
1)		Expanded	

Regional 
Council

3)Two	Tier 4)				Two	 
Unitary 
Authorities

5)		Single	
Unitary

Strategic: capable of generating a shared 
vision for the region, and developing and 
delivering on regional and local strategies 
and plans to make it happen in a reasonable 
timeframe

LOW MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM HIGH

Ensuring engagement and decision making 
occurs at the right level: Providing for 
authentic neighbourhood engagement 
and decision making on local issues while 
allowing the regional community to make 
decisions on issues that span a larger area 
and impact on more people

MEDIUM HIGH HIGH LOW LOW

Integrated and co-ordinated: enable 
an integrated approach to key regional 
networks, infrastructure, assets, amenities, 
and services; making the most of the scarce 
resources and capabilities available across 
the region

LOW MEDIUM HIGH HIGH HIGH

Resilient and adaptive: able to accommodate 
changing circumstances, including 
unexpected and high-impact events, and are 
resilient into the future

LOW LOW HIGH MEDIUM HIGH

Representative and responsive: represents 
and can be used by diverse communities 
to serve their own needs and aspirations; 
provides individual citizens with opportunities 
to	access	decision	makers	and	to	influence	
decisions on the issues that matter to them

HIGH HIGH HIGH MEDIUM LOW

Transparent and accountable: are 
transparent and provide clear accountabilities 
for delivering outcomes, using public funds, 
and stewardship of public assets

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Financially sustainable:	cost-efficient,	
financially	viable	and	have	adequate	and	
appropriate funding tools to support activities

MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH HIGH

Effective�and�efficient: deliver the core local 
government services to citizens effectively 
and	efficiently

MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM

Scores 12 15 21 15 16

177.	  The Panel’s conclusion from the functional assessment and wider options analysis is that 
the	status	quo	structure	cannot	deliver	the	required	improvements.	If	it	could	have	it	
would	have	done	so	already.	Tweaks	to	the	status	quo,	such	as	shared	services,	even	if	
accompanied by legal compulsion for authorities to engage in shared services, are unlikely 
to be well coordinated and the transaction costs in securing them will be high. 

178.	 	An	expanded	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	with	no	other	changes	could	carry	out	
some	of	the	Panel’s	desired	functions	such	as	spatial	planning.	Some	combination	of	local	
authority amalgamations could also be considered within this option but the Panel is not 
attracted to the incoherence of such a model nor of its arbitrary character. 

179.	  Two sub-regional unitary authorities is an option that has some attraction and one of these 
would be Wairarapa and that solution certainly resonates with some of the submissions 
we	received.	We	analyse	the	situation	in	Wairarapa	later	in	this	chapter.	But	on	the	other	
side	of	the	hill	amalgamating	Wellington	City,	Porirua,	Hutt,	Upper	Hutt	and	Kapiti	Coast	
councils would involve what the Panel considers to be a triple weakness: an intolerable loss 
of local democracy; a fracturing of local sense of community; and the absence of a regional 
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perspective	for	the	entire	region.	The	Panel	is	of	the	view	that	a	Brisbane-type	of	solution	
would	not	meet	the	requirements	of	the	political	culture	in	this	region.

180. 	The	option	of	a	single	unitary	authority	does	not	fit	well	with	the	findings	of	the	functional	
assessment, which point to a need for governance at local and regional levels. The Panel 
views this option as being too drastic, too disruptive to existing institutions and subject to 
a	serious	democratic	deficit.	It	would	also	be	likely	attract	significant	public	opposition.	

181. 	This	leaves	us	with	the	Panel’s	preferred	two-tier	option.	It	fits	well	with	the	functional	
assessment	and	scores	best	on	the	good	governance	criteria.	It	involves	less	disruption	
than	any	other	model.		It	will	allow	the	gaps	to	be	filled	with	minimum	fuss	and	it	
will	produce	a	more	efficiently	run	region	with	more	focus	and	a	better	prospect	of	
achievement. 

Proposed model – an integrated two-tier system of local government

182.  We are proposing an integrated system of local government with two tiers of 
representation:

•	The	Greater	Wellington	Council. The main focus of the Greater Wellington Council 
would	be	on	the	five	imperatives	identified	–	regional	leadership,	resilience,	planning,	
infrastructure,	and	efficiency	and	effectiveness.		

•	Six	Local	Area	Councils	based	largely	on	existing	boundaries.		Local	Area	Councils	
would be responsible for local engagement, improving local amenity and design, and 
the	delivery	of	quality	local	services.		The	six	proposed	Local	Area	Councils are:

•	Wellington	Central	

•	 Lower	Hutt

•	 Upper	Hutt

•	 Porirua

•	 Kapiti	Coast

•	Wairarapa

183. 	This	integrated	model	is	a	governance	structure	tailored	for	the	specific	needs	of	the	
Wellington	region.		It	represents	a	partnership	approach	where	both	local	and	regional	
priorities	are	recognised	and	provided	for.	Local	Area	Councils	will	share	the	governance	
with the Greater Wellington Council.

184. 	The	six	Local	Area	Councils	that	we	recommend	would	enjoy	their	existing	boundaries,	
except in the case of Wairarapa, where talks have been progressing for a considerable time 
to amalgamate the three existing authorities into one. 
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Figure 4-2 – The Greater Wellington Council – an integrated two-tier system of local 
government

185.  The overarching entity would be known as the Greater Wellington Council, the same name 
as	the	primary	governing	body.	The	establishment	of	the	new	council	would	require	the	
dissolution of the regional council and all territorial authorities.

186. 	The	model	proposed	by	the	Panel	has	two	levels	of	representation,	and	this	would	require	
a special statute. The primary governing body, the Greater Wellington Council, would have 
the power of general competence and be the legal entity through which local government 
is	carried	out.		The	Local	Area	Councils	would	share	governance	with	the	Greater	
Wellington Council but would not have their own power of general competence under the 
Local	Government	Act	2002.		Their	powers	and	functions	would	be	specified	in	the	new	
legislation.	Additional	powers	could	also	be	delegated	by	the	Greater	Wellington	Council.	

187.	  The Greater Wellington Council would also be responsible for a single rating system. While 
that system is designed we recommend that rates be restricted with no increases for three 
years	beyond	that	required	for	committed	works	proposed	in	the	Long	Term	Plan,	which	
takes	into	account	inflation.		The	Greater	Wellington	Council	would	hold	all	assets	and	be	
responsible	for	funding	and	financial	management.	Budgetary	control,	asset	management,	
debt management and revenue raising would all be carried out by the Greater Wellington 
Council. 
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188. 	All	local	body	officers	within	the	region	would	be	employed	by	the	Chief	Executive	of	the	
Greater	Wellington	Council.	This	would	enable	what	is	in	effect	a	unified	civil	service	within	
the	region,	all	pulling	in	the	same	direction.	It	would	enable	expert	advice	to	be	brought	to	
bear	where	it	is	needed.	Such	a	system	would	be	more	efficient	than	the	existing	separate	
silos.	It	would	engender	a	sense	of	common	cause.	It	would	provide	enhanced	career	
opportunities	to	local	authority	officers.	

189. 	All	corporate	services	and	major	back	office	functions	would	be	provided	by	the	unified	
administration.	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	provided	with	a	manager	and	advisers,	and	
would have access to broader expertise for particular issues. 

Local Area Councils 

190. 	Under	the	Panel’s	proposed	model,	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	represented	in	a	similar	
way	as	they	are	today,	the	exception	being	an	amalgamated	Wairarapa	Local	Area	Council.	
These arrangements are set out in Table 4-2 below.  

191.  The purpose is to preserve and protect the institutions of local democracy, local advocacy 
and local representation. The submissions and public consultation showed these to be 
cherished values. The recommendation also has the advantage of ensuring there is a 
minimum	of	disruption	in	the	introduction	of	the	new	arrangements.	Local	Area	Councils	
will be open for business as usual. 

Table 4-2: Proposed representation for Local Area Councils

Local Area Council Number of Councillors 

Central Wellington

(area	of	current	Wellington	City	Council)

14

Lower	Hutt

(area	of	current	Hutt	City	Council)

12

Upper	Hutt

(area	of	current	Upper	Hutt	City	Council)

10

Porirua

(area	of	current	Porirua	City	Council)

10

Kapiti Coast

(area	of	current	Kapiti	Coast	City	Council)

10

Wairarapa

(area	of	current	Masterton,	Carterton	and	South	
Wairarapa	Councils)

12

Total 68

192.  The importance of local leadership emerged as a key theme from submissions and public 
feedback.	In	response,	the	Panel	is	recommending	that	a	mayoral	figurehead	is	retained	for	
each	Local	Area,	the	difference	being	that	Local	Area	Mayors	are	not	elected	at	large,	but	
by their councillor peers.

193. 	A	further	aspect	of	representation	that	the	Panel	considered	in	detail	was	the	relative	
population	size	of	the	units	represented	by	the	Local	Area	Councils.	The	Panel	received	
many submissions supporting a merger of Wairarapa councils, increasing the population 
size	to	something	similar	to	Porirua,	Upper	Hutt	and	Kapiti.	The	Panel’s	recommendations	
for Wairarapa are discussed in detail at the end of this chapter.



44

194.  The Panel also considered submissions and feedback suggesting there would be value in 
creating smaller units for larger council areas of Wellington city, and to a lesser extent, 
Hutt	city.		The	issues	can	be	summed	up	as	follows:

•	Wellington	city	and	Hutt	city	are	too	big	to	be	local	and	have	significantly	larger	
populations than other parts of the region

•	 Other	area	councils	would	feel	dominated	by	Wellington	city,	comprising	as	it	does	half	
the population in the region 

•	 The	size	would	detract	from	the	new	council	and	be	seen	as	a	political	counterweight	 
to it

•	 The	new	single	voice	for	the	region	could	be	muffled	by	significantly	larger	local	
councils.

195.  These arguments lead to the view that the current Wellington City Council area should be 
divided	into	three	new	Local	Area	Councils	and	Hutt	City	into	two.	

196. 	The	Panel	has	carefully	considered	these	arguments	since	they	have	weight.	But	in	the	end	
it decided not to recommend dividing either council area. We believe retaining the current 
territorial	authority	boundaries	has	the	best	fit	with	the	public	perception	of	identity	-	for	
the region, for the city/district and for the local area.  Furthermore, we believe that when 
a big change is being made it is better to concentrate upon that and not create a measure 
of uncertainty by raising other issues that are likely to be both contentious and distracting. 
The proposed adjustments to existing functional arrangements go a long way to addressing 
the	five	imperatives	for	change.

197.	  The levels of representation proposed in the Panel’s model considered the recent 
reviews	carried	out	by	councils	and	have	a	good	level	of	fit	with	the	fair	representation	
rule	specified	under	the	Local	Electoral	Act	200195.	This	specifies	that	the	elector-to-
representative	ratio	in	each	ward	or	constituency	must	be	within	10	per	cent	(+/-	10	
per	cent)	of	the	elector-to-representative	ratio	across	the	district.		This	requirement	
is	designed	to	achieve	a	degree	of	equality	in	the	numbers	of	people	represented	by	
councillors in each ward or constituency.     

198. 	Though	not	specifically	recommended,	community	boards	will	still	be	possible	under	this	
model.		The	Panel	is	of	the	view	that	they	should	remain	available	to	Local	Area	Councils	
if	more	specific	local	engagement	is	preferred.	This	may	be	appropriate	in	geographically	
large areas such as Wairarapa or for higher density areas within the region.

Functions of Local Area Councils

199. 	Local	Area	Councils,	while	more	locally	focused	than	current	territorial	authorities,	would	
continue	to	have	significant	functions,	powers	and	duties	under	the	proposed	model.			
Given	the	findings	of	the	functional	analysis	and	the	Panel’s	preference	for	an	integrated	
two-tier	approach,	the	Panel	made	use	of	the	analysis	found	in	Part	Six	(Making	the	
Changes)	of	the	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance.		

200. The	functions,	powers	and	duties	of	Local	Areas	Councils	are	recommended	to	include:

1) Maintaining	and	enhancing	local	amenity	and	the	quality	of	the	local	environment

2) Advocating	for	the	aspirations	of	local	communities

95	 Local	Electoral	Act	s19V(2)
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3) Brokering,	liaising	and	consulting	with	relevant	local	organisations	on	behalf	of	the	
Greater Wellington Council

4) Preparing	budget	requests	in	order	to	provide	local	works	and	services	for	submission	
to the Greater Wellington Council as part of the preparation and adoption of the Long 
Term	Plan	and	the	Annual	Plan

5) Working collaboratively and in partnership with the Greater Wellington Council by:

•	 Establishing and maintaining effective mechanisms for engagement with the 
communities 

•	 Assisting	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	in	its	decision	making	on	regional	plans,	
policies and service standards

•	 Implementing	any	particular	delegated	authority	from	the	Greater	Wellington	Council

•	 Maintaining	an	overview	of	all	services	provided	by	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	to	
provide a local perspective to their effective operation and on-going review

•	 Preparing and adopting a local area plan, setting the strategic priorities and actions 
for the area

•	 Preparing an annual submission to the Greater Wellington Council for expenditure 
within the area and any special targeted rate or rates to fund services or projects

6) To manage the application of the funds allocated in the annual plan for works and 
services in its area 

7) To exercise the functions of territorial authorities in relation to community boards within 
their areas

201. 	In	carrying	out	these	duties,	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	supported	by	the	unified	
administration through: service centres and management and service staff in each local 
area;	and	appropriate	levels	of	funding	to	enable	Local	Area	Councils	to	carry	out	their	
functions, powers and duties, in accordance with adopted budgets.

202. 	The	following	table	sets	out	the	proposed	Local	Area	Council	functions	categorised	by	
policy, local service delivery, and administrative functions.
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Table 4-3: Proposed Local Area Council functions

Proposed Local Area Council functions

Policy

1. Prepare a local area plan, setting 
out aspirations, priorities and 
actions for the area

2. Prepare neighbourhood or village 
plans

3. Input	into	regional	policy	making

4. Input	into	district	plan	policy	
making

5. Making	operational	policy	for	local	
matters such as:

- Dog	control	policy	(Dog	Control	
Act	1996,	section	10)

- Gambling and gaming machine 
policy	(Gambling	Act	2003,	
section	101)	

- Liquor	licensing

- Brothels		–	control	of	location	
and	signage	(Prostitution	
Reform	Act	2003)

- District	promotion,	town	centre	
promotion

Local service delivery functions

6. Maintain	local	road	reservation	
(street	lighting,	footpaths,	trees,	
street	furniture)

7.	 Cycleways and walkways, 
locations/priorities

8. Beautification,	graffiti	removal

9. Public information signage

10. Administer	district	plan,	hear	and	
decide resource consents, monitor 
and enforce, except as called in 
for	regionally	significant	proposals	
by the Greater Wellington Council

11. Building	consents	processing

12. Environmental health control 
(including	food	premises	
licensing)

13. Animal	control,	impounding,	
welfare, including dog 
registration, microchipping

14. Local	parks	(as	defined	by	the	
Greater	Wellington	Council)	–	
maintain, develop, allocate space, 
hire, concessions, including 
making reserves management 
plans	(Reserves	Act,	section	41)

15. Recreation centres, local sports 
facilities

16. Promotion of sport and physical 
activity

17.	Community centres, halls and 
facilities

18. Entertainment and cultural venues 
(local)

19. Litter control, by-law enforcement

20. Road and public place safety

21. Public toilets – locations, 
maintenance, and cleaning

22. Beach	control	(use,	cleaning,	
sand),	shoreline	development	for	
public use

23. Events	promotion	(memorials,	
celebrations, entertainment, 
fireworks,	markets)

24. Camping grounds

25. Crime prevention

26. Leadership and  facilitation on 
social issues

27.	Artworks	–	location,	development	
and approval

28. Minor	safety	works,	set	priority	of	
projects

29.  Local art galleries and museums

30. Anything	else	delegated	by	the	
Greater Wellington Council, such 
as:

- Libraries

- Swimming	pools

- Housing

- Cemeteries and crematoria

- Specific	local	economic	
development roles

Administrative	functions

In	carrying	out	their	role,	local	
councils must:

31. Monitor	and	report	on	their	
performance in implementing 
regional policies

32. Prepare community action plans 
– submit these to the Greater 
Wellington Council, implement, 
and monitor

Community engagement functions

In	carrying	out	their	role,	local	
councils must:

33. Identify	the	needs	and	
preferences of their communities, 
and articulate them to the Greater 
Wellington Council, and other 
public and private sector entities 
(place-shaping)

34. Adopt	methods	such	as	
consulting, arranging polls, 
meetings, and surveys to identify 
community needs and preferences 
on any matter, and submit 
findings	to	the	Greater	Wellington	
Council

35. Support	local	organisations	and	
community groups, sporting, 
recreational, and cultural groups, 
including, where appropriate, by 
grants of money

36. Consider what form of community 
engagement is appropriate

37.	 Consider what form of service 
delivery is appropriate, whether 
directly, by joint ventures with 
other councils, through special-
purpose agencies, CCOs, or 
otherwise
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Greater Wellington Council

203.  The Panel recommends that the elected Greater Wellington Council would be made up of 
a	Mayor	elected	at	large	and	10	councillors	representing	constituencies	based	on	existing	
territorial authority boundaries. 

Table 4-4: Proposed representation for the Greater Wellington Council

Number of Councillors

Mayor	 1	Mayor	elected	at	large

Central Wellington 4 councillors

Lower	Hutt 2 councillors

Upper	Hutt 1 councillor

Porirua 1 councillor

Kapiti 1 councillor

Wairarapa 1 councillor

Total 11

204.  The Panel, in considering the optimal size of the Greater Wellington Council, took  into 
account the following factors:

•	 The	provision	of	fair	representation	for	electors	(the	+/-	10%	rule)	and	effective	
representation	for	communities	of	interest,	as	required	under	the	Local	Electoral	Act	
2001

•	 Ensuring the Greater Wellington Council, as the primary governing body, is of a size 
appropriate to enable it to exercise effective regional decision making

•	 Feedback from consultation
•	 The	functions,	duties	and	powers	necessary	to	respond	to	the	five	imperatives	for	

change

205. 	The	requirements	of	the	fair	representation	rule	under	the	Electoral	Act	2001	meant	the	
Panel essentially had two choices to consider: a governing body of 10 councillors led by a 
Mayor	elected	at	large;	or	a	governing	body	of	20	led	by	a	Mayor	at	large.	In	coming	to	its	
recommendation for a smaller Greater Wellington Council, the Panel had in mind that the 
regional	governing	body	will	be	tasked	with	making	decisions	in	the	regional	interest.		An	
entity with a large elected membership may not be optimal for making effective decisions 
in	the	regional	interest.		In	this	context,	it	should	be	noted	that	the	Local	Electoral	Act	
2001 provides that while a territorial authority may have up to 30 members, a regional 
council is limited to a maximum of 14 members.

206. 	The	Panel	was	also	cognisant	of	proposals	elsewhere,	particularly	in	Auckland,	and	the	
need to maintain the right balance of governance overall. 

207.	 	The	voting	system	for	both	tiers	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	would	be	Single	
Transferable Vote, based on the predominance of its use in the region.
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Functions, powers and duties of Greater Wellington Council 

208.  The elected Greater Wellington Council, as the primary governing entity under the Local 
Government	Act	2002,	would	have	overall	responsibility	for	fulfilling	the	broad	range	of	
functions	and	duties	under	that	Act	and	other	legislation.		

209.  The following table sets out in general terms the responsibilities that would be exercised 
by the Greater Wellington Council.  The Panel would expect some of these activities to be 
carried out by arms-length entities such as Council Organisations and Council Controlled 
Organisations but this would be a matter for the Greater Wellington Council to determine.

Table 4-5: Proposed Greater Wellington Council functions

Proposed Greater Wellington Council functions

Regional policy-making functions

1. Spatial	planning

- Integrated	strategy

- Regional growth

- Coordinate with other regions

2. Transport planning

- Includes	public	transport,	
road and rail planning

3. Economic development 

- Infrastructure	development

- Tourist promotion, branding,  
broadband,	business	and	film	
support 

- Tertiary education and skills

4. Social	and	cultural	development

- Infrastructure	and	facilities	

- Arts	and	culture	advocacy	and	
funding

5. Environmental planning

- Regional policy statement

- Coastal, air, and water controls, 
pollution, soil conservation, 
climate change

- Hazards	management

- Urban	design

- Heritage	conservation	(natural	
and	cultural)

6. District	plan	making	under	RMA

7.	 Regional parks and recreational 
planning 

8. Other regulatory matters

Regional network/service delivery 
functions

9. Regional planning applications and 
consents	and	regionally	significant	
land use and transport proposals 

10. Civil defence emergency 
management,	rural	fire

11. Regional promotion of sport and 
physical activity

12. Biosecurity

13. Harbourmaster

14. Road construction and 
maintenance – for entire network

15. Water, wastewater, stormwater 
and rural drainage

16. Solid	waste	management

17.	 Regionally	significant	urban	
redevelopment

18. Zoo

19. Regional parks

20. Regional facilities for sports, 
culture, entertainment: art 
galleries, museums, theatres, 
stadiums, arena

21. Central	Wellington	CBD	and	
waterfront

22. Monitoring,	data	collection	and	
analysis, reporting on all functions

23. Libraries systems 

24. Swimming	pools

25. Social	housing	

26. Cemeteries and crematoria

27.	 Discharge	of	regulatory	functions

Administrative	services

28. Consult with local councils 
about budgets, receive funding 
recommendations from local 
councils,	undertake	financial	
management services

29. Prepare LTCCP and annual 
plans and administer associated 
statutory processes

30. Make	and	administer	rates	for	the	
Greater Wellington Council and 
local councils

31. Provide shared service centres 
and administration for regional 
and local councils

32. Asset	and	liability	management

33. Regional investment management

34. Public information services

35. Oversee local councils, set 
performance criteria, monitor 
performance, issue policy 
directions

36. Direct	local	councils	on	matters	
affecting regional functions

37.	 Monitor	local	councils’	
performance of delegated 
functions.

Delegation	of	functions	to	local	
councils

The Greater Wellington Council may 
delegate any of its functions except

- Regional policy-making 
functions

- Power to make or levy rates

- Power to make a by-law

- Power to make a regional or 
district plan or make plan 
changes
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Leadership 

210.  Effective leadership was highlighted in feedback to the Panel as a key part of successful 
local government. 

211.  City and district councils in the Wellington region are generally well-served with local 
leadership provided by local mayors, as is the regional council on matters it has the 
mandate	to	consider.		It	is	the	view	of	the	Panel,	however,	that	the	existing	structure	is	
bound	to	produce	weak	leadership.		That	is	not	a	reflection	on	the	incumbents.	

212.  These concerns were expressed in submissions and public meetings, in which people 
emphasised the current lack of regional leadership and the need for one mayor to articulate 
a	coherent	regional	vision.	At	the	same	time,	people	felt	strongly	that	local	leadership	must	
be maintained. The Panel also heard from the public that there is confusion over local and 
regional roles, and how these interact with central government roles.

213. The absence of regional leadership was noted in one meeting:

I	live	in	Upper	Hutt	and	I	know	who	the	leader	of	Auckland	is	-	it’s	Len	Brown.	I	know	
who	the	leader	of	Christchurch	is	-	it’s	Bob	Parker.	Who	is	Wellington’s	leader?96

214. 	This	is	a	useful	comment	to	consider	further.	The	Mayor	of	Auckland	has	a	statutory	
leadership	mandate	for	the	wider	Auckland	area	and	a	more	comprehensive	set	of	mayoral	
powers	than	any	other	mayor	in	New	Zealand.97 Whereas the ‘leader of Christchurch’, 
despite	having	a	significant	public	profile	as	Mayor	of	a	major	metropolitan	centre	and	as	
a	result	of	the	earthquakes,	is	actually	the	Mayor	of	Christchurch	city,	not	the	leader	of	an	
entity	with	a	territory	that	spans	large	parts	of	Canterbury.	While	a	strong	voice,	the	Mayor	
of Christchurch city does not speak for the Canterbury region. There is a similar situation in 
Wellington.

215. 	Despite	Wellington	City	being	the	capital	city	of	New	Zealand,	having	the	largest	proportion	
of	the	region’s	population,	and	being	the	economic	powerhouse	of	the	region;	the	Mayor	of	
Wellington city does not have a mandate to speak for the wider region or the immediately 
adjacent	councils.	The	same	consideration	applies	to	the	Regional	Council.	Despite	having	
a territory that covers the region, the Chair of the Greater Wellington Regional Council 
does	not	speak	on	behalf	of	the	mayors,	councils	and	people	of	the	region.		Similarly,	the	
Mayoral	Forum	does	not	speak	on	behalf	of	the	people	of	Wellington	–	it	speaks	on	behalf	
of the mayors. 

216.  The need for effective leadership at the regional level is necessary particularly when 
dealing with strategic issues or where collaboration across city or district boundaries 
is	required.	It	is	also	important	when	dealing	with	other	sectors	–	particularly	central	
government	and	big	private	sector	players.	The	Auckland	and	Canterbury	situations	are	
evidence of the importance of regional leadership. The strategic challenges being faced 
in the Wellington region suggest that regional leadership will continue to be an important 
component of local democracy and it needs to be addressed urgently and comprehensively.

217.	 	The	Panel	proposes	that	a	Lord	Mayor,	elected	at	large	across	the	Wellington	region,	would	
be	the	mandated	leader,	with	the	same	powers	as	the	Mayor	of	Auckland.	

218.  The Panel believes that local leadership is well catered for by the current local mayoral 
positions	and	that	this	office	should	continue	but	be	elected	by	the	councils	and	not	at	
large.	The	title	of	Lord	Mayor	is	used	to	distinguish	the	head	of	the	new	Greater	Wellington	
Council from the other mayors and to emphasise the important leadership function of the 
office,	as	is	done	in	all	major	cities	in	Australia.

96	 Comment	from	the	floor	-	Panel’s	public	meeting	in	Upper	Hutt,	5	September	2012.

97	 The	Government	is	currently	considering	increasing	the	power	of	Mayors	under	the	Better	Local	Government	suite	of	reforms.
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Mäori representation 

219. 	The	relationship	between	Mäori	and	local	government	needs	to	reflect	the	historical	status	
of	Mäori	as	a	partner	to	the	founding	document	of	New	Zealand.	Indeed,	many	submissions	
acknowledged	this	fundamental	starting	point	with	comments	such	as,	“I	would	support	
Mäori	representation	in	this	structure	and	processes	in	a	way	that	reflects	the	principles	of	
the Treaty of Waitangi”.98 

220. 	The	Local	Government	Act	places	certain	obligations	on	councils	to	facilitate	Mäori	
participation	in	decision-making	processes.		These	require	councils	to:

•	 Ensure	they	provide	opportunities	for	Mäori	to	contribute	to	decision-making	processes	
(s.14)

•	 Establish	and	maintain	processes	for	Mäori	to	contribute	to	decision	making	(s.81	(1)	
and	82(2))

•	 Consider	ways	in	which	they	can	foster	the	development	of	Mäori	capacity	to	contribute	
to	decision-making	processes	(s.81(1))

•	 Provide	relevant	information	to	Mäori	(s.81(1))

•	 Take	into	account	the	relationship	of	Mäori	and	their	culture	and	traditions	with	their	
ancestral	land,	water,	sites,	waahi	tapu,	valued	flora	and	fauna,	and	other	taonga	
(s.77(1)(c))

221. 	The	Resource	Management	Act	(RMA)	has	a	number	of	provisions	regarding	councils’	
responsibilities	in	relation	to	Mäori.		It	requires	councils	to	recognise	and	provide	for	the	
matters	of	national	importance	listed	in	section	6	of	the	Act,	which	include:

"(e) the relationship of Mäori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, 
water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga

(g) the protection of protected customary activities".

222. 	There	is	also	a	requirement	for	councils	to	have	particular	regard	to	kaitiakitanga in relation 
to managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources.99 
Two	key	principles	that	are	of	relevance	here	are	active	protection	of	Mäori	interests	and	
consultation.	The	principle	of	active	protection	has	been	described	as	a	“guarantee	to	Mäori	
to continue a relationship with resources that [is] as much about their use as about their 
conservation”.100		The	general	requirements	of	consultation	have	been	well	established	by	
the	judiciary	and	Courts	both	within	and	outside	the	RMA.		Consultation	should	facilitate	
tangata whenua understanding of the effects of a proposal on their relationship with the 
area	in	question	and	how	these	effects	can	be	addressed.	In	specific	relation	to	regional	
policy	statements	and	regional	and	district	plans,	it	is	required	that	relevant	planning	
documents recognised by an iwi authority be taken into account, and for the resource 
management	issues	of	significance	to	iwi	authorities	in	the	region	to	be	identified.101 

223. 	Local	government	has	responsibility	for	the	management	of	natural	resources	(much	
of	this	through	regional	councils).	Given	that	the	Treaty	of	Waitangi	acknowledges	the	
special	association	that	Mäori	have	with	natural	resources,	it	makes	sense	for	a	local	
government unit to have a formal relationship with the iwi who hold mana whenua status 

98	 Submission	#37	Judy	Lawrence.

99	 Resource	Management	Act	s7	(a).

100	 New	Zealand	Co-operative	Dairy	Company	Limited	v	Commerce	Commission	[1991]	NZAR	433,	(1991)	3	PRNZ	262.	

101	 Councils’	obligations	relating	to	district	plans	and	policy	statements	are	stipulated	under	sections	61,	62,	66	and	74	of	the	RMA.



51

in its boundaries. This relationship is now being cemented in law via treaty settlements in 
a number of places where special joint governance committees involving local iwi and local 
government have been set up to oversee the management of water bodies in particular. 
In	Hawkes	Bay	the	situation	has	evolved	a	step	further,	with	the	establishment	of	a	joint	
planning	committee	between	the	Hawkes	Bay	Regional	Council	and	Hawkes	Bay	iwi	as	a	
result of a treaty settlement.

224. 	In	the	Wellington	region,	the	regional	council	has	set	up	a	similar	model	on	a	voluntary	
basis.	Te	Upoko	Taiao	Natural	Resource	Management	Committee	now	oversees	the	natural	
resource	planning	and	monitoring	for	the	region.	The	committee	has	equal	numbers	of	
councillor and iwi nominees and is jointly chaired.  The committee is currently running a 
collaborative process with a number of community stakeholders to develop the second 
generation	regional	plan	for	Wellington.	In	addition	to	Te	Upoko	Taiao,	the	council	has	
appointees	on	five	of	its	other	committees	to	represent	the	interests	of	Mäori.		

225. 	As	well	as	Te	Upoko	Taiao	and	the	committee	appointees,	the	regional	council	has	jointly,	
with	regional	iwi,	set	up	a	leadership	forum	called	Ara	Tahi.	This	group	has	now	been	
functioning for 15 years and contains the leaders of all the mana whenua iwi of the region. 
It	is	not	a	standing	committee	of	the	council,	but	rather	a	forum	where	all	parties	have	
equal	say.	Recently	there	has	been	a	move	to	raise	the	level	of	issues	considered	to	a	more	
strategic	level.	At	the	local	territorial	authority	level,	different	councils	across	the	region	
have	different	formal	and	informal	relationships	with	Mäori	and	local	iwi.102 

226. 	In	considering	the	issue	of	Mäori	representation	in	the	Wellington	regional	context,		the	
question	arises	as	to	whether	the	local	government	relationship	with	mana	whenua	iwi	
of	the	region	should	be	treated	differently	to	the	relationship	with	other	Mäori	who	have	
moved	into	the	district	but	whose	tribal	affiliation	is	in	another	rohe.	In	highly	urbanised	
areas,	iwi	who	affiliate	to	other	places	(taura	here)	may	outnumber	mana	whenua	iwi	by	
some	margin.		This	is	certainly	the	case	in	parts	of	the	Wellington	region.	It	is	therefore	
important	to	consider	how	local	government	should	provide	for	its	obligations	to	both	Mäori	
generally and to mana whenua iwi, and thus give expression to its obligations under the 
Local	Government	Act	2002	and	the	RMA.	

227.	 	Under	the	current	Mäori	roll	registration	there	would	be	only	one	Mäori	ward	in	the	region	
and	the	candidate	elected	to	represent	that	ward	would	officially	be	the	sole	advocate	for	
Mäoridom	on	the	council.	The	Panel	has	consulted	carefully	on	how	Mäori	issues	should	
be	handled	within	the	new	structure.	Mäori	have	expressed	their	satisfaction	with	the	
engagement and partnership arrangements currently in place with the Greater Wellington 
Regional Council. The predominant view to come through from submissions to the Panel 
was	that	some	sort	of	partnership	model	would	work	better	than	dedicated	Mäori	seats.	
People	believed	that	this	would	allow	Mäori	greater	flexibility	and	freedom	in	determining	
the nature of their engagement.

228. The Panel recommends therefore, that:

•	 No	special	Mäori	wards	would	be	created	in	Wellington

•	 The	Regional	Council	arrangements	for	Te	Upoko	Taiao	would	be	carried	forward	to	
reflect	the	partnership	between	local	government	and	local	iwi	in	natural	resource	
management

•	 Ara	Tahi	would	be	carried	forward	as	a	‘peak’	leadership	group	between	local	
government and iwi leaders, and that the Council and mana whenua iwi would decide 
how	to	provide	for	taura	here	Mäori	within	this	arrangement

•	 Mäori	should	be	represented	on	committees	and	advisory	groups	set	up	by	the	Council	
either on a permanent or casual basis on all issues

102	 	Appendix	2:	Current	local	government	arrangements	with	Mäori.
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The CBD and other main centres

229.  The Panel has taken particular note of submissions on the role and importance of the 
Central	Wellington	CBD	(including	the	waterfront)	as	well	as	other	main	centres	to	the	
wider	regional	economy.		The	strategic	and	wider	regional	importance	of	the	regional	CBD	
and sub-regional centres indicates this should be a matter for the Greater Wellington 
Council to consider, informed by local councils.  

230. 	With	this	in	mind,	the	Central	Wellington	CBD	and	main	centres	would	be	subject	to	a	
regional spatial planning process. This would acknowledge the roles and place of these 
centres, and identify key strategic interventions needed to improve what we have. Local 
Area	Councils	would	be	expected	to	play	a	key	role	in	informing	the	development	of	the	
regional spatial plan. 

231.  The Panel is also well aware that in recent years there has been much good work by 
councils in developing urban design strategies and place-based plans for key centres and 
destination	areas,	including	the	Central	CBD,	Porirua	City	Centre	and	Hutt	City	Centre.		
Instead	of	re-inventing	the	wheel,	this	work	should	continue	to	be	used	as	the	basis	for	
upgrades, at least over the short to medium term.

232. 	Specific	governance	arrangements	are	proposed	for	Central	Wellington	CBD	and	the	
waterfront area through the establishment of a special committee of the Greater Wellington 
Council. The special committee would be responsible for developing policy and guiding the 
urban design and development of this area. 

233. 	In	recognition	of	its	unique	role	in	the	regional	economy,	the	Panel	believes	this	special	
committee	should	be	chaired	by	the	Lord	Mayor	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Council,	and	
have	as	one	of	its	voting	members	the	Chair	of	the	Central	Wellington	Local	Area	Council.	
Wider representation from outside of councils should be included to ensure broader 
perspectives are taken into account in the decision-making process.

Administration 

234. 	A	key	element	of	the	Panel’s	proposed	model	would	see	both	tiers	managed	by	a	single	
unified	administration	under	the	Chief	Executive	Officer	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Council.		
All	corporate	services	and	major	back	office	functions	would	be	delivered	centrally.	

235. 	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	provided	with	a	Manager	and	Advisers	as	well	as	having	
access to broader expertise for particular issues. They would be resourced to provide 
secretarial services for the elected members and to deliver local services that they are 
responsible for.  

236. 	The	structure	illustrated	in	the	following	figure	provides	an	indication	of	how	the	unified	
administration might be organised.  The structure is designed to support the two-tier 
governance model, with a highly focussed, well aligned management and organisational 
structure.  This will ensure oversight for lead strategy and policy development, while at the 
same time getting on with the task of implementation. 

237.	 	Such	a	system	would	be	more	efficient	than	the	existing	separate	silos	and	would	engender	
a sense of a common cause, provide enhanced career opportunities and facilitate the 
recruitment	of	more	highly	qualified	officers.
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Figure 4-3: Indicative management structure
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238.  The Panel has been impressed with the manner in which the three Wairarapa councils have 
been addressing their common problems. They combined to produce a district plan that 
covered the whole of the three local authority areas. They have a Wairarapa Governance 
Review Working Party with whom we have met. That working party has been working for 
many months and it seems clear to the Panel that they will decide to merge the three 
councils into one. The Panel supports that move. There are powerful reasons that favour 
that course. The main one is that it will strengthen governance for Wairarapa and provide a 
stronger base from which to face the future. 

239. 	The	more	difficult	issue	is	whether	Wairarapa	should	be	made	a	unitary	authority,	that	is	
to say it should also take over the functions presently performed by the Regional Council. 
It	should	be	noted	that	those	functions	would	be	performed	in	the	future	by	the	new	
Greater Wellington Council under the proposals of the Panel. There has been extensive 
and contentious public discussion in Wairarapa concerning this issue and there has been 
substantial	argument	about	what	the	true	facts	are.	Because	the	facts	were	disputed	
the	Panel	asked	they	be	verified	by	an	independent	third	party.	This	has	been	done	by	
PricewaterhouseCoopers	and	the	figures	have	been	confirmed.	PricewaterhouseCoopers	
stated	that	“the	unallocated	costs	are	materially	consistent	with	the	audited	draft	Annual	
Plan for 2012/13”.103

103	 Letter	from	Bruce	Wattie,	PricewaterhouseCoopers	to	Bruce	Simpson,	Greater	Wellington,	regarding	the	allocation	of	costs	for	services	
provided	to	Wairarapa	region	(16	October	2012).
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240.  Greater Wellington Regional Council currently spends approximately $16.9 million in 
Wairarapa	and	receives	approximately	$5.7	million	in	rates	income	from	Wairarapa.	The	
Council does receive income above that in the form of charges for various regulatory 
activities in Wairarapa. This amounts to approximately $1.45 million.

241. 	The	functions	in	question	carried	out	by	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	are	
important, particularly for the environment and transport. They involve the following:

•	 Flood	protection	-	this	involves	river	schemes,	drainage	schemes	and	stop	banks.	
The	activities	involve	flood	protection,	protection	of	adjacent	land	from	erosion,	
gravel extraction, protection of public infrastructure such as water intakes and bridge 
approaches	as	well	as	recreational	access.	These	activities	require	an	operational	spend	
of $4 million per year and $1 million on capital expenditure 

•	 The	provision	of	substantial	services	including	subsidies	for	the	public	transport	network	
including	buses	and	trains.	Approximately	50	per	cent	of	the	costs	come	from	the	
users	of	the	services,	25	per	cent	from	the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency	and	25	per	
cent from the regional Council’s transport rate of which Wairarapa contributes 1.5 per 
cent. The region carries out a number of other transport functions. The Panel regards 
transport as a vital regional function and believes that people in Wairarapa would be 
disadvantaged were that function not performed regionally 

•	 Managing	introduced	pests,	plants	and	animals

•	 Possum	and	predator	control	programmes	in	areas	declared	Tb	free

•	 Biosecurity	funding	implementing	a	new	regional	biodiversity	strategy

•	 Environmental	monitoring	in	Wairarapa	-	air	quality,	water	quality	and	river	flows

•	 Consent	and	compliance	and	enforcement	functions	under	the	Resource	Management	
Act

•	 Business	growth	support	in	Wairarapa	and	assistance	with	commercial	aspects	of	the	
Wairarapa	water	use	project.	Investigating	the	viability	of	irrigation	and	other	water	
uses

•	 Harbour	management	functions

242.  Were Wairarapa made a unitary authority it could carry out the functions now carried 
out	by	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	but	it	may	not	find	that	easy.		It	would	
need specialist staff that would have to be recruited. There may also be issues about the 
priority	that	would	be	given	to	these	tasks.	The	main	challenge,	however,	flows	from	the	
problem of funding the activities. The rates in Wairarapa would have to go up to fund these 
functions	and	the	increases	would	be	substantial.	In	that	situation	it	is	likely	the	level	of	
existing services would be cut or substantially reduced. This was recognised in the most 
recent	report	on	reform	in	Wairarapa	by	Morrison	Low,	where	it	was	stated:

	“As	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	already	has	greater	purchasing	power	
than	a	Wairarapa	Unitary	Authority	would,	it	is	unlikely	that	there	would	be	any	similar	
efficiency	for	regional	activities.		In	fact,	there	may	be	some	dis-economies	of	scale	
resulting from the de-amalgamation of regional activities.”104

243. 	The	Panel	also	noted	what	the	Local	Government	Commission	chaired	by	Sir	Brian	Elwood	
said when considering this issue in 1988:

104	 	MorrisonLow	Wairarapa	District	Councils;	Phase	three	report;	investigation	into	the	formation	of	an	amalgamated	Wairarapa	District	
Council	and	a	Wairarapa	Unitary	Authority	(2012)	at	33.
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	“After	careful	consideration,	the	Commission	determined	that	a	separate	region	based	
upon the catchments within the Wairarapa Region would not be viable because of limited 
resources available, the limited functional responsibilities for which the necessary 
qualified	staff	would	need	to	be	employed,	and	the	fact	that	a	better	alternative	was	
available.”105

244. 	We	recommend	that	the	proposed	Wairarapa	Local	Area	Council	is	not	made	a	unitary	
authority. We believe Wairarapa to be an important part of the Wellington region and that 
its future prosperity would be adversely affected were it cut off from the region. 

Transition

245.  The transition to the proposed new arrangements would need to be handled carefully. 
A	smooth	pathway	to	change	would	need	to	be	charted.	The	new	arrangements	would	
require	much	planning	and	a	new	organisation	of	local	body	officers	would	need	to	be	built,	
while at the same time existing services and processes would have to be maintained. 

246. The important objectives of the transitional arrangements are:

•	 To	be	cost	effective

•	 Provide	for	smooth,	planned	transition	over	time

•	 To	use	existing	administrative	structures	as	far	as	possible

•	 Minimise	disruption	for	staff	and	consumers	of	local	government	services

•	 Maintain	community	confidence

247.	 	It	would	be	necessary	to	have	new	statutory	provisions	to	manage	the	transition.	The	
arrangements would need to be kept as simple as possible. The Panel does not take 
the view that a special transitional authority should be established as was the case for 
Auckland.	The	policy	should	be	to	phase	in	change	as	the	necessary	work	is	done.	We	
have already made it clear, for example, that the new system of rating would need to be 
carefully designed and consulted on before being implemented. Rates would need to be 
levied	under	the	existing	arrangements	for	the	first	three	years.	

248.  The transitional law would need to provide for the appointment of an interim chief 
executive,	to	be	confirmed	in	office	once	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	was	elected.	The	
interim chief executive should be appointed after a process of public advertisement. The 
appointee should be selected by a committee of the existing mayors within the region. The 
salary	level	should	be	set	by	the	Remuneration	Authority.	The	appointment	should	be	made	
as soon as possible after the decision is made to proceed with the new scheme. 

249.  The person selected would need to be able, experienced, business savvy and a strategic 
thinker. The person must have the capacity to make hard decisions where necessary. The 
main tasks upon appointment would be for the chief executive to design new systems. 
He	or	she	would	need,	as	a	matter	of	urgency,	to	develop	a	strong	team.	It	would	be	that	
person’s responsibility to design an operating model that contains a clear and unambiguous 
articulation	of	how	the	operations	of	the	new	organisation	would	be	configured	in	order	to	
capture the visions and policies developed in this report. 

250.  The chief executive would have to drive a vision for change and communicate it.   

105 Local Government Commission Reform of local government in New Zealand. Draft reorganisation schemes for the Wellington Region 
(Local	Government	Commission,	Wellington,	1988)	at	6.
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Substantial	work	would	need	to	be	done	in:

•	 Human	resources

•	 Procurement

•	 Finance	to	produce	one	system

•	 Information	technology	systems

•	 Property		and	management	system

251. 	Human	resources	would	be	a	significant	area	for	urgent	attention.	It	would	require	
decisions	upon	reporting	lines	for	senior	management	and	the	selection	of	first	and	second-
tier managers, with the relationships being clear and robust from the outset. The selection 
and recruitment of staff would be a great deal of work but it is not envisaged by the Panel 
that	there	would	be	heavy	redundancies.	But	it	can	reasonably	be	expected	that	there	
would be fewer staff than in the existing nine units of local government in the region. 

252. 	The	new	procurement	policy	would	be	a	very	important	area	for	early	attention.		Savings	
and strategic improvements could be achieved without seriously affecting the actual 
service provided or any adverse perception by the consumers of those services. One point 
that needs to be borne in mind is that it would be important not to destroy the market 
for small providers who are part of the local communities. The levels of service need to 
be	determined	early	and	not	changed	during	the	transition.	Auckland	did	not	have	single	
regional contracts and that is probably a good policy for Wellington as well. 

253. 	Information	technology	systems	would	need	to	be	adapted	and	in	some	cases	redesigned	
as	well.	Over	time,	efficiencies	could	be	achieved	in	this	area	but	it	is	vital	to	remember	
that things have to work on day one. Contact centres must be available and they must be 
staffed	by	people	trained	to	answer	residents’	questions.	

254. 	Once	the	officers	are	in	place	and	the	chief	executive	has	done	the	necessary	planning,	
the new Greater Wellington Council should be elected. This should occur before the new 
scheme	came	into	effect.	It	is	important	that	the	elected	people	would	be	organised	and	
able	to	make	vital	early	decisions	before	the	new	system	went	live.	In	the	Panel’s	view	all	
the necessary preparation and putting people in place could be achieved within one local 
body	electoral	cycle.	And	it	is	important	that	the	process	would	not	be	ponderous	or	take	
too long.
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Introduction

255. The Panel’s terms of reference direct it to consider, among a range of matters:

“The	impact	of	any	proposed	changes	on	local	government	finances	and	revenue	
models, including rates and the management of assets, debt and other liabilities...

The	costs	and	benefits	of	the	status	quo	and	of	any	preferred	option	for	change.”

256. In	this	section	the	Panel	has	set	out:

•	 An	overview	of	the	current	financial	management	arrangements	of	the	Wellington	
region’s local authorities – sources of revenue and council funding, forecast operating 
and capital expenditure, and the size and scale of local authority assets, liabilities 
(including	a	separate	analysis	of	borrowings)	and	equity

•	 A	proposal	for	the	Greater	Wellington	Council,	including	the	establishment	of	a	single	
rating	entity	and	a	discussion	on	the	financial	impacts

•	 A	recommended	approach	to	funding	and	rating	policies	and	systems	for	the	Greater	
Wellington Council

257.	 	Where	appropriate,	the	panel	has	drawn	from	the	experience	in	Auckland,	particularly	
in relation to the integration of different policies through transition and set up, the 
identification	of	potential	efficiency	savings,	and	how	the	changes	impacted	individual	
ratepayers.  

258. 	It	is	clear	from	the	Auckland	experience	that	significant	efficiency	savings	were	expected	
and	that	Auckland	Council	appears	to	be	making	progress	in	delivering	these.		It	is	also	
clear	the	benefits	will	flow	differently	to	different	ratepayers	depending	on	the	final	
financial	policies	adopted.		

259.  The Panel considers that the establishment of a Greater Wellington Council would have 
the	potential	to	better	manage	financial	impacts	on	individual	ratepayers,	particularly	for	
relatively	smaller	local	authorities	within	the	region.		For	that	reason	there	is	significant	
financial	benefit	and	comfort	that	would	accrue	to	ratepayers	in	these	areas	from	the	
proposed	reforms	set	out	in	this	report,	given	the	significantly	larger	ratepayer	base	
involved.

Setting	the	context	for	considering	the	financial	model	

260. 	Under	section	101(1)	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	each	local	authority	must	…	
“manage	its	revenues,	expenses,	assets,	liabilities,	investments	and	general	financial	
dealings prudently and in a manner that promotes the current and future interests of the 
community”.

261. 	Under	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	every	three	years	each	local	authority	is	required	
to prepare a long term plan, covering a period of 10 years, and annual plans in the 
intervening	years.		Adequate	and	effective	provision	must	be	made	in	either	the	long	term	
plan or annual plan for the expenditure needs of the local authority.  The funding needs for 
each local authority must be met from those sources that each local authority determines 
to be appropriate.  

262. 	In	addition	to	these	broad	obligations,	section	100	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	
requires	that	each	local	authority	maintain	a	balanced	budget	unless	it	decides	that	it	is	
financially	prudent	not	to	do	so.		Section	102	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	requires	

5.	 Financial	Governance	and	Management
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each	local	authority	to	develop	and	adopt	specific	funding	and	financial	policies	in	order	to	
provide predictability and certainty about the sources and levels of funding received by the 
local authority.

263. 	Within	the	legislative	framework	for	financial	management	each	local	authority	has	the	
flexibility	to	determine	the	financial	and	funding	policies	that	are	appropriate	to	meet	the	
expenditure needs of the local authority and that best promote the current and future 
interests of the community.  

Current	council	financial	strategies

264. 	Each	local	authority	was	required	to	adopt	a	10-year	long	term	plan	by	30	June	2012.		The	
plans	cover	the	financial	period	from	2012/13	–	2021/22.

265. 	Section	101A	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	requires	each	local	authority	to	prepare	
and	adopt	a	financial	strategy	that	covers	each	year	of	the	long	term	plan.		Through	the	
financial	strategy	the	local	authority	outlines	its	approach	to	managing	its	funding	and	
expenditure needs over the 10-year period.  

266. 	Each	Wellington	local	authority	has	identified	those	factors	that	are	expected	to	have	a	
significant	impact	during	the	period	of	the	long	term	plan.		It	is	clear	from	the	strategies	
that each local authority is forecasting that it will continue to operate in an increasingly 
challenging	operating	and	fiscal	environment.		The	current	financial	and	economic	
environment	is	placing	significant	pressure	on	local	authorities	to	manage	their	finances	
both	prudently	and	in	a	manner	that	delivers	value	for	ratepayers.		In	some	areas,	issues	
identified	are	relevant	only	to	one	or	two	local	authorities,	rather	than	uniform	across	all.		
The	Panel	agrees	that	these	issues	will	also	need	to	shape	its	final	recommendations.		

267.	 Examples	of	the	issues	identified	in	the	financial	strategies	include:

•	 The	impact	of	the	current	state	of	the	economy,	particularly	in	the	wake	of	the	global	
financial	crisis	–	on	both	local	authorities	and	individual	ratepayers

•	 Forecast	population	growth

•	 Changing	demands	on	service	levels	and	local	authority	activities

•	 Pressures	on	current	or	planned	local	or	regional	infrastructure

•	 Pressure	to	maintain	the	affordability	of	current	plans	and	activities	and	the	related	
issue of ratepayers’ willingness to pay

•	 Balancing	the	allocation	of	the	rates	requirement	across	different	ratepayer	groups

•	 Dealing	with	significant	financial	or	operational	issues	(such	as	leaky	homes	and	
earthquake	strengthening)

268.  The Panel noted that these issues will continue to be relevant for any particular governance 
model recommended, including the Greater Wellington Council.

Council funding

269. 	The	panel	has	reviewed	the	current	financial	approaches	of	the	local	authorities	in	the	
region, including costs and funding arrangements for services and infrastructure.
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270.	 	At	an	aggregated	regional	level,	63%	of	local	authority	operating	funding	is	provided	from	
rates	and	levies.		A	further	18%	of	the	region’s	funding	is	derived	from	fees	and	user	
charges,	11%	from	subsidies	and	grants	for	operating	expenditure	purposes	and	a	further	
7%	provided	from	fines	and	infringement	fees.	

271.	 	Despite	the	size	of	local	authority	balance	sheets,	only	1%	of	the	funding	required	for	
operating purposes is derived from interest and dividends on investments.  This is not 
surprising because the vast majority of assets are infrastructure, not investment, assets.

Table 5-1: Forecast Sources of Operating Funding – 2012/13

Local Authority Total 
Operating 
Funding

$000

Revenue 
from Rates 
(General, 
Targeted, 

Water Usage)
$000

Revenue 
from Fees 

and Charges
$000

Other 
Sources of 
Revenue

$000

% of 
Revenue 

from Rates

Wellington $365,289 $239,567 $97,421 $28,301 66%

Hutt	City $131,079 $91,306 $29,570 $10,203 70%

Upper	Hutt $38,057 $30,228 $5,505 $2,324 79%

Porirua $58,751 $46,490 $9,883 $2,378 79%

Kapiti $58,639 $47,180 $9,654 $1,805 80%

South	Wairarapa $18,551 $11,057 $604 $6,890 60%

Carterton $11,211 $8,514 $1,431 $1,267 76%

Masterton $32,836 $24.040 $5,800 $2,996 73%

Greater Wellington Regional Council $218,523 $90,258 $4,448 $123,817 41%

TOTAL	WELLINGTON	REGION $932,936 $588,640 $164,316 $179,981 63%

  Source: 2012/22 LTPs, Funding Impact Statement adjusted for calculation, Targeted Rates for Water Supply, 
Residents as per LTP

Figure 5-1: Summary of Forecast Sources of Operating Funding Wellington Region Local 
Authorities – 2012/13
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 Source: 2012/22 Final LTPs, Funding Impact Statement adjusted for calculation Targeted Rates for Water Supply
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272.	 	The	financial	analysis	set	out	above	highlights	the	contribution	rates,	and	to	a	lesser	extent	
user	charges,	make	to	funding	local	authority	activities.		Across	the	local	authorities	in	the	
Wellington	region	revenue	from	rates	(as	a	percentage	of	total	income)	ranges	from	41%	
to	80%.		

273.	  The Panel noted variation in local authority approaches to determining the level of ‘user-
pays’	for	specific	activities.		As	an	example,	the	following	table	highlights	the	different	
funding policies applying to swimming pools.

Table 5-2: Local Authority Funding Policy for Swimming Pools – 2012/13

Local Authority Local Authority Funding 
Policy

Swimming Pool Entry Prices

% funded 
from Rates

% funded 
from User 
Charges 
and Other 
Revenue

Adult Child Pre-school

Wellington 60% 40% $5.701 $3.502 $1.20

Hutt	City 60-79% 20-39% $4.50 $3.00 N/A

Upper	Hutt 40-65% 35-60% $5.10 $4.10 $3.103

Porirua 35-50% 50-65% $5.004 $3.004 N/A

Kapiti 75% 25% $4.50 $2.20 $1.20

South	Wairarapa 60-70% 30-40% $3.00 $2.005 N/A

Carterton 100%6 0% N/A N/A N/A

Masterton 70% 30% $5.10 $3.607 N/A8

Greater Wellington Regional Council N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source: 2012/22 LTPs, local authority funding policies or websites for entry prices  
Notes:  1 Exception is Khandallah pool (Adult $2; Child $1), 2 College students and children 5-14 years,  
3 Under 1 year old = $2, 4 Fees in table are for Arena Aquatic Centre. Cannons Creek pool fees are  
$3.40 adult, $1 child, 5 College students and children under 12, 6 Based on UAGC, 7 Under 15 years or  
student, 8 No charge with adult. Additional under 5 = $1
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Council	operating	and	capital	expenditure

A	high	level	summary	of	the	forecast	operating	expenditure	for	each	local	authority	for	2012/13,	
and in aggregate over the 10-year period 2012-22, is summarised in Table 5-3.

Table 5-3: Forecast Operating Expenditure 2012/13 – 2021/22

Local Authority Forecast	Operating	Expenditure	2012/13	–	2021/22

Finance 
Expense

$000

Depreciation 
and 

Amortisation
$000

Other 
Operating 
Expenditure	

(incl. 
Personnel)

$000

Total 
Operating 
Expenditure	
2012/13

$000

Total 
Operating 
Expenditure	
2012/13	–	
2021/22

$000

Wellington $22,647 $91,703 $264,830 $379,180 $4,346,840

Hutt	City $4,000 $31,688 $95,587 $131,275 $1,463,865

Upper	Hutt $1,459 $11,734 $31,742 $44,935 $529,132

Porirua $3,547 $18,133 $48,460 $70,140 $814,248

Kapiti $8,474 $13,383 $41,091 $62,948 $790,846

South	Wairarapa $608 $4,204 $11,300 $16,112 $181,082

Carterton $520 $3,272 $8,375 $12,167 $142,730

Masterton $3,032 $9,739 $22,845 $35,616 $406,480

Greater Wellington 
Regional Council*

$8,173 $31,720 $215,255 $255,148 $2,959,181

TOTAL	WELLINGTON	
REGION

$52,460 $215,576 $739,485 $1,007,521 $11,934,434

  Source:�2012/22�Final�long�term�plans,�financial�information�sourced�from�Prospective�Statement�of�
Comprehensive Income.

  *  Greater Wellington includes GW Rail Limited which owns and maintains the metropolitan rail rolling  
stock and stations

274.	  Wellington’s local authorities will incur approximately $1 billion of expenditure in the 
provision	and	delivery	of	operating	services	and	activities	in	the	2012/13	financial	year.		
Over the next 10-year period total operating expenditure is forecast to total approximately 
$11.9 billion. 

275.	 	In	addition	to	expenditure	for	operating	purposes,	each	local	authority	is	planning	to	
invest in current and future assets and infrastructure.  Funding for capital investment is 
generally	derived	from	borrowings,	capital	grants	and	subsidies,	development	and	financial	
contributions	or	cash	surpluses	from	operating	activities	(principally	funded	levels	of	
depreciation).

276.	 	A	high-level	summary	of	the	forecast	capital	expenditure	programmes	for	each	local	
authority over the 10-year period 2012-2022 is summarised in Table 5-4 below.
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Table 5-4: Forecast Capital Expenditure 2012/13 – 2021/22

Local Authority Total	Forecast	Capital	Expenditure	2012/13	–	2021/22

CAPEX -To meet 
additional demand

$000

CAPEX -  Improve 
levels of service

$000

CAPEX – 
Replacement of 
Existing	Assets

$000

Total forecast 
CAPEX	2012/13	–	

2021/22
$000

Wellington $42,784 $421,088 $974,952 $1,438,824

Hutt	City $0 $211,524 $231,681 $443,205

Upper	Hutt $0 $47,874 $73,867 $121,741

Porirua $77,551 $34,072 $100,987 $212,610

Kapiti $13,694 $149,967 $127,456 $291,117

South	Wairarapa $417 $10,917 $40,195 $51,529

Carterton $2,286 $2,967 $37,101 $42,354

Masterton $1,278 $31,113 $88,642 $121,033

Greater Wellington Regional 
Council *

$23,083 $454,417 $76,991 $554,491

TOTAL	WELLINGTON	REGION $161,093 $1,363,940 $1,751,871 $3,276,903

   Source:�2012/22�long�term�plans,�financial�information�sourced�from�Funding�Impact�Statement.
 * Greater Wellington includes capital purchases of GW Rail Limited for rolling stock and station upgrades

277.	  Over the next 10-year period local authorities are planning to invest approximately $3.3 
billion in new and existing assets and infrastructure.  The majority of this investment is 
planned in core local government infrastructure – water, wastewater, sewage, roading and 
transport.

278.	 	Of	this	total	investment,	59%	will	be	invested	in	the	renewal	or	replacement	of	existing	
assets	while	36%	will	be	invested	in	assets	and	infrastructure	in	order	to	improve	their	
service	levels.		Only	5%	of	the	total	investment	is	planned	to	meet	additional	demand,	with	
two local authorities planning no new infrastructure investment.  

Figure 5-2: Forecast Capital Investment 2012/13 – 2021/22

CAPEX - To meet addittional
demand

5%

36%
59% CAPEX - To improve service

levels

CAPEX - To replace existing
assets

� Source:�2012/22�long�term�plans,�financial�information�sourced�from�Funding�Impact�Statement.
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Size	and	scale	of	local	authority	assets,	liabilities	and	equity

279.	 	Wellington’s	local	authorities	are	responsible	for	the	management	of	significant	portfolios	of	
assets and liabilities.  

280. 	At	an	aggregated	level,	assets	managed	and	under	the	stewardship	of	the	region’s	local	
authorities amount to $12.8 billion. The majority of these assets are critical infrastructure 
(water,	sewerage,	roading	infrastructure	networks)	and	public	transport,	and	community/
operational	assets	(libraries,	swimming	pools,	recreation	centres).		Assets	also	include	
investments by local authorities in subsidiary and associate entities.  Of the region’s assets, 
approximately	52%	are	under	the	management	and	stewardship	of	Wellington	City	Council.	

281. Total	liabilities	across	the	region	are	$1.047	billion,	the	majority	of	which	are	council	debt.

282. 	A	high-level	summary	of	the	equity,	liabilities	and	assets	of	each	local	authority	is	
summarised in Table 5-5.

Table 5-5: Summary of Local Authority Equity, Liabilities and Assets – As at 30 June 2011

Local Authority Total	Equity
$000

Total Liabilities
$000

Total Assets
$000

Assets as a % of 
Region’s Assets

Wellington $6,196,356 $487,401 $6,683,757 52%

Hutt	City $1,149,105 $109,279 $1,258,384 10%

Upper	Hutt $576,071 $27,986 $604,057 5%

Porirua $1,083,992 $63,209 $1,147,201 9%

Kapiti $737,766 $91,841 $829,607 6%

South	Wairarapa $362,639 $11,708 $374,347 3%

Carterton $145,676 $4,419 $150,095 1%

Masterton $669,498 $37,241 $706,739 6%

Greater Wellington Regional Council $810,929 $213,724 $1,024,653 8%

TOTAL	WELLINGTON	REGION $11,732,032 $1,046,808 $12,778,840

 Source: 2010/11 Annual Reports (1Wellington�Regional�figures�include�Greater�Wellington�Rail)

283. 	Debt	is	generally	used	by	local	authorities	to	fund	the	upgrade	and	renewal	of	existing	
assets, and to construct or purchase new assets. When local authorities upgrade existing 
assets or invest in new assets such as swimming pools, libraries, sports stadiums, roads, 
landfills	and	sewage	treatment	plants,	the	benefits	of	these	assets	flow	to	the	community	
across	many	years.	Borrowing	is	generally	considered	the	most	cost-effective	and	prudent	
way to fund such capital expenditure because it spreads the cost of the asset over the 
future	generations	of	ratepayers	who	will	benefit	from	the	use	of	the	asset.		The	use	of	
borrowings as a source of funding for capital investment therefore generally supports the 
principle	of	inter-generational	equity.

284. 	Borrowing	levels	are	managed	by	individual	local	authorities	in	accordance	with	their	
financial	strategies	and	specific	borrowing	limits	and	targets,	developed	during	the	long	
term	planning	process.	There	are	significant	variations	in	borrowing	strategies,	parameters	
and practice across the region.
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285. 	A	high-level	summary	of	the	actual	and	forecast	level	of	borrowings	and	indebtedness	
across the region is summarised in Table 5-6. 

Table 5-6: Summary of Local Authority Borrowings (Actual and Forecast)

Local Authority Actual 
Borrowings 

30 June 2011
$000

Forecast 
Borrowings 

30 June 2013
$000

Borrowings 
per Resident 
2012/13

Forecast 
Borrowings 

30 June 2022
$000

Forecast 
Movement in 
Borrowings 
2012-2022

Wellington $341,525 $373,668 $2,082 $532,355 42%

Hutt	City $81,616 $68,725 $703 $56,255 (18%)

Upper	Hutt $20,745 $24,972 $650 $50,154 101%

Porirua $41,766 $53,058 $1,093 $52,499 (1%)

Kapiti $71,266 $135,190 $2,926 $188,079 39%

South	Wairarapa $8,420 $10,138 $1,141 $16,711 65%

Carterton $1,636 $9,414 $1,326 $10,988 17%

Masterton $28,491 $52,005 $2,299 $54,174 4%

Greater Wellington Regional 
Council

$112,616 $182,248 $406 $375,436 106%

TOTAL	WELLINGTON	REGION $708,081 $909,418 $1,336,651 47%

  Source: 2010/11 Annual Report (actual borrowings as at 30 June 2011), 2012/22 long term plans (forecast 
borrowings 30 June 2013, 30 June 2022), Residents as per 2012/22 long term plans 

286.  Total borrowings for the Wellington region are forecast to be $909.418 million at the end of 
the	2012/13	financial	period,	increasing	to	$1,336.651	million	by	30	June	2022.		

287.	 	Borrowing	levels	for	individual	local	authorities	vary	significantly,	and	are	likely	to	
be	influenced	by	the	size	and	scale	of	both	historical	and	planned	capital	investment	
programmes.		In	general,	local	authorities	are	planning	significant	levels	of	capital	
investment over the next 10 years, either to replace or upgrade ageing infrastructure, to 
meet changing demands on asset service levels or to effectively plan and manage forecast 
growth.  

288.  Reductions in borrowing levels of the period of the long-term may result from a lower level 
of investment in new assets, deferral of capital expenditure, changes to the timing of asset 
renewals, the availability of surplus capital funding, decisions to fund borrowing reductions 
or the sale of assets and the application of sale proceeds to repay borrowings.  

289. 	Table	5-6	above	also	identifies	the	level	of	borrowings	per	resident	within	each	local	
authority	area.		Because	borrowings	generally	result	from	the	funding	of	capital	investment	
and the level of capital investment is more closely aligned to numbers of residents or 
users, the Panel considers that borrowings per resident is the most appropriate analysis of 
the level of indebtedness of local authorities.  The table illustrates that forecast borrowings 
per	resident	ranges	from	$650	per	resident	in	Upper	Hutt	to	$2,926	per	resident	in	Kapiti.	
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Overview of current local authority rating systems and policies

290. 	A	starting	point	for	the	Panel’s	consideration	of	the	preferred	rating	system	is	to	consider	
and analyse the rating systems and policies that have been adopted by current local 
authorities.

291. 	As	a	general	observation	the	Panel	has	noted	that	the	rating	system	and	policies	adopted	
across	the	region	varies	between	local	authorities,	owing	to	the	flexible	powers	provided	
by	the	Local	Government	(Rating)	Act.		Individual	local	authorities	have	adopted	a	rating	
system	that	most	appropriately	and	equitably	finances	the	needs	of	their	communities.	

292.  Rating systems vary on the valuation base used, the level of uniform annual general 
charges, the use of targeted rates and rating differentials for certain classes of rating units, 
policies on the postponement and remission of rates, and the way in which water charges 
are structured and levied.  The percentage of rates funding raised from general rates also 
varies considerably across the region. 

293. 	A	high	level	overview	of	the	rating	systems,	policies	and	sources	of	rates	funding	adopted	
by	each	local	authority	for	the	2012/13	financial	period	is	summarised	in	Table	5-7.

Table 5-7: Summary of Local Authority Rating Systems, Policies, Rates Funding Sources – 
2012/13

Local Authority Rating 
Valuation 

Basis 
(General 

Rate)

Maximum	
Differential  

on 
Commercial 
General Rate

% of 
Rates from 

General 
Rates

% of 
Rates from 
Targeted 

Rates

% of Rates 
from Water 

Usage

Total Rates 
Collected 
($000)

% of Total 
Income 

from Rates

Wellington Capital 
Value

2.80 53% 42% 5% $239,567 66%

Hutt	City Capital 
Value

3.56 68% 19% 13% $91,306 70%

Upper	Hutt Capital 
Value

2.65 							57% 42% 1% $30,228 79%

Porirua Capital 
Value

3.50 79% 11% 10% $46,490 79%

Kapiti Land Value - 19% 66% 14% $47,180 80%

South	Wairarapa Land Value 2.00 67% 13% 20% $11,057 60%

Carterton Capital 
Value

2.00 70% 30% 0% $8,513 76%

Masterton Capital 
Value

2.00 57% 42% 1% $24,040 73%

Greater 
Wellington 
Regional Council

Capital 
Value

- 30% 70% 0% $90,258 41%

  Source: 2012/22 Final LTPs, Funding Impact Statement adjusted for calculation Targeted Rates for Water Supply

Importance	and	significance	of	commercial/business	rating	base

294. 	Most	local	authorities	across	the	region	have	a	commercial	or	business	differential	on	their	
general	rates.		In	simple	terms,	the	effect	of	the	differential	is	to	redistribute	or	reallocate	
the impact of general rates from the residential sector to the commercial or business 
sector.		In	addition,	local	authorities	may	have	separate	commercial	or	business	targeted	
rates.
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295. 	The	significance	and	importance	of	a	strong	commercial	and	business	sector	is	not	only	
vital for the region’s economy but is also integral to the way that local authorities manage 
their rating and funding decisions.

296.  Each local authority area generally has a central business district or commercial area.  
Within the overall region the size, scale and regional importance of Wellington City 
Council’s	CBD	is	significant.		From	a	rating	and	funding	perspective,	approximately	$84-$86	
million of rates and water charges are forecast to be collected by Wellington City Council 
from	the	commercial	CBD	area	in	the	2012/13	financial	period.		This	includes	a	targeted	
downtown levy of $13.6 million.  The differential on the commercial general rate is set at 
2.80 for 2012/13.

297.	 	Of	the	total	rates	collected	by	Wellington	City	Council	approximately	36%	is	derived	
from	commercial	ratepayers	in	the	Wellington	CBD	area.		Of	the	total	rates	funded	from	
the	commercial,	industrial	and	business	use	sector,	approximately	78%	is	derived	from	
commercial	ratepayers	in	the	Wellington	CBD	area.		

Realising	the	efficiency	savings	derived	from	local	government	reform

298. 	The	financial	scale	of	local	government	operations	in	the	Wellington	region	is	significant.	
Funding	of	local	government	activities,	operation	and	investment	involves	significant	
amounts	of	public	money.		The	Royal	Commission	into	Auckland	Governance	noted	that	
many of the submissions made to the Commission in support of change were of the view 
that	the	amalgamation	of	individual	local	authorities	should	result	in	significant	cost	
savings.		The	Commission	accepted	the	importance	of	financial	savings	and	efficiencies,	
although	it	noted	there	were	other	equally	important	issues	in	considering	the	impact	and	
benefit	of	local	government	reform	across	the	Auckland	region.

299. 	In	the	case	of	Auckland,	the	Commission	identified	that	proposals	for	structural	change	
could	be	expected	to	result	in	estimated	efficiency	savings	of	between	2.5%	and	3.5%	
of the total expenditure planned by the then local authorities that made up the greater 
Auckland	region.		Total	estimated	savings	and	efficiencies	for	Auckland	were	estimated	at	
between	$76	million	and	$113	million	per	year.		

300. 	The	panel	notes	that	Auckland	Council	has	recently	reported	that	it	is	on	track	to	achieve	
its	forecast	levels	of	savings	and	efficiencies.		In	its	first	year	of	operation	the	Auckland	
Council	has	reported	efficiencies	of	$81	million.		Over	the	period	of	the	2012-2022	long	
term	plan	the	Auckland	Council	is	forecasting	a	further	$1.7	billion	in	efficiency	savings	
(more	or	same	service	levels	for	less	cost).	

301. 	The	Auckland	experience	highlights	that	efficiency	savings	are	more	realistically	expected	
in the medium to long term.  The process and timeframes of reorganisation and integration 
take	time.		Short-term	efficiency	savings	would	be	partially	offset	by	the	costs	associated	
with restructuring, reorganisation and integration. 

302. 	The	2010	PricewaterhouseCoopers	study,	commissioned	by	the	Wellington	Mayoral	
Forum,	drew	on	UK	research	that	was	undertaken	into	the	size	of	local	government	
and	its	relationship	to	efficiency.106		In	that	research,	it	noted	that	the	UK	Government	
(Department	for	Communities	and	Local	Government	2006)	stated	the	primary	reason	for	
encouraging the development of unitary structures and a new two-tier model was to make 
substantial	efficiency	gains.	The	research	noted:

“…	local	authorities	with	a	small	client	population	are	likely	to	reap	efficiency	gains	
on	administrative	costs	by	reorganising	into	a	larger	unit	or	by	sharing	back	office	
functions”.107

106	 Rhys	Andrews	and	George	Boyne	“Size,	Structure	and	Administrative	Overheads:	An	Empirical	Analysis	of	English	Local	Authorities”	
2006	46(4)	Urban	Studies,	739-759.

107	 Rhys	Andrews	and	George	Boyne,	as	above	n	106	at	17.
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303. 	In	addition	to	considering	structural	opportunities,	both	the	2010	PricewaterhouseCoopers	
study	and	the	more	recent	Morrison	Low	study	commissioned	by	Wairarapa	local	authorities	
considered options for greater sharing of services, or shared service arrangements.108  The 
premise	of	enhanced	shared	service	arrangements	being	that	efficiency	savings	could	
reasonably	be	expected	if	current	local	service	provision	and	delivery	(including	back	office	
functions)	were	efficiently	and	effectively	reorganised	and	provided	on	a	region	wide	basis.

304.  The Panel also notes that the experience and expectation from restructuring or 
reorganisation of operating units and service delivery from within the central government 
and	health	sectors	further	supports	the	case	that	efficiency	savings	can	be	achieved	
through amalgamation, integration and sharing of services.  This is particularly the case in 
the	area	of	back	office	functions.	

305. 	Efficiency	savings	need	to	be	carefully	considered	in	the	context	of	the	way	that	existing	
structures and service delivery is structured across the Wellington region today.  The panel 
notes that there are a number of examples of local authorities working together, combining 
resources	or	performing	activities	in	a	consistent	coordinated	manner	today	(for	example,	
water management services, emergency management, joint venture arrangements for 
landfills).

306. 	However,	the	Panel	considers	that	sufficient	weight	can	be	given	to	the	evidence	
of	efficiency	savings	from	the	Auckland	experience,	and	that	identified	in	the	
PricewaterhouseCoopers study, to suggest that there should be a reasonable expectation 
of	efficiency	savings	from	a	reorganisation	of	the	current	governance	and	service	delivery	
structures of Wellington local authorities.  

307.	 Efficiency	savings	could	be	reasonably	expected	in	the	following	areas:				

•	 Unified	or	‘common’	areas	of	activity	of	service	(for	example,	procurement,	back	office	
systems	and	functions,	IT,	finance,	HR)

•	 Common	regulatory	functions,	activities	and	processes	(for	example,	consents	and	
licensing)

308. 	The	Panel	notes	that	if	the	Wellington	region	were	to	deliver	a	level	of	efficiency	savings	
comparable	to	the	expectation	identified	in	the	Auckland	Commission	report	(2.5%-3.0%)	
then	this	would	translate	into	operational	efficiency	savings	of	between	$300	million	
-	$360	million	across	the	Wellington	region	over	a	10-year	period.		A	similar	level	of	
efficiency	savings	on	the	region’s	capital	investment	programmes	would	reduce	the	capital	
investment	required	by	between	$75	million	-	$90	million,	and	potentially	reduce	the	level	
of	borrowings	required	to	fund	some	of	this	planned	investment.

309. 	Overall,	the	Panel	recommends	that	the	benefit	of	savings	and	efficiencies	be	shared	on	a	
uniform	basis	across	the	region	unless	the	savings	and	efficiencies	result	from	areas	where	
there	is	a	unique	level	of	service	delivery	and	this	level	of	service	had	been	marginally	
priced to the ratepayers in that local area.  The Panel expects that the adoption of a single 
uniform	rating	and	funding	system	would	generally	attribute	the	savings	and	efficiencies	on	
the same basis as the original rating, funding or pricing allocation decision had been made.   

108	 Morrison	Low	Assessment of options for joint management and service delivery	(South	Wairarapa	District	Council,	Masterton	District	
Counci	and	Carterton	District	Council,	May	2012).
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Financial model for the proposed Greater Wellington Council

310. 	In	this	section	the	Panel	sets	out	its	proposed	financial	model	for	the	Greater	Wellington	
Council.		It	also	outlines	the	Panel’s	recommendations	as	to	the	proposed	rating	entity	and	
the preferred funding and rating system for the region.  The issue of legacy debt and asset 
management issues is also addressed.

311. In	looking	at	the	long	term	plans	of	each	local	authority	the	panel	noted:

•	 Local	authorities	are	responsible	for	the	collection,	management	and	stewardship	of	
large amounts of public money

•	 The	financial	strategies,	and	funding	and	financial	policies	differ	between	each	local	
authority

•	 Comparability	of	finances	between	local	authorities	is	influenced	by	differences	in	the	
strategies and policies adopted

•	 There	are	a	number	of	activities	and	services	that	are	“similar”	across	local	authorities	
but where pricing and funding decisions differ

312. 	In	developing	its	views	the	Panel	has	extensively	reviewed	and	considered	the	financial	
information available from each local authority as well as seeking to understand the 
approach	to	financial	governance	and	management	in	each	local	authority.		It	is	clear	from	
the	financial	information	currently	available	(such	as	long	term	plans,	annual	plans,	annual	
reports)	that	the	cost	of	service	delivery	and	asset	management	is	significant.				

313. 	Each	local	authority	has	a	common	responsibility	under	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	
to	manage	its	finances	in	a	manner	that	promotes	the	current	and	future	interests	of	the	
community.		However,	each	local	authority	has	the	freedom	to	determine	how	best	to	
fund and allocate the cost of service delivery and the funding mechanisms that are most 
appropriate to the communities that they represent.  

314. 	Under	New	Zealand’s	current	system	of	local	government	each	local	authority	chooses	the	
level of funding from rates, from users of services or from other sources.  Within each of 
these, local authorities have further freedom and choice about the allocation of costs to 
various sectors, ratepayers or different types of users of the services provided.  

315.  The Panel has given careful consideration to the impact that these differences would 
have	in	establishing	the	appropriate	financial	model	for	the	proposed	Greater	Wellington	
Council.  The Panel is acutely aware of the impact that any change to the structure of local 
government across the Wellington region would have on the reallocation or redistribution of 
rates and other sources of funding.  

316. 	In	considering	this	issue	the	Panel	noted	that	similar	challenges	were	faced	by	the	
Auckland	Council,	post	amalgamation,	as	it	established	and	set	up	the	uniform	rating	
and	funding	model	for	the	greater	Auckland	region.		For	example,	the	development	of	a	
regional	funding	and	financial	policy	for	swimming	pools	impacted	Manukau	City	ratepayers	
who had previously enjoyed free access to the local authority’s swimming pools prior to 
amalgamation.		Similarly,	the	development	of	a	single	rating	policy	for	Auckland	affected	
the	final	distribution	and	allocation	of	rates.		

317.	 	In	the	case	of	Auckland	the	development	of	a	single	set	of	funding	and	financial	policies	
was	managed	as	part	of	the	transition	and	set-up	of	the	Auckland	Council,	or	as	part	of	the	
development	of	Auckland	Council’s	2012-22	Long	Term	Plan.		The	final	impact	on	individual	
ratepayers	of	the	shift	to	a	single	set	of	funding	and	financial	policies	was	not	known	
prior to amalgamation, although there was an expectation that the council would need to 
carefully	manage	or	equalise	any	extreme	funding	and	rating	changes	or	movements.	
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318. 	The	Panel’s	consideration	of	the	experience	in	Auckland	has	shown	the	priority	given	to	
managing the impacts of any transition or redistribution of the funding burden is just as 
important as the ensuring that the rating and funding model supporting the single rating 
entity is robust and appropriate.   

319. 	In	broad	terms,	the	Panel	appreciates	that	ratepayers	have	indicated	that	they	are	
particularly interested in:

•	What	level	of	efficiency	savings	could	be	expected	from	any	reform	of	the	current	
governance	model,	how	these	efficiency	savings	would	be	distributed,	and	the	
timeframes	over	which	efficiency	savings	would	be	realised

•	 How	any	local	government	reform	would	affect	the	rates	paid	by	individual	ratepayers	
or	groups	of	ratepayers	(commercial,	rural	and	residential).		This	is	influenced	by	the	
level	of	efficiency	savings	derived	from	amalgamation	and	which	revenue	and	financing	
policies	are	applied	to	distribute	the	total	rate	requirement	

•	 How	the	integration	of	funding	and	financial	policies	or	the	development	of	a	regional	
rating system would affect the distribution or allocation of rates and the direct charges 
for the use of local authority services

•	 How	unique	financial	issues	or	challenges	faced	by	one	local	authority	(for	example,	
settling	leaky	homes	claims)	would	be	managed	on	a	regional	basis

•	 The	cost	of	maintaining	local	democracy	and	representation

320.  Set out below is the Panel’s thinking and broad recommendations for the establishment of 
a single rating unit for the proposed Greater Wellington Council.  The proposed financial 
model and the high-level financial and funding policies that the Panel considers to be the 
most appropriate in supporting and enabling the proposed changes are outlined.

Proposed	financial	model

321.  People expressed a desire to retain the freedom to determine the delivery of local services 
and how these could be funded.  They were also interested in understanding how any 
reform of local governance would ultimately impact the level of rates and user charges that 
they may be asked to pay. 

322. 	As	was	evident	with	the	Auckland	experience,	the	Panel	has	noted	that	one	of	the	key	
challenges associated with any structural reform is the determination of how current 
differences	in	strategy,	service	levels,	and	funding	and	financial	policies	across	local	
authorities are addressed in the development of uniform policies of a Greater Wellington 
Council.	Determining	how	to	effectively	manage	the	financial	impact	and	consequences	of	
these	decisions	at	an	individual	ratepayer	level	is	also	very	difficult.	

323. 	As	noted	in	this	report,	the	Panel	has	recommended	the	establishment	of	a	single	Greater	
Wellington Council and the establishment of a governance model that provides for both 
regional	and	local	representation	and	financial	management.		The	Panel	takes	the	view	
that	it	needs	to	give	direction	and	clarity	to	the	structure	of	financial	governance	and	the	
nature	and	extent	of	financial	and	funding	policy	decisions	needed	to	effectively	support	
and	enable	the	role	and	function	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Council.		In	this	regard,	the	
Panel strongly supports the creation of a single rating entity and the development of 
uniform funding and rating systems and policies that could	apply	equally	across	the	region.		
However,	the	Panel	agrees	that	it	is	important	that	the	preferred	model	must	also	allow	for	
local	area	decision	making	and	the	distribution	and	allocation	of	funding	requirements	at	a	
Local	Area	Council	level.   
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324.  The Panel believes that a single rating entity and uniform funding and rating system best 
meets	the	financial	governance	needs	of	the	proposed	Greater	Wellington	Council	in	a	
manner	that	is	fair,	transparent,	efficient	and	sustainable.		Critically,	the	proposed	model	is	
sufficiently	flexible	to	support	funding	decisions	on	a	uniform	regional	basis	as	well	being	
able	to	accommodate	decisions	at	a	Local	Area	Council	level	through	mechanisms	such	as	
targeted rates. 

325. 	A	high	level	overview	of	the	proposed	financial	governance	model	for	the	Greater	
Wellington	Council	is	set	out	in	the	figure	below.

Figure�5-3:�Proposed�financial�model
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326. 	Without	diminishing	any	of	the	financial	challenges	faced	by	the	proposed	Greater	
Wellington	Council,	the	Panel	is	clear	in	its	position	that	the	summarised	financial	
information	for	each	local	authority	indicates	that	the	‘aggregated’	financial	size,	strength	
and leverage of Wellington’s local authorities provide an opportunity to provide more 
effective	financial	governance	and	management	of	service	delivery.	This	would	better	meet	
the future needs and challenges faced by the region.  

327.	  The Panel has noted examples where relatively small rating population bases are highly 
susceptible	to	significant	cost	and	rates	increases	associated	with	the	renewal	or	upgrade	
of essential infrastructure assets services.  The Panel considers that the establishment of 
a single rating entity for the region as a whole, and the development of a single uniform 
rating and funding system, create opportunities for enhanced leverage and improved 
financial	and	risk	management	across	the	region.		

Single rating entity

328.  The Panel recommends the establishment of a single rating entity for the greater 
Wellington region, being the Greater Wellington Council, for the purposes of the Local 
Government	Act	2002	and	the	Local	Government	Rating	Act.

329. 	Under	the	Panel’s	proposed	financial	governance	model,	budgetary	control,	asset	
management, debt management and revenue raising would be the responsibility of the 



71

Greater	Wellington	Council.		Decision	making	regarding	the	appropriate	financial	and	
funding policies would rest with the Greater Wellington Council.  The Greater Wellington 
Council would be expected to determine how best to fund services and activities:

•	 At	a	whole-of-region	level	and	at	a	Local	Area	Council	level

•	 Through	a	combination	or	mix	of	rates,	user	charges	or	other	sources	of	revenue

•	 In	a	manner	that	appropriately	manages	the	financial	impact	on	communities	and	
individual ratepayers

•	 That	address	matters	of	affordability,	prudence	and	long	term	financial	sustainability

330. 	Under	the	proposed	governance	model	Local	Area	Councils	would	have	delegated	
budgetary authority for local service delivery, administration and engagement, and local 
place	making	processes	such	as	village	and	neighbourhood	planning.		Local	Area	Councils	
would need to negotiate their budgets with the Greater Wellington Council and would be 
responsible for managing the funding allocated to them.  

331. 	A	significant	benefit	of	the	proposed	financial	model	is	that	there	would	be	a	single	
centralised	accounting	system	based	on	common	accounting	and	financial	policies	and	
systems,	similar	to	that	operated	by	the	Auckland	Council.		In	line	with	this,	all	revenue	
collected in rates and other sources would be payable to the Greater Wellington Council 
which would distribute and allocate the funding received for the purposes set out in the 
long  term plan or annual plan.

332. 	Overall,	the	Panel	has	determined	that	a	single	rating	entity	provides	the	most	efficient	
and	effective	level	and	form	of	financial	governance	and	decision	making	for	the	Wellington	
region.  The single rating entity would enable a clear, coherent and consistent approach 
and policy to funding decisions across the region.  The single rating entity model can 
effectively	accommodate	Local	Area	Council	needs	through	targeting	of	funding	decisions	
where	service	needs	are	unique	or	differentiated	within	or	across	Local	Area	Council	
jurisdictions.  

333.  The Panel’s view is that a single rating entity can operate consistently and effectively 
with	a	whole-of-region	focus	while	being	responsive	to	the	needs	and	requirements	of	
individual communities.  Responding to funding decisions on a regional basis best supports 
the	principles	of	fairness	and	equity	for	ratepayers	across	the	region.		Further,	the	Panel	
considers that the administration of a single rating entity is more cost effective than any 
alternative rating entity structure and can best meet the rating and funding needs of the 
Wellington region.  

Proposed single rating system

334. 	During	its	consultation	and	engagement,	the	Panel	received	significant	comments	and	
feedback	on	matters	relating	to	the	relative	financial	governance	and	management	of	one	
local authority compared to another.  Comment and feedback suggests that there is a high 
level	of	interest	in	how	current	differences	in	financial	management	and	funding	decisions	
would be addressed or managed as part of any local government reform or restructure.  
These	questions	include	how	individual	local	authorities	are	responding	to	significant	
financial	issues,	such	as	leaky	building	liabilities,	managing	earthquake	strengthening	
obligations or responding to concerns over deferred maintenance liabilities on existing 
infrastructure.

335. 	Under	the	Local	Government	Act	2002,	rating	and	funding	decisions	are	set	out	in	the	
financial	and	funding	policies	of	the	local	authority.		The	Panel	has	agreed	that	it	is	
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appropriate to look separately at the preferred rating system and decisions around user 
charges or other funding sources for the delivery of activities and services.   

336. 	In	considering	the	implications	of	the	proposed	financial	model	the	Panel	has	carefully	
considered:

•	 The	existing	funding	and	rating	systems	and	policies	adopted	by	each		local	authority	
within the Wellington region

•	 The	current	and	forecast	financial	challenges	and	pressures	that	each	local	authority	
has	identified	in	their	respective	financial	strategy	that	forms	part	of	the	current	long	
term plan

•	 The	implications	of	the	proposed	governance	model	for	the	Greater	Wellington	Council,	
including the allocation of decision making at a regional versus local level

•	 The	basis	on	which	a	preferred	rating	and	funding	system	for	the	proposed	Greater	
Wellington Council should be developed

•	 The	impact	that	any	change	or	transition	from	the	current	status	quo	would	have	on	
current ratepayer

•	 Options	or	opportunities	to	manage	the	financial	impact	of	transition	and	change

337.	 	The	Panel	has	looked	closely	at	the	recent	Auckland	experience.		In	particular,	it	considered	
how	the	Auckland	Council	developed	its	single	uniform	rating	system	and	detailed	rating	
policies.		It	also	looked	closely	at	how	the	Auckland	Council	managed	the	transition	impacts	
arising from the shift to the single uniform rating system.  

338. 	The	most	significant	challenges	that	the	Panel	faced	in	developing	its	recommendations	
arose,	from	the	differences	in	funding	and	financial	policies	that	are	apparent	across	the	
region, and determining the best and most appropriate model for the single rating entity.  
For example, local authorities across the Wellington region have adopted different valuation 
bases	for	the	allocation	and	distribution	of	rates	(capital	value	vs.	land	value).		The	Panel	
noted	that	this	same	challenge	was	also	faced	by	the	Auckland	Council.		

339. 	One	of	the	challenges	faced	by	the	amalgamation	of	the	Auckland	local	authorities	was	
the	development	of	a	single	regional	rating	system.		From	1	July	2012	Auckland’s	single	
rating	system	saw	the	majority	of	rates	calculated	on	an	Auckland-wide	basis,	although	
the	Council	continues	to	use	local	targeted	rates	in	some	cases.		Auckland’s	rates	are	
now calculated on a capital value basis, a change from the mix of land and annual value 
methods used by previous councils. The rating policy has introduced a uniform annual 
general	charge	of	$350.	The	Auckland	Council	expects	to	collect	the	same	proportion	of	
rates	from	residential	and	non-residential	sectors	as	previously.	In	addition,	the	Panel	
noted	that	the	business	differential	rate	will	be	reduced	from	2.63	times	residential	to	1.73	
by	the	end	of	the	10-year	long	term	plan	in	Auckland.	

340.  The Panel’s objective is to determine the rating system that best meets the needs of the 
proposed Greater Wellington Council and the ratepayers and communities whose interests 
would be served by this local authority.

341.  To do this the Panel has considered the principles on which the funding and rating system 
should be developed.  The Panel notes the legislative framework and parameters within 
which	local	authorities	must	operate	when	establishing	their	financial	and	funding	policies.		

342.  The Panel notes that rates are essentially a form of taxation levied by local authorities 
on	the	property	owned	by	ratepayers	within	the	region.		Property	value	(such	as	capital	
value	and	land	value)	is	generally	used	as	the	basis	of	the	allocation	of	the	majority	of	the	
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taxation funding decisions made by the local authority.  Taxation policies generally differ 
in design from other funding allocation systems such as setting user charges and fees for 
services.

343. 	The	2007	Rates	Inquiry	noted	that	rates	are	generally	considered	the	most	appropriate	
basis from which to source the revenue that a local authority needs to meet its expenditure 
requirements.109	The	Panel	considers	it	unlikely	that	there	will	be	any	significant	change	
in the foreseeable future to the base on which local authorities will fund their expenditure 
requirements.		

344.  The Panel notes that as with any taxation system, a local authority’s rating system may 
have certain inherent limitations in how the taxation/rating burden is allocated.  Effective 
taxation	systems	generally	support	the	principles	of	fairness,	equity	and	ability	to	pay.		In	
all cases, the Panel has noted that effective taxation systems are generally underpinned by 
sound design and operating principles.  

345. 	To	this	end,	the	Panel	noted	the	report	of	the	Victoria	University	of	Wellington	Tax	
Working Group that considered the proposition of the development of a tax system for 
New	Zealand’s	future.110  While the scope of that report did not intend to address the 
appropriateness of rating and taxation decisions of local authorities, the Panel has noted 
that the working group set out the broad principles that a good taxation system would 
exhibit.  The Panel considers that these principles are an appropriate basis from which 
to determine or evaluate the taxation or rating system that best meets the needs of the 
proposed Greater Wellington Council.

346. 	An	overview	of	the	principles	of	a	good	taxation	system	that	were	used	by	the	Tax	Working	
Group	in	its	review	is	outlined	in	the	figure	below: 111

109	 David	Shand,	Graeme	Horsley	and	Christine	Cheyne	Funding Local Government - Report of the Local Government Rates Inquiry	(Local	
Government	Rates	Inquiry,	Wellington,	2007).

110 Tax working group Tax sysytem for new zealand's future: report of the Victoria University of Wellington tax working group	(Victoria	
University	of	Wellington,	Wellington,	2010).

111 Tax Working Group above n 110.
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Figure 5-4: Principles of a good taxation system

Principles	of	a	good	taxation	system

All	of	the	options	for	reform	were	assessed	as	far	as	possible	against	six	principles	the	TWG	
considered important for a sound tax system

Efficiency�and�growth:	Taxes	should	be	efficient	and	minimise	as	far	as	possible	impediments	
to economic growth. That is, the tax system should avoid unnecessarily distorting the use of 
resources	and	imposing	heavy	costs	on	individuals	and	firms.	An	important	question	is	how	
various taxes affect key economic and social variables such as employment, investment, 
savings, productivity growth and international competitiveness.

Equity and fairness: The tax system should be fair. The burden of taxes differs across 
individuals	and	businesses	depending	on	which	bases	and	rates	are	adopted.	Assessment	of	
both	vertical	equity,	the	relative	position	of	those	on	different	income	levels	or	in	different	
circumstances,		and	horizontal	equity,	the	consistent	treatment	of	those	at	similar	income	
levels, or similar circumstances, is important. The timeframe is also important, including how 
equity	compares	over	peoples	life-times.

Revenue integrity:  The tax system should be sustainable over time, minimise opportunities 
for tax avoidance and arbitrage, and provide a sustainable revenue base for government.

Fiscal cost:	Tax	reforms	need	to	be	affordable	given	fiscal	constraints.

Compliance and administration cost: The tax system should be as simple and low cost as 
possible	for	taxpayers	to	comply	with	and	for	the	Inland	Revenue	Department	to	administer.

Coherence:	Individual	reform	options	should	make	sense	in	the	context	of	the	entire	
tax system. While a particular measure may seem sensible when viewed in isolation, 
implementing the proposal may not be desirable given the tax system as a whole. 

347.	 	In	considering	the	principles	set	out	above,	the	panel	agreed	that	particular	emphasis	(or	
additional	emphasis)	should	be	given	to	the	following:

•� Efficiency�and�complexity	–	the	proposed	system	and	model	needed	to	cope	efficiently	
with	the	complexity	and	detail	of	funding	decisions	made	at	a	regional	or	Local	Area	
Council level

•� Fairness�and�equity – as with any taxation and funding system the proposed model 
must	deal	effectively	and	efficiently	with	the	principles	of	fairness	and	equity

•� Compliance�with�legislative�requirements�–�the proposed system must be capable of 
satisfying	the	legislative	requirements	and	obligations

•� Flexibility�– the proposed system should accommodate the use of the different rating 
tools	and	mechanisms	available	(such	as	general	rate	and	targeted	rates)	while	also	
coping with choices and options around the allocation of rating and funding decisions 
at a regional or local level, at an activity, service or group of activities level and the 
different	forms	of	communities	and	ratepayers	(such	as	residential,	commercial)

•� Transparency�–�allocation and funding decisions need to be transparent in the proposed 
system.		It	should	be	clear	as	to	how	funding	and	rating	decisions	have	been	arrived	at	
or determined

•� Administration�and�compliance�–�maintaining and administering the proposed funding 
and	rating	system	should	be	cost	effective	and	should	avoid	imposing	significant	
compliance or administration cost on ratepayers
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•� Sustainability�– the proposed funding and rating model needs to be sustainable in the 
medium	to	long	term.		It	should	avoid	the	need	for	significant	continual	readjustment	
and resetting while at the same time anticipating and coping with changing funding 
decisions into the future

•� Affordability�and�impost�– in general, the preferred funding and rating model must take 
into	consideration	issues	of	affordability,	ability	and	willingness	to	pay.		In	addition,	
the Panel agrees that it is important that the transition from the current systems and 
models to the preferred state should carefully consider the impact of the change on 
issues such as affordability  

Broad options for developing the rating model for the single rating entity

348. 	The	Panel	identified	three	broad	options	that	could	provide	a	basis	for	the	preferred	rating	
system of the single rating entity.

Figure 5-5: Rating system options

Single Uniform  
Rating System

Fully Differentiated 
Rating Model

Local Area Targeted 
Rating Model

•	 	Single	uniform	rating	model	that	would	apply	consistently	across	
the Wellington region

•	 	Consideration	would	need	to	be	given	to	establishing	the	
appropriate mix of rating and funding mechanisms to achieve 
the funding allocation outcomes set out in the annual plan of the 
single rating entity

•	 	Rating	model	would	accommodate	and	provide	for	both	regional	
and local funding decisions thereby supporting the proposed 
governance model for Wellington

•	 	Differences	between	current	rating	systems	and	policies	mean	
that the single rating entity would need to give appropriate 
consideration to impact of change and transition on individual 
ratepayers

•	 	Fully	differentiated	rating	and	funding	model	that	retains	the	
current distribution of rates within local government boundaries

•	 	The	majority	of	all	funding	decisions	are	localised	within	current	
local authority boundaries

•	 	Provision	for	contribution	to	activities	and	services	provided	on	a	
region wide basis

•	 	Extensive	use	of	targeted	rating	mechanisms	to	achieve	
allocation and distribution outcomes for regions serviced by Local 
Area	Councils

•	 	Fundamental	principle	–	no	ratepayer	pays	any	more	or	less	
than what they currently do or what they would otherwise have 
been expected to pay under the annual plan of the current local 
authority

•	 	The	model	would	adopt	the	principle	of	a	single	uniform	rating	
model but would retain differentiated service and funding 
outcomes	in	Local	Area	Council	boundaries

•	 	Rating	system	is	less	unified	than	under	the	single	uniform	rating	
model but also less differentiated than the fully differentiated 
model

•	 	As	a	result,	there	would	need	to	be	greater	use	of	targeted	
rating mechanisms and a rebalancing  of the general rates 
allocation

•	 	Would	accommodate	fully	differentiated	service	delivery	within	
Local	Area	Councils
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349. 	In	considering	each	of	these	systems	and	models	against	the	principles	and	characteristics	
identified	the	Panel	recommends	that	the	single	uniform	rating	system	would	best	meet	the	
needs	of	the	single	rating	entity.		The	defining	attributes	and	benefits	of	the	single	uniform	
rating system over the other options considered include:

•	 Comparatively,	a	single	uniform	rating	system	is	more	efficient	and	less	complex	to	
design, maintain and administer  

•	 Rating	and	funding	decisions	are	likely	to	be	more	transparent	and	understood	by	
ratepayers

•	 A	single	uniform	rating	system	has	the	flexibility	and	capacity	to	effectively	distinguish	
between	regional	and	local	service	planning,	delivery	and	funding	requirements.		Over	
time it is expected the proposed Greater Wellington Council will further enhance and 
align	the	regional	planning	and	coordination	of	services	and	activities.		A	single	uniform	
rating system would best support the funding decisions arising from enhanced regional 
planning coordination and delivery

•	 Through	the	use	of	targeted	rating	mechanisms	a	single	uniform	rating	system	can	
appropriately differentiate service delivery between local area councils

•	 In	contrast,	a	fully	differentiated	model	would	be	complex	to	establish,	administer	
and	maintain.		It	would	be	less	flexible	to	meet	greater	regional	planning	and	service	
delivery over time

•	 Significantly,	a	single	uniform	rating	system	is	considered	fairer	and	more	equitable	
than	each	of	the	alternative	models.		It	supports	the	premise	that	all	ratepayers	
should pay the same for the same level of service.  While not perfect the underpinning 
principles are consistent with the design principles that support other effective taxation 
systems such as goods and services tax 

350. 	Notwithstanding	the	benefits	identified	above,	the	Panel	accepts	that	the	transition	to	a	
single	uniform	rating	system	may,	comparatively,	have	a	more	significant	impact	at	an	
individual ratepayer level than the two other systems.  This may be particularly the case 
for those ratepayers who would shift from a rating system based on land value to a rating 
system	based	on	a	property’s	capital	value.		However,	the	Panel	agrees	that	it	is	not	
possible to accurately determine the impact of the transition until the detailed design of the 
single uniform rating system is complete.

351. 	Mindful	that	ratepayers	are	seeking	a	level	of	certainty	and	understanding	about	the	impact	
of	local	government	reform,	the	Panel	is	recommending	that	rates	be	frozen	for	the	first	
three years after transition with no increases beyond planned expenditure in the long term 
plan,	which	takes	account	of	inflation,	to	give	time	for	the	new	funding	and	rating	system	
to be properly designed and consulted upon.

Capital value as the preferred rating base

352.  The Panel recommends that the single uniform rating system adopt capital value as the 
preferred rating base from which to base the rating allocation and distribution decisions.  

353.  The Panel notes that this recommendation is consistent with the recommendation arising 
from	the	2007	Local	Government	Rates	Inquiry.112		The	Panel	has	noted	that	the	Inquiry’s	
position	was	sufficiently	clear	in	its	recommendation	that	capital	value	represented	a	better	
option of the three systems that were considered and evaluated.  The report from the 
Inquiry	noted	that:

112	 		Shand,	Horsley	and	Cheyne,	Local	Government	Rates	Inquiry,	above	n	109.	
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•	 Capital	value	is	more	closely	correlated	with	income	(and	therefore	the	ability	to	pay),	
except for rural ratepayers

•	 The	information	base	supporting	capital	value	is	more	robust	(as	capital	value	is	based	
primarily	on	market	transactions)	and	therefore	the	quality	of	the	valuation	base	is	
much greater than is the case with other systems

•	 Capital	value	tends	to	require	fewer	differentials	to	address	differences	in	levels	of	
service, willingness to pay, ability to pay and cost

354. 	In	developing	its	recommendation,	the	Panel	notes	that	a	similar	decision	was	adopted	by	
Auckland	Council	in	the	development	of	its	single	uniform	rating	system.		

Detailed design of the single uniform rating system 

355.  The Panel has not taken a view as to detailed design decisions of the single uniform rating 
system.  For example, it has not taken a view as to which business rating differentials 
should remain, and the level at which these differentials would be set.  The Panel does 
support the appropriate use of differentials as a means to effectively address affordability 
and willingness to pay considerations within the local authority taxation system.

356. 	The	Panel	would	expect	that	the	detailed	analysis	and	work	required	to	build	the	preferred	
rating system and policy would be undertaken by the Greater Wellington Council as a 
matter of priority.  Further, the Panel expects that there would be extensive analysis and 
consultation	on	the	system	and	policy	before	it	is	finally	adopted.		The	Panel	would	expect	
that	consideration	and	weight	would	be	given	to	the	findings	and	recommendations	of	the	
rates	inquiry.		

357.	  The Panel notes that until the actual detail of the single uniform rating model is determined 
then	it	is	difficult	to	accurately	determine	and	predict	the	impact	that	this	may	have	on	
individual ratepayers.  The Panel would expect that consideration would need to be given 
to appropriately managing the impact of change from the current position.  This may lead 
to	further	refinement	before	a	final	model	is	agreed	to.		It	is	therefore	too	simplistic	to	
assume	that	those	ratepayers	currently	operating	under	one	model	(such	as	a	capital	value	
model)	will	pay	more	or	less	than	those	operating	under	another	model	(such	as	a	land-
based	valuation	model).

Proposed policy for establishing levels of user charges and fees

358. 	The	preceding	sections	deal	specifically	with	the	preferred	rating	system	for	the	proposed	
Greater	Wellington	Council.		As	noted	earlier,	local	authorities	have	adopted	different	
policies to setting user charges and the pricing of direct consumption of services and 
activities provided by the local authority.

359.  The balance between rates and user charges has a direct bearing on how residents will pay 
for	their	services.		Each	local	authority	has	developed	a	unique	set	of	funding	and	financial	
policies, including policies on direct charging for services, which are intended to best meet 
the needs of the community that the local authority serves.

360. 	As	with	rating,	the	Panel	recommends	the	development	of	a	single	unified	funding	policy	
that sets out the approach to funding services through direct user charges and the policy 
on setting fees.		A	uniform	charging	system	is	consistent	with	the	expectation	that	greater	
consistency in access to services and service delivery will be achieved over time.
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361. 	However,	the	Panel	recommends	that	funding	and	charging	policy	be	developed	to	
effectively	accommodate	Local	Area	Council	decisions	regarding	the	level	and	access	to	
services and that it may be reasonable to expect that there may be pricing differences for 
certain	locally	delivered	services	that	reflect	different	levels	of	service	or	quality.

362. 	As	with	the	previous	discussion	on	rating,	the	impact	that	the	transition	to	a	single	uniform	
funding policy may have on the level of user charges and fees that a user may pay cannot 
be determined until such time as the detail of the policy is determined for each service or 
activity.  The Panel recommends that the development of a single uniform funding policy 
be developed as a matter of priority by the Greater Wellington Council during transition 
and establishment.  The Panel expects that the proposed Greater Wellington Council would 
give appropriate consideration to the impact of transition from the current user charges 
and	pricing	policy	to	the	preferred	model	under	the	Greater	Wellington	Council.		A	period	of	
gradual	transition	may	be	required	in	the	case	of	certain	activities	and	services.

Management of borrowings

363.  Through its consultation and discussion process the Panel noted a level of concern from 
ratepayers	in	one	local	authority	area	to	having	to	meet	the	cost	of	significant	future	
financial	liabilities	in	another	local	authority	region.		Similarly,	ratepayers	in	one	area	were	
equally	concerned	at	the	prospect	of	having	to	meet	the	cost	of	deferred	maintenance	
issues under a regional planning and service delivery model.  

364. 	On	amalgamation	the	borrowings	of	each	local	authority	in	the	Auckland	region	were	
combined	into	the	overall	Auckland	Council	group.		As	per	the	draft	long	term	plan	
Auckland	Council	borrowings	(whole	of	group)	were	forecast	to	increase	from	$5.4	billion	
at	the	end	of	the	2012/13	financial	period	to	$12.5	billion	by	the	end	of	the	long	term	
plan.		Borrowings	are	managed	and	funded	on	regional	basis,	except	for	a	small	portion	
of borrowings funded by a city centre upgrade targeted rate.  This means that legacy 
borrowings from previous local authorities are now managed on a regional basis and have 
not been attributed to ratepayers in those previous local authority areas.  Given the size 
of	Council’s	borrowing	portfolio	and	the	limited	size	and	capacity	of	liquidity	in	the	New	
Zealand	market,	Auckland	Council	has	the	power	to	borrow	money	offshore.		It	is	the	only	
local	authority	in	New	Zealand	permitted	to	raise	financing	offshore.	

365. 	As	a	matter	of	principle,	the	Panel	believes	that	the	financial	assets	and	liabilities	should	
be managed on a regional basis unless there are compelling reasons not to do so.  These 
reasons may include consideration of where a previous decision had been made by a local 
authority	that	certain	ratepayers	or	communities	should	meet	the	full	(or	partial)	cost	of	
service	delivery	associated	with	investment	in	a	specific	asset.		In	general,	the	majority	of	
all local authority borrowings are associated with planned investment in essential network-
wide infrastructure, such as water and roading.  The Panel notes that each local authority 
generally allocates all, or the majority, of the cost of investment in network infrastructure 
across	all	ratepayers.		The	Panel	considers	that	this	approach	is	efficient	and	equitable.		
Where	the	cost	of	investment	can	be	identified	as	being	for	the	sole	benefit	of	an	individual	
ratepayer then a local authority may consider other forms of targeted funding allocation 
(targeted	rates,	development	contributions)

366. 	The	Panel	considers	that	any	final	decision	regarding	the	allocation	of	the	cost	of	current	
and	future	borrowing	should	be	made	as	part	of	the	overall	determination	and	finalisation	
of	the	funding	and	financial	policies	of	the	proposed	Greater	Wellington	Council.		However,	
the	Panel	recommends	that	allocation	of	the	funding	requirements	associated	with	capital	
investment and borrowings should be managed on a regional basis. 	Specific	allocation	and	
targeting of the cost of borrowing would be appropriate only where the proposed Greater 
Wellington Council considers there to be a compelling reason to apply this practice.
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The Panel’s recommendations

367.	 	Funding	and	financial	management	would	be	in	the	hands	of	the	Greater	Wellington	
Council.	Budgetary	control,	asset	management	and	ownership,	debt	management	and	
revenue raising would all be done by the Greater Wellington Council. 

368. 	Local	Area	Councils	would	have	delegated	budgetary	authority	for	local	service	delivery,	
administration and engagement, and local processes such as village and neighbourhood 
planning.	Local	Area	Councils	would	negotiate	their	budgets	with	the	Council	and	would	be	
responsible for managing the funding allocated to them. 

369.  The Panel recommends the establishment of a single rating entity for the greater 
Wellington region, being the Greater Wellington Council, for the purposes of the Local 
Government	Act	2002	and	the	Local	Government	Rating	Act.

370.	  We recommend that rate increases be restricted for three years with no increases beyond 
those necessary to pay for already committed works in the Long Term Plan in order to 
give	time	for	the	new	rating	system	to	be	properly	designed	and	consulted	upon.	During	
the	first	three	years	rates	would	be	levied	in	exactly	the	same	way	as	they	are	now	within	
current local government boundaries.

371.	  The Panel recommends that the development of a single uniform funding policy be 
developed as a matter of priority by the Greater Wellington Council during transition and 
establishment.		This	will	need	to	accommodate	Local	Area	Council	decisions	regarding	
the level and access to services and that it may be reasonable to expect that there may 
be	pricing	differences	for	certain	locally	delivered	services	that	reflect	different	levels	of	
service	or	quality.

372.	 	The	Panel	believes	that	the	financial	assets	and	liabilities	should	be	managed	on	a	region	
wide basis unless there are compelling reasons not to do so.  

373.	 	The	Panel	recommends	that	allocation	of	the	funding	requirements	associated	with	capital	
investment and borrowings should be managed on a region-wide basis.
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6.	 	Interacting	with	Local	Government:	
Democracy,	Participation	and	Engagement

Introduction

374.	  Consideration of issues around maintaining and enhancing local democracy has been at the 
forefront	of	this	review.	Democracy	is	the	basis	of	our	political	culture	and	something	that	
needs to be ensured under any good governance arrangements. 

375.	 	In	a	local	government	context	it	involves	active	citizen	engagement	and	representation	
that results in decisions that are long lasting and accepted by the local and/or regional 
community.	In	doing	so	it:

•	 Enables	local	views,	knowledge,	needs	and	perceptions	to	influence	regional	direction

•	 Provides	a	mechanism	for	advocacy/representing	community	views	to	other	bodies,	
such as central government

•	 Acts	to	build	and	promote	local	identity	and	bring	communities	together

•	 Balances	both	short	term	and	longer	term	strategic	outcomes	for	communities

376.	  This section of the report is primarily about engagement, participation and voting. The 
Panel	considered	there	was	value	in	reminding	readers	of	the	questions	relating	to	these	
issues	that	were	set	out	in	the	Issues	Paper: 113

•	 Engagement	with	the	community	is	a	critical	role	for	local	government.	Do	you	think	
councils in the region do a good job at this – at local and regional levels?

•	 A	key	challenge	is	for	local	government	to	foster	authentic	local	or	neighbourhood	
engagement and decision making while ensuring the wider regional community is 
similarly	engaged	at	a	regional	level.	Do	you	think	the	current	arrangements	enable	this	
to	occur?	Is	the	balance	right?

•	Why	do	you	think	the	turnout	at	local	government	elections	is	so	low?	Does	it	matter,	
and if it does what can be done about it? Would larger units of local government with 
wider	responsibility	attract	better	candidates	to	run	for	office	and	make	voters	more	
likely	to	vote?	Should	other	measures	be	adopted	to	make	it	easier	for	people	to	vote?

Low voter turn-out 

377.	  Effective democracy and accountability depend on the legitimacy of elected 
representatives.	If	the	majority	does	not	vote,	then	the	elected	representatives	do	
not properly represent those whom they govern and those whom they tax to fund 
local	government	functions.	Very	low	turn-out	figures	rob	local	government	of	both	its	
legitimacy and importance. While some forms of engagement with local government may 
be successful, if people do not participate in the election of their representatives in an 
informed and engaged manner, local democracy suffers. 

378.	 	Analysis	in	the	area	of	local	government	elections	suggests	voter	turnout	has	declined	
in	New	Zealand	since	local	government	was	massively	restructured	in	1989.	Local	
government voter turn-out has not reached 60 per cent level of eligible voters in 
elections	anywhere	in	the	Greater	Wellington	area	over	the	past	10	years.	Academic	
research indicates that there are at least four important factors at work: the institutional 
arrangements around local elections, the characteristics of the electorate, elector behaviour 
and local issues.114    

113 Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel Future Wellington, above n 2.

114	 Gavin	Beattie	“A	Glass	Half	Empty	or	Half	Full?”	in	Jeff	McNeill	and	Christine	Cheyne	(eds)	Along a Faultline-New Zealand's Changing 
Local Government Landscape (Dunmore Publishing, Wellington, 2011) 91-105 at 91. 
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379.	  Through its submissions and public meetings, the Panel received a lot of feedback about 
voting in local body elections and, in particular, about low voter turn-out. People offered 
many explanations for the modest levels of voter turn-out seen in recent decades. There 
were	a	lot	of	comments	about	the	lack	of	quality	local	candidates	and	the	scarcity	of	local	
issues that inspire widespread passion. People also suspected that low voter turn-out is 
a result of the low level of engagement in local council processes and the generally poor 
understanding	among	the	populace	of	local	body	voting	systems.	Submitters	observed	
that	local	politics	has	a	fairly	low	media	profile.	It	was	thought	that	better	publicity	of	local	
government issues and elections, particularly among young people, should be a priority 
in order to encourage civic engagement and to spark an interest in democratic processes 
from	an	early	age.	Some	people	felt	that	building	a	more	unified	Wellington	region	would	
help to attract high calibre local government candidates with visionary leadership and the 
ability to attract greater public interest and higher voter turn-out.

380. 	The	Panel	was	interested	to	learn	that	New	Zealand’s	local	authority	voter	turnout	actually	
compares favourably to other democratic countries or states, although noting the need for 
care in comparisons due to variation in local government roles. 115 There appears to be an 
overall decline in local election voter turnout in many democracies, and that other means of 
expressing views on local issues may be preferred, as summed up in the following:

“Does	the	public	believe	that	voting	makes	a	difference	and	hence	is	worthwhile?	
Although	some	sense	of	civic	duty	or	obligation	to	vote	remains,	especially	among	
older people, voting in local elections does not appear to be seen by many as the most 
effective way of expressing political preferences”.116 

381.  This indicates that people may be substituting voting for other forms of participation such 
as taking part in a public demonstration, signing a petition or making direct contact with an 
elected	representative	or	public	official.	It	is	also	clear	that	a	greater	proportion	of	people	
are	now	using	online	avenues	as	a	means	of	being	politically	active.	During	the	Panel’s	
public engagement process, many people commented on the impact of digital technologies 
on	the	nature	of	interactions	between	communities	and	their	local	authorities.	It	was	often	
remarked that providing better opportunities for online engagement and perhaps exploring 
the option of online voting could help to inspire greater participation in local government, 
especially among the younger, technologically-savvy generations.

Electoral voting systems 

382.  Local authority elections in the Wellington region are conducted under either First Past the 
Post	(FPP)	or	Single	Transferable	Vote	(STV).117	STV	has	been	an	option	for	local	authorities	
since	2004.	It	is	mandatory	for	District	Health	Board	elections.	

383. 	In	2010,	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council,	Porirua	City	Council	and	Wellington	City	Council	were	
elected	under	the	STV	electoral	system.	For	the	2013	elections	the	STV	electoral	system	
will	also	be	applied	to	elections	for	the	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council.	According	
to	the	official	guidelines	from	the	Society	of	Local	Government	Managers,	the	main	
advantages	of	STV	over	FPP	are	that	it	achieves:

•	 Broad	proportionality	(in	multi-member	wards/constituencies)

115	 Local	Government	New	Zealand	Mythbusters; Examining common perceptions about local government in New Zealand	(Wellington,	
2010)	at	19	and	20.

116	 Kleinman,	Mark	and	others	Links�between�the�finance�and�non-finance�elements�of�local�government;�a�literature�review�(Queen’s	
Printer	and	Controller	of	Her	Majesty’s	Stationery	Office,	London,	2002).

117	 First	Past	the	Post	-	most	votes	wins.	Single	Transferable	Vote	–	a	vote	by	order	of	preference	for	candidates	to	form	a	quota	calculated	
from	the	number	of	votes	and	number	of	positions.	A	first	count	of	first	preferences	elects	any	candidate	who	equals	or	exceeds	
the	quota.	A	distribution	of	surplus	votes	above	the	quota	for	any	candidate,	in	accordance	with	voters’	further	preferences,	elects	
candidates	reaching	the	quota.
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•	 Majority	outcomes	in	single-member	elections

•	 More	equitable	minority	representation

•	 A	reduction	in	the	number	of	wasted	votes118

384. 	The	main	disadvantage	of	the	STV	system	is	that	the	public	are	generally	less	familiar	
with	it	than	with	FPP	and	may	therefore	find	it	harder	to	understand.	The	greater	relative	
complexity	of	STV	may	also	discourage	some	voters.	This	was	certainly	articulated	in	a	
number	of	submissions	to	the	Panel.	However,	the	analogy	has	been	put	forward	that:

“FPP	is	a	bit	like	using	a	sledgehammer	to	open	an	egg,	it	gets	the	job	done	quickly	and	
simply, but the results are not as good as if we use a more sophisticated approach such 
as an egg cup, a knife and a teaspoon.”119

385. 	The	Panel’s	preference	is	for	STV	to	be	the	electoral	voting	system	for	both	tiers.	
This would provide clarity of understanding for the public, result in more consistent 
representation,	and	be	significantly	easier	to	administer.

Consultation

386.  Consultation is one of the most obvious and well-used means of engagement between a 
local body and its constituents.	In	making	decisions,	local	government	has	a	clear	legal	
duty to consult residents and ratepayers and to consider the views and preferences of 
people likely to be affected by the matter being considered. While the term consultation 
can	be	interpreted	quite	broadly	in	an	everyday	context,	its	meaning	in	the	local	
government	context	is	narrowly-defined	and	the	legal	process	and	principles	of	consultation	
are prescribed in statute.120 The nature and extent of consultation that each council 
undertakes, however, is a matter for its own discretion and each council has some form 
of consultation policy or process that guides the manner in which it consults with the 
community on council issues.121 

387.	 	Section	83	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	sets	out	detailed	requirements	of	the	more	
formal ‘special consultative procedure’ including public notices, submissions, hearings, 
information	and	proposal	requirements,	and	setting	out	how	views	have	been	taken	into	
account	in	decision	making.	Several	local	government	activities	require	this	consultative	
process including the adoption of long-term plans and annual plans and making bylaws. 
A	separate	policy	on	significance	may	also	require	the	use	of	the	special	consultative	
procedure	if	a	decision	triggers	the	adopted	significance	thresholds.122

388.  Concern around the resource-intensive nature of the consultation process and the way 
in which it is used within and between councils has resulted in the establishment of 
government’s	Local	Government	Efficiency	Taskforce	under	the	Better Local Government 
process.123		While	there	is	certainly	room	for	improving	efficiency	in	local	government	
consultation practices, the Panel heard many other concerns and criticisms of current 
consultation	processes	other	than	those	relating	to	efficiency.	

118	 New	Zealand	Society	of	Local	Government	Managers	Code of Good Practice For the Management of Local Authority Elections And Polls 
2013; Part 4; Electoral Systems	(2011)	at	19.

119	 Manu	Caddie	“Representation	Review	2011	-	STV	vs	FPP”	(2011)	<http://manu.org.nz/2011/09/01/representation-review-2011-stv-vs-
fpp/>.

120	 Local	Government	Act,	s82.

121 Wellington City Council Engagement Policy; including the Council's policy on consultation	(Wellington,	2006).		

122	 Local	Government	Act,	s90.

123	 Also	considering	reporting	and	planning.
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389.  The main concern that most people expressed was that councils sometimes appear to 
be more concerned with the appearance of consultation than in real engagement. One 
submission	described	the	consultation	model	currently	in	use	as	‘DAD’:	decide,	advertise,	
defend.124	A	number	of	people	felt	that	this	model	of	consultation	disenfranchises	
communities and individuals from participating in decisions that directly affect their lives. 
People said that the intention of consultation should not be simply to inform people about 
what the Council is doing, but to engage with them in identifying issues, developing policy, 
making decisions and providing services.125

390. 	Many	people	commented	that	it	can	seem	futile	and	pointless	to	engage	with	councils	
during consultation processes because it is not at all clear that the views of the community 
have	any	bearing	on	the	final	outcome,	making	the	results	appear	as	a	forgone	conclusion.		
One submission described the annual plan process as an example of this: “The draft and 
final	plans	are	usually	virtually	identical,	with	only	a	few	small	changes	sought	by	groups	
during the submission process, even if there was substantial community opposition”.126

391. 	The	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland’s	impression,	based	on	research	and	on	submissions	
made to it, was that:	127

“Councils	may	view	consultation	as	a	legislative	requirement	undertaken	reluctantly,	
instead	of	an	opportunity	to	engage	their	communities	in	forward	planning.	A	
‘compliance’ focus tends to emphasise procedure rather than substantive engagement, 
and to encourage comment on what councils are already doing rather than involving 
people in debate around future options.”

392. 	As	such,	consultation	can	be	seen,	not	as	an	end	in	itself,	but	as	a	means	to	enhance	
decision making.128	The	Commission	described	inadequate	consultation	as	one	
manifestation of poor community engagement but highlighted that, “while there may be a 
need	for	changes	in	the	way	councils	consult…there	is	a	wider	need	for	councils	to	engage	
with their public in other ways”.129	In	the	Panel’s	view,	consultation	is	only	one	of	a	broad	
range of possible mechanisms for involving the public in local government decision making.

Participation

393.  The ability, or not, of groups and individuals to effectively participate in local government 
processes is an important consideration for the Panel. Participation is closely related to 
the interest and impact of a particular issue or decision. People tend to be particularly 
interested	in	the	quality	of	services	in	and	around	their	private	property	and	the	
neighbourhood. People are inclined to speak up if things are not working properly, or if 
there are proposals for changes in services or rates to support them. People also want to 
know what the current and special local issues are for their city or district and how their 
council is responding to, or managing, these issues. 

394.  The effectiveness of participation also relates to processes put in place by councils. Public 
expectations around this are high, and there is often an expectation that the council will 
have a view or take some sort of action:

124	 Submission	#161	John	Tiley.

125	 Submission	#171	New	Zealand	Social	and	Civic	Policy	Institute.

126	 Submission	#122	Kapiti	Coast	Grey	Power	Association.

127	 Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	297-298.

128	 Adam	Marshall	Linking Governance and City Performance: A Review of the Evidence Base	(Centre	for	Cities,	London,	2005)	at	2.

129	 Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	298.



84

“Citizens today have a valid expectation of participative democratic engagement at 
a	local	level.	Councillors,	as	elected	representatives,	need	to	consider	all	significant	
matters of concern to the citizens they represent. Whilst the scope of authority to act 
may be narrowed by statutory change, the expectation of citizen engagement and of 
local government having a breadth of vision for the local community will remain.”130

395.  The Panel received much feedback on this issue, leading to the impression that councils 
in	the	region	could	do	better	with	participation	as	a	way	to	increase	public	confidence	
and trust. There was certainly no lack of genuine interest in the local community and in 
having	an	opportunity	to	contribute	views.	Some	of	these	findings	are	reflected	in	the	
latest Quality of Life survey131 canvassing residents views on decision making and public 
influence:

•	 40%	of	those	surveyed	agreed	they	understood council decision making

•	 46%	of	those	surveyed	agreed	they	wanted more say in what Council does

•	 53%	of	those	surveyed	had	confidence�in�Council�decision�making

•	 62% of those surveyed said�the�public�has�an�influence�on�Council�decisions132

396.  The Panel recognises that, if managed well, public participation has the potential to 
generate	honest	and	constructive	feedback	on	local	government	performance	and	ideas.	It	
can also provide an opportunity for stellar and ground-breaking solutions and partnerships 
to emerge that might not otherwise be achievable.133	A	vital	part	of	community	and	
civic engagement, and a measure of a healthy democracy, is through the willing and 
spontaneous participation of citizens in generating and offering ideas, views, options and 
solutions,	and	taking	local	action.	Having	a	variety	of	mechanisms	and	approaches	to	
draw on to encourage participation will help. The development and adoption of a Charter 
of	Engagement	for	the	region,	akin	to	the	Montréal	Charter	of	Rights	and	Responsibilities,	
would be constructive in setting out some principles and values to underpin engagement. 
The	Montréal	Charter	was	initially	conceived	by	and	for	citizens,	and	is	rooted	in	the	values	
of	human	dignity,	justice,	peace,	equality,	transparency	and	democracy.	The	Charter	is	
“for all intents and purposes a social contract that calls for the concrete commitment of 
Montréal	and	its	entire	personnel	to	the	ongoing	improvement	of	public	services”.134

397.	 	In	talking	to	councils,	the	Panel	was	made	aware	that	local	government	in	the	region	
already invests a great deal of time, resource and effort in formal and informal 
engagement	processes.		Most	councils’	have	policies	or	strategies	on	engagement	setting	
out	how	they	propose	to	interact	with	the	community,	for	example	the	Hutt	City	Council	
Community Engagement Strategy 2011-12.	In	considering	the	governance	model,	the	
Panel	was	keen	to	ensure	it	provided	the	ability	for	these	techniques	and	processes	to	be	
shared and adopted as models of good practice. 

398. 	A	key	element	of	good	practice	is	utilising	new	and	innovative	techniques	through	social	
media. The rapid increase in different forms of social media is challenging but also hugely 
exciting. Local government is increasingly relying on tools such as Facebook, Twitter and 
online newsletters to communicate alongside websites, public notices and supplements in 
community and regional newspapers.135 There is a public expectation that communications 

130	 Submission	#175	Institute	of	Public	Administration	New	Zealand.

131		 ACNielsen	Quality of Life Survey 2010 Eight Cities Report	(Quality	of	Life	Survey	Team,	Wellington,	2011).	The	Quality	of	Life	project	
involves	several	New	Zealand	metropolitan	populations	including	the	Wellington,	Hutt	and	Porirua	City	Councils.	The	project	includes	a	
biennial	survey	of	residents	on	a	wide	range	of	local	issues,	many	of	which	are	influenced	by	local	government.

132	 ACNielsen,	Quality	of	life	survey,	above	n	131	at	197,202,207,218.

133	For	example	through	community	planning	such	as	Porirua	Village	Planning;	and	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council’s	Local	Outcomes	process.

134	 Gérald		Tremblay	““Message	from	the	Mayor”	”	June	2012	Montréal	Charter	of	Rights	and	Responsibilities	at	1.	

135 For example Wellington City Council http://www.wellington.govt.nz/services/socmed/.
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will be made in this way and feedback to the Panel was that new channels for participation 
will	help	make	local	government	more	responsive	and	in	turn	help	local	democracy.	Social	
media	provides	great	opportunities	to	reach	many	people	quickly	and	to	get	feedback.	For	
some people, this may be the only contact with the council they have on a topic. Effective 
use of these channels, however, depends heavily on staff capacity to establish, maintain 
and moderate because it is a rapidly changing environment.

But public meetings are still important  

399.  While there are engagement opportunities through social media, there was a strong desire 
at the Panel’s public meetings to ‘get back to basics’. 

400.  The Panel’s meetings invited broad-ranging discussion on local government and what was 
working well or could be done better. The Panel received much feedback that its sessions 
were refreshing in their approach and scope. This was in contrast to the limited time 
available	for	public	speaking	at	council	meetings	required	under	the	Local	Government	
Official	Information	and	Meetings	Act	1987,	which	is	not	conducive	to	the	public	trying	to	
articulate a view, sometimes on detailed issues.136

401.  Face-to-face conversations or open sessions for free and frank exchanges of views, 
opinions	and	ideas	are	eagerly	sought	by	the	public.	Having	access	to	informed,	responsive	
and	engaged	elected	officials	and	council	officers	for	these	discussions	is	vital.	Time	and	
space	is	required.	

Engagement with organisations

402. 	Apart	from	local	government,	there	is	an	intense	amount	of	activity	by	many	other	
sectors	and	organisations,	many	of	which	influence	social	and	community	wellbeing.	A	
combination of government organisations, private and business sector and the not-for-
profit	sector	promote	their	work	and	often	engage	with	the	same	stakeholders	as	local	
government.	A	significant	challenge	for	each	organisation	is	to	assess	the	alignment	of	
aims, timetables and engagement opportunities of their own and other agencies. This 
is particularly important around engagement and the need to avoid confusing and over-
consulting a weary community. Greater local and regional coordination of planning, policy 
and engagement, particularly in social and community areas of central government, 
local	government	and	non-governmental	organisations	is	needed.	Although	the	mandate	
for	local	government	to	coordinate	identification,	planning	and	alignment	of	community	
outcomes was removed in 2010, local government will continue to take an interest in a 
wide range of aspects at the local level, for example the intent of government and private 
sectors, and will advocate for its communities, particularly on social and community issues. 

137 138

Opportunities to enhance engagement

403. 	The	Panel’s	proposed	integrated	two-tier	model	has	a	dual	prerogative	on	engagement.		It	
aims to foster authentic neighbourhood engagement and decision making while ensuring 
the wider regional community is similarly engaged on regional strategic issues.

136 Opportunities to speak may vary between 3-10 minutes and the topic may either need to be agreed with the Chair or restricted to items 
appearing on the agenda.

137	 The	repeal	of	sections	90	and	91	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002.

138 For example, Porirua City Council Porirua social wellbeing statement 2012-15	(Porirua,	2012).
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404. 	Governance	structures	are	only	part	of	the	solution.	However,	we	think	the	proposed	model	
certainly has the foundations for enhanced engagement, particularly at the local level. 
There will continue to be well-publicised opportunities for engagement on truly local issues 
and	Local	Area	Councils	will	have	a	clear	mandate	to	manage	this	process	within	regionally-
set	parameters.	Local	Area	Councils	would	know	their	area,	their	issues	and	the	people	in	
their communities.

405. 	Local	Area	Councils	would	also	assist	with	local	engagement	on	any	matters	that	have	
regional	application	or	significance.	The	Greater	Wellington	Council	would	draw	this	
information	together	to	inform,	for	example,	a	regional	policy	on	a	specific	topic,	or	the	
Council’s submission to central government on a topic that concerns all parts of the region. 
Where	there	are	quite	specific	local	area	issues,	then	an	early	decision	would	need	to	be	
made	for	the	Local	Area	Council	to	make	the	submission	directly,	on	behalf	of	the	Greater	
Wellington Council.

406.  Part of the challenge, particularly in the early life of the new entity, would be to raise 
awareness of how local government works under the model, including its role and 
functions.		Building	on	the	success	of	existing	approaches,	engagement	policies	would	
likely need to be developed to provide clarity to the public and provide guidance for both 
tiers of governance within the Greater Wellington Council. These policies should cover both 
statutory and non-statutory approaches to engagement, participation and decision making. 
They should also explore dynamic and innovative approaches to generate ideas and to 
encourage informed feedback on proposals.

The Panel’s recommendations

407.	 	The	Single	Transferable	Vote	should	be	adopted	as	the	voting	system	for	the	proposed	
Greater	Wellington	Council	and	Local	Area	Councils.

408.  Engagement policies will need to be developed early on in the life of the new entity to 
ensure the public has clarity on how it can engage with both tiers of the new council and to 
guide how the new council engages the public.

409. 	In	considering	its	approach	to	engagement,	both	tiers	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	
should make the most of new and innovative opportunities to engage, but also ensure 
there is regular use of basic grass roots methods of engagement, including face to face 
meetings and public forum.

410.  The Panel supports the creation of a Charter of Engagement for the Wellington region, 
which would set out principles and values to underpin engagement processes initiated by 
local government.
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411. 	Local	government	in	New	Zealand	plays	an	important	role	in	providing	and	supporting	
social infrastructure that is targeted to the needs of their community.  

412. The	Queensland	Government	defined	social	infrastructure	as	follows:

“Social	infrastructure	refers	to	the	community	facilities,	services	and	networks	which	
help individuals, families, groups and communities meet their social needs, maximise 
their potential for development, and enhance community wellbeing”. 139

413. They include: 

•	 Universal	facilities	and	services	such	as	education,	training,	health,	open	space,	
recreation and sport, safety and emergency services, religious, arts and cultural 
facilities, and community meeting places

•	 Lifecycle-targeted	facilities	and	services,	such	as	those	for	children,	young	people	and	
older people 

•	 Targeted	facilities	and	services	for	groups	with	special	needs,	such	as	families,	people	
with a disability and indigenous and culturally diverse people

414. 	At	the	core	of	the	Queensland	Government’s	definition	is	the	maximisation	of	their	
community’s potential for development, and the enhancement of community wellbeing. 

415. 	Under	New	Zealand	law,	councils	are	required	to	“have	particular	regard	to	the	contribution	
that	the	following	core	services	make	to	its	communities:	…	(e)	libraries,	museums,	
reserves, recreational facilities, and other community infrastructure”.140 They also play 
an important role in facilitating programmes and assisting organisations that contribute 
directly to the wellbeing of their communities.141

416.  The Panel has formed the view that another of the basic tasks of local government in 
New	Zealand	is	to	function	as	an	advocate	for	the	aims	and	aspirations	of	its	people.	This	
applies to both regional and local levels. The advocacy function is one of the attributes 
to	be	exercised	by	leaders.	It	adds	to	the	coherence	and	morale	of	a	community	and	is	
strongly associated with community engagement and participation, which the Panel see as 
vital components of local democracy, as outlined in the previous chapter of the report.

417.	 	Associated	with	the	advocacy	function	is	the	brokerage	function.	This	involves	bringing	
together central government, the business sector, non-government organisations and 
interest	groups,	consulting	with	them	and	facilitating	the	emergence	of	views.	Brokerage	
functions can take place in a variety of contexts.

418.  The Panel also believes councils play an important role in facilitating programmes and 
assisting organisations that contribute directly to the wellbeing of their communities, 
assisted by social policy and community development functions of councils.142 That 
investment in social infrastructure should be purpose driven by the needs of the 
community.

139	 Queensland	Government	Office	of	Urban	Management,	Department	of	Infrastructure	South East Queensland Regional Plan 2005-2006; 
Implementation guideline No. 5 – Social infrastructure planning	(2007).

140	 Local	Government	Act,	s11A	(e).

141	 Councils	are	required	to	promote	social	wellbeing	under	section	10(b)	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002.

142  As	noted,	councils	are	required	to	promote	social	wellbeing	under	section	10(b)	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002.
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Social infrastructure in the Wellington region

419. 	Social	infrastructure	is	funded	from	various	sources	including	rates,	fees	and	charges,	
loans,	recreation	and	civic	contributions,	grants	and	sponsorship.	Some	community	
facilities,	such	as	swimming	pools,	sports	fields	and	museums/galleries	have	a	charge	for	
entry.	Many	council	facilities	and	services	attract	local	sponsorship	and	in	some	cases	there	
is funding from central government to support community programmes that advance a 
particular	initiative.	All	councils	have	forecast	significant	capital	expenditure	to	develop,	
improve or replace their community’s facilities and services, which underpin their social 
infrastructure activities. Councils make grants for a wide variety of purposes, such as 
recreation, health, heritage and environment.

420. 	The	degree	to	which	councils	in	the	region	address	social	infrastructure	varies.	Some	
councils have chosen to develop frameworks and policies to ensure investment in social 
infrastructure is highly targeted. Others take a more general service delivery approach. 
But	all	councils	provide	programmes	and	facilities	that	to	some	degree	are	centred	on	
promoting positive values in the community.

421. 	There	are	two	major	types	of	investment	in	social	infrastructure.	The	first	is	capital	
investment primarily in the physical facilities. The second is operational expenditure 
associated with social policy and community development functions including funding 
programmes in the community.

422.  Examples of council investments in physical social infrastructure are: libraries, museums, 
galleries, pools, indoor recreation facilities, cemeteries, golf courses, social housing and 
community centres.

Table 7-1: Community facilities in the Wellington region by council

Territorial 
Authority

Community facilities

Libraries Museums 
Galleries

Pools Indoor 
recreation
facilities

Cemeteries Other

Wellington 12 6 7 4 2 Community halls 
Zoo

Zealandia
Marina

Golf course
Botanical	gardens
Social	housing

Hutt 8 2 6 2 2 Community halls
Community housing

Upper	Hutt 2 1 1 1 Community halls

Porirua 5 1 2 1 3 Community halls
26	Pensioner	flats

Kapiti 4 1 3 4 Community halls
74	Pensioner	flats

Masterton 1 1 1 1 2 Pensioner	flats
6 Rural community halls

Airport

Carterton 1 1 1 1

South	
Wairarapa

3 3 4

423.  Examples of programmes to which councils contribute funding are: school holiday 
programmes, exercise programmes for the elderly, programmes for at-risk youth, 
community development including grants and joint initiatives with central government and 
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other	organisations,	such	as	safer	community	and	healthy	eating	programmes.	It	is	difficult	
to compare what levels of service the councils are currently providing in this area given the 
large array of programmes across the region.

Table 7-2: Cost per person per annum for operational expenditure in social infrastructure

Territorial Authority Operational cost
2012 – 2022

(000)

Population Cost per person per 
annum

Wellington $965,417 200,100 $482

Hutt	 $383,618 103,000 $372

Upper	Hutt	 $116,304 41,500 $280

Porirua $198,714 52,700 $377

Kapiti $113,840 48,000 $237

Masterton $107,982 23,500 $459

Carterton $40,113 7,650 $524

South	Wairarapa $51,640 9,430 $528

Total $1,977,628.00 485,880 $3259.00

424.  The physical facilities are highly linked with the programmes provided by councils and 
during planning for social infrastructure they must be considered together. The level of 
investment and where that investment is targeted should vary according to the needs of 
the	community.	To	adequately	provide	for	their	communities,	councils	must	understand	
their	community’s	needs	now	and	into	the	future.	During	the	long-term	planning	process	
councils	are	required	to	project	their	expenditure	10	years	into	the	future.	The	Auckland	
Council’s planning processes takes an even longer term view by taking into account the 
issues	that	Auckland	will	face	in	30	years.

Changing community needs

425. 	Across	the	region	there	is	significant	demographic	variation	between	the	communities	that	
the	councils	represent.	As	a	result,	the	needs	of	those	communities	vary	considerably.	
Because	of	the	uniqueness	of	communities	within	the	region,	a	centralised	approach	to	
wellbeing is unlikely to deliver targeted results. The Panel believes it is the role of the Local 
Area	Councils	to	understand	their	communities	and	to	both	invest	in	and	advocate	for	their	
wellbeing.

426.  Ethnicity and age - Each city is a composition of a different blend of age and ethnicities 
which	help	define	a	community’s	uniqueness.
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Table 7-3: Ethnic mix by percentage of population:143
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427.	 	Table	7-3	highlights	a	lower	percentage	of	Mäori	in	Wellington	city	and	significantly	higher	
Pacific	Island	population	in	Porirua.	It	also	illustrates	lower	levels	of	ethnic	diversity	
throughout	the	Wairarapa,	where	close	to	80%	of	the	population	is	European.

428.  Culture and ethnicity is an important component of a community’s wellbeing that should 
be a consideration for councils because they have a clear role in fostering cultural identity 
and community character. When the Panel addressed the community at Pataka in Porirua, 
many of the public speakers spoke passionately about the cultural identity of the city, in 
particular	the	sense	of	belonging	the	Pacific	Island	community	had	found	in	Porirua.

429.  When councils are planning, they must look at how their population demographics will 
change.	Typically,	councils	plan	10	years	out,	but	like	Auckland,	should	plan	thirty	years	
ahead.

430. 	The	region’s	population	has	grown	steadily	over	the	past	25	years	to	487,700	people	
in	2011.	This	represents	a	23.3%	population	growth	in	that	time.	Population	growth	is	
expected	to	continue,	albeit	at	a	slower	pace.	The	population	is	expected	to	grow	by	10.7%	
to 541,000 in 2031. 

431. 	Table	7-4	shows	the	contribution	of	each	territorial	authority’s	growth	to	the	region’s	overall	
growth between 1986 and 2011. The table also depicts the anticipated rate of future 
population growth for each of the territorial authorities. 

143	 Note	that	figures	do	not	add	up	to	100%	as	people	can	choose	to	belong	to	more	than	one	ethnic	group.
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Table 7-4: Population growth 1986 to 2031144

Territorial Authority Contribution to the Region’s 
population growth (1986 – 2011)

Percentage of population 
growth anticipated 

(2011-2031)

Wellington City 55.3% 19.1%

Upper	Hutt 4.6% 0.8%

Lower	Hutt 8.4% 1.5%

Porirua 7.7% 5.4%

Kapiti Coast 22.1% 20.4%

Masterton 1.1% -4.0%

Carterton 1.4% 3.3%

South	Wairarapa 0.7% -5.1%

432. 	Table	7-4	illustrates	the	extent	of	population	growth	in	Wellington	city	and	in	the	Kapiti	
Coast district relative to other parts of the region. Over the coming 20 years these two 
territorial authorities will continue to show high rates of population growth. This contrasts 
significantly	with	the	likelihood	that	population	will	decline	in	two	of	the	three	Wairarapa	
councils	and	population	growth	will	be	very	slow	in	the	Lower	and	Upper	Hutt	districts.	

433. 	A	significant	finding	is	that	of	the	anticipated	10.7%	population	growth	for	the	region	
overall,	three	quarters	of	this	growth	will	occur	in	the	65-year	plus	age	group.	This	trend	
has	been	occurring	for	some	time.	Since	1986,	all	age	groups	above	40	grew	across	
the	region,	while	the	age	groups	5-9	and	25-34	declined.	In	this	respect,	the	region	is	
reflecting	the	national	trend	towards	an	ageing	population.	As	with	population	growth,	the	
degree of change towards an ageing population differs across the region. 

434. 	In	Wellington	City,	there	is	a	disproportionate	number	of	working	aged	people.	This	
contrasts	markedly	with	Lower	Hutt	and	Porirua	where	there	are	a	disproportionate	number	
of	children.	The	remaining	councils	(Upper	Hutt,	Kapiti	Coast,	Masterton,	Carterton,	and	
South	Wairarapa)	all	have	what	can	be	described	as	a	‘deeply	waisted’	hour	glass	age	
structure.	This	reflects	a	relatively	stable	population	for	young	children	(compared	with	
the	region	overall),	a	notable	decline	of	young	adults	and	then	a	larger	proportion	of	their	
population being over the age of 40. 

435. 	Another	indicator	of	an	ageing	population	is	the	ratio	of	elderly	people	to	young	children.	
The	current	ratio	is	0.64	(that	is	six	elderly	to	every	10	children).	This	is	expected	to	
change to 1.16 by 2031, which represents 12 elderly for every 10 children. The ratio is 
expected	to	be	more	pronounced	in	the	provinces	(Upper	Hutt	and	all	three	Wairarapa	
councils)	where	a	ratio	of	over	1	will	occur	by	2016.	A	ratio	of	over	1	already	exists	in	the	
Kapiti district. 

144	 Source:	Natalie	Jackson	Greater�Wellington�-�socio-demographic�profile�1986-2031	(National	Institute	of	Demographic	and	Economic	
Analysis	-	The	University	of	Waikato,	Hamilton,	August	2012).
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Table�7-5�–�Current�age�profile�by�percentage�of�population
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436. 	Within	the	region,	the	demographic	change	over	the	past	15	years	has	been	significant	and	
change	is	expected	to	continue.	We	know	that	across	the	region	natural	increase	(that	is	
more	births	than	deaths)	is	the	main	contributor	to	population	growth.	Population	growth	
in the Kapiti Coast and Carterton districts has been the result of net migration rather than 
natural	increase.	Anecdotally	we	know	that	this	migration	is	a	reflection	of	people	moving	
from Wellington city due to downsizing in retirement and/or lifestyle reasons. 

437.	 	The	significance	of	this	ageing	population	on	the	region’s	labour	market	cannot	be	
underestimated.	It	will	have	significant	implications	for	the	future	prosperity	and	vitality	of	
different parts of the region. The changing nature of the labour market can be described by 
the	entry/exit	ratio.	That	is	the	number	of	people	entering	the	workforce	age	(population	
aged	between	15-24	years)	compared	with	those	leaving	the	workforce	(those	aged	
between	55	and	64	years).	This	ratio	has	fallen	steadily	since	1996	where	the	ratio	was	
18.6	(that	is	for	every	18.6	people	entering	the	workforce,	10	people	were	retiring	from	
the	workforce)	to	13.6	in	2011.	Looking	ahead,	this	ratio	is	expected	to	decline	by	a	further	
10%	over	the	coming	twenty	years.

Table 7-6 - Population in the Wellington region in 2011 and projected for 2031145
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145	 	Data	source:	Jackson,	above	n	144	at	44.
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438.  The shifting population demographics will bring both challenges and opportunities for 
the	region.	While	there	will	be	reduced	unemployment	overall	(due	to	a	reduction	in	the	
proportion	of	people	in	the	labour	market),	some	areas	will	struggle	to	attract	workers	
to support their local economies. Local government will need to increase its focus on the 
needs and services of an ageing population. For example, greater attention to planning 
and design for a less mobile population will need to occur if people are to ‘age in place’. 
Lastly, the ability for the ageing ratepayer population to fund local government rates will 
be	a	significant	issue	for	councils,	prompting	the	need	for	local	government	to	review	what	
services are provided where and to what level.

Effective support for community needs

439. 	The	Panel	believes	that	in	the	first	instance	decisions	relating	to	community	and	social	
infrastructure should be made at the local level. The Panel also considers that it would 
be	the	duty	of	the	proposed	Local	Area	Councils	to	promote	wellbeing	in	their	respective	
communities by appropriately funding and facilitating social infrastructure in its broad 
sense described above. 

440.  Within the context of a public service that is under pressure to rationalise where funds are 
being	spent,	Local	Area	Councils	would	be	best	placed	to	determine	where	those	limited	
funds should be targeted within their communities. Regional decision makers are not in a 
position to make effective decisions when there is considerable variation in social pressures 
across the region.

441. 	The	Panel	proposes	that	Local	Area	Councils	should	prepare	statements	as	part	of	the	
long-term	planning	process	that	identifies	the	current	and	future	social	pressures	in	their	
communities and how they plan to address those pressures. These policies should set what 
services	and	facilities	at	what	levels	are	required.

Example

This	year	Porirua	City	Council	adopted	a	Social	Wellbeing	Statement.	It	identifies	the	social	issues	
that exist as barriers in its communities ‘reaching their potential’.146	It	also	provides	community-
specific	criteria	to	determine	whether	new	projects	should	be	funded	or	not.	The	result	is	that	
social infrastructure funding will be targeted towards projects that appropriately address the 
community’s needs.

442.  There are two main types of social infrastructure that would be better administered at 
a	regional	level.	The	first	type	is	infrastructure	such	as	the	Westpac	Stadium	and	the	
Wellington	Orchestra.		They	provide	a	regional	benefit	and	should	be	funded	regionally,	
and	administered	in	accordance	with	regional	policies.	Many	of	the	facilities	in	this	category	
draw people from outside the region and they need to be taken into account when 
developing a regional strategy.

443.  The region has attempted to coordinate some level of cost sharing for facilities and services 
that	currently	provide	a	regional	benefit	where	the	associated	costs	are	local.	Wellington	
City	Council	has	promoted	the	Regional	Amenities	Fund	as	a	mechanism	to	assist	with	
the costs of the services.147	Porirua,	South	Wairarapa	and	Carterton	Councils	decided	they	
would	not	join	the	fund	on	the	basis	that	it	was	not	clear	that	money	would	flow	back	to	
their amenities. Porirua would have preferred that the scheme be funded through a rate 
raised by the Greater Wellington Regional Council instead of the local council’s rate.

146	 Porirua	City	Council,	Social	welbeing	statement,	above	n	138.

147	 Michael	Forbes	“All	play,	no	pay	for	opt-out	councils”	The Dominion Post	(Wellington,		2012).
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444. 	Although	the	fund	would	help	to	alleviate	some	of	the	financial	burden	carried	by	local	
councils that develop these facilities and services, the current governance arrangements 
have	made	it	difficult	to	address	the	bigger	picture,	which	is	regional	coordination	of	these	
amenities.	Many	of	the	facilities	and	services	that	are	likely	to	receive	funding	from	such	a	
scheme are not only used by citizens in the region but also act as attractions for visitors. 
The	Panel	believes	regionally	beneficial	social	infrastructure	should	be	integrated	with	a	
strategic	regional	vision	and	funded	regionally.	Social	housing	is	a	good	example.

445.  The second type of social infrastructure that would be better administered at a regional 
level is networked infrastructure - facilities that have local branches which, when 
coordinated	regionally,	can	provide	more	efficient	and	effective	services.	One	such	example	
of	networked	community	infrastructure	that	would	benefit	from	regional	coordination	is	the	
region’s	libraries.	These	facilities	are	more	likely	to	require	regional	coordination	for	back	
office	services	in	conjunction	with	local	operational	policies	that	ensure	the	services	and	
facilities are matched appropriately to the community’s needs.

Example:	Smart	Libraries	(regional	coordination	with	local	operations)

Currently	four	of	the	eight	councils	delivering	library	services	in	the	region	are	part	of	the	SMART	
Libraries	group	(described	in	the	efficiency	chapter).	This	group	has	shown	that	the	effectiveness	
of service delivery can be increased when the service is coordinated regionally.
Despite	their	regional	coordination,	the	members	of	the	SMART	libraries	group	still	maintain	highly	
customised collections and facilities to service their local community’s needs.

446.  The Panel believes that networked social infrastructure will provide more effective and 
efficient	services	to	the	region	and	still	provide	tailored	services	to	communities.	By	
coordinating	these	services	regionally,	the	unified	administration	proposed	by	the	Panel	
can	be	used	to	the	advantage	of	all	communities	to	provide	a	more	effective	and	efficient	
service delivery.

The Panel’s recommendations

447.	 	Local	Area	Councils	should	provide	a	report	as	part	of	the	long-term	planning	process	
on the short-term and long-term social issues for their community and a strategy for 
addressing those issues.

448. 	Local	Area	Councils	would	have	a	duty	to	their	community	to	advocate	at	the	regional	
level where necessary for appropriate funding, regional policy changes, service levels and 
facilities.

449. 	Both	the	regional	and	local	levels	of	the	proposed	new	governance	structure	should	
perform the functions of advocacy and brokerage on behalf of the people of the region.

450.  While the majority of community and social infrastructure should be administered at the 
local level, the planning and funding of infrastructure that affects a wider community or is 
part of a wider network should be integrated into regional strategic planning and funding 
process.
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451. 	Having	a	governance	structure	in	place	that	allows	the	region	to	plan	more	effectively	for	
its	future	is	one	of	the	drivers	of	this	review.	In	this	chapter,	the	Panel	identifies	the	key	
external pressures driving the need for a more strategic approach to planning in the region.  
The	Panel	reflects	on	the	current	planning	structures	and	activities	carried	out	in	the	region	
before identifying opportunities to improve current practice.  

452. 	Three	tiers	of	planning	are	considered.		These	are	spatial	planning,	Resource	Management	
Act	planning,	and	neighbourhood	planning.		All	three	combined,	if	carried	out	effectively	
and	efficiently,	will	provide	a	well-integrated	planning	system	that	allows	the	region’s	
communities to provide for their social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being.  

External	pressures	driving	the	need	for	a	more	effective	and	efficient	
planning system

453. 	Four	key	pressures	have	been	identified	that	will	influence	the	need	to	pro-actively	plan	the	
future development of the region.  

454. 	One:	Changing	demographic	profile.	Charting	of	the	region’s	demographic	profile	into	the	
future	shows	that	the	region	is	expected	to	continue	growing	(though	at	a	slower	rate	than	
in	the	past)	but	this	growth	will	be	uneven	across	the	region	and	some	areas	will	actually	
experience population decline.   

455.  Those districts anticipating population growth need to plan where and how that new growth 
will occur.  Councils with declining populations would ideally look to consolidate land-use 
activities	to	ensure	the	on-going,	efficient	use	of	existing	infrastructure.		

456. 	The	demographic	profile	also	shows	a	clear	trend	towards	an	aging	population	and	this	
is one of the key contributing factors to declining populations in some areas. The aging 
population	will	require	councils	to	place	greater	attention	on	neighbourhood	planning	
to design for a less mobile population.  This includes having good access to transport, 
essential services, community facilities and affordable, appropriately sized housing that 
allows people to ‘age in place’.  

457.	 	Two:	Maintenance	and	upgrade	of	core	infrastructure.	A	significant	portion	of	local	
government expenditure goes towards providing essential lifeline infrastructure services 
and	community	facilities	(such	as	water,	wastewater,	sewage,	roads,	open	spaces,	
community	halls	and	recreation	facilities).		Much	of	the	core	lifeline	infrastructure	services	
in	the	region	are	aging	and	need	significant	reinvestment	to	cope	with	population	growth	
and become more resilient to climate change effects.  Councils are looking at ways to 
make	sure	existing	services	become	more	efficient	and	cost	effective.		There	is	also	a	
need to identify new growth areas at a regional scale to ensure new infrastructure can be 
supported in future years.  

458. 	Three:	Impact	of	the	global	economic	climate	on	planning	functions.	Local	government	has	
not	been	immune	to	the	global	economic	crisis.		All	councils	are	struggling	to	contain	the	
rising costs of providing core services to ensure the cost of these services to ratepayers 
remains affordable.  This pressure to cut costs will affect the planning functions of councils 
as much as any other core service that must be provided.  The need to become more 
efficient	and	cost	effective	at	how	planning	is	delivered	in	the	region	is	emerging	as	a	key	
driver towards collaboration of some planning activities across the region. 

459. 	 	Four:	Reforms	to	the	Resource	Management	Act.	The	Act	has	been	amended	several	times	
since	1991.		The	Government	is	carrying	out	a	fundamental	review	of	the	Act,	which	has	
created uncertainty for local authorities who are in the midst of substantial plan reviews.  
Three technical advisory groups have advised the Government on changes to the Resource 
Management	Act,	which	includes	substantial	reform	of	the	principles	of	the	Act,	the	

8. Planning
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planning of our urban environments and the way infrastructure is developed.  Given the 
objectives	of	the	Phase	II	reform	process,	and	the	scope	of	the	recommendations	by	the	
three	technical	advisory	groups,	we	consider	it	likely	that	significant	change	to	the	planning	
framework will occur.148

460. 	If	this	assumption	proves	correct,	this	will	inevitably	require	councils	to	review	their	plans	
and	consider	whether	changes	are	required	to	give	effect	to	the	legislation.		This	could	
contribute	to	a	further	round	of	statutory	planning	work	in	the	coming	five	years	–	even	for	
those councils with relatively new planning provisions. 

Comprehensive regional planning (spatial planning)

461. 	Much	has	been	written	about	spatial	planning	in	recent	years,	particularly	since	the	Royal	
Commission	recommended	it	be	a	requirement	of	the	new	Auckland	Council.		The	Minister	
for	the	Environment’s	Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group,	tasked	with	considering	the	
alignment	of	the	spatial	plan	with	other	local	government	planning	requirements	noted	this	
about spatial plans:149

“With	the	right	statutory	linkages	and	changes	to	the	LGA	and	RMA,	it	could	be	the	
most	effective	statutory	planning	tool	in	New	Zealand’s	history	to	achieve	place	based	
economic growth, investment in infrastructure, integration of land use and transport 
planning and development.”150 

462. Spatial	planning	involves	the	following	elements	or	processes:

•	 Articulates	a	long-term	vision	-	20-30	years

•	 Translates	strategic	decisions	about	infrastructure	and	land	use	into	priorities	and	
policies	(that	is,	to	guide	the	location	and	timing	of	future	developments)

•	 Integrates,	coordinates	and	aligns	various	policies	and	plans	with	investment	decisions	

•	 Requires	multi-party	engagement	(such	as	central	and	local	government,	infrastructure	
providers)	across	a	range	of	sectors	(such	as	transport,	land	use,	housing,	education)

•	 Visually	illustrates	how	areas	will	develop	in	the	future

•	 Provides	an	evidence	base	for	decisions

463.  The Wellington region has had some involvement in spatial planning through the 
development	of	the	first	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	in	2007.	Carried	out	through	a	non-
statutory	process,	the	strategy	included	a	number	of	spatial	planning	concepts	(a	hierarchy	
of	centres,	locations	for	intensification,	land	for	business	growth),	some	of	which	were	
adopted	in	the	Proposed	Regional	Policy	Statement.					

464. 	The	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	was	revised	in	2012	following	a	commitment	to	review	
progress	after	five	years.		The	refreshed	strategy	has	been	refocused	towards	enhancing	
the	region’s	economic	performance.		Accordingly,	it	no	longer	provides	the	same	level	of	
guidance for managing urban growth issues in the region.

465. 	Spatial	planning	is	a	tool	that	has	been	around	in	some	form	or	another	for	many	years,	
though	it	generally	fell	out	of	favour	in	the	early	years	of	the	Resource	Management	Act	

148  We understand the Government will consider an amendment bill later this year, followed by a second amendment bill in 2013.  

149	 	For	instance,	plans	required	under	the	Resource	Management	Act,	the	Land	Transport	Management	Act	and	the	Local	Government	Act.

150	 		Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group	(UTAG)	Report of the Minister for the Environment's Urban Technical Advisory Group	(Ministry	for	the	
Environment,	Wellington,	July	2010)	at	42.	
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due	to	the	Act’s	‘effects-based’	philosophy	that	anything	could	go	anywhere	provided	
the effects could be managed.  Even so, many councils were doing elements of spatial 
planning within the context of their district plans, growth management strategies, transport 
strategies	etc.		Many	of	those	plans	did	not	have	the	impetus	to	effectively	engage	other	
key	players	(such	as	central	government	and	infrastructure	providers)	to	make	the	‘spatial	
planning’ projects ultimately successful.       

466. 	The	Auckland	Plan,	released	in	March	2012,	is	the	Auckland	Council’s	spatial	plan.	As	New	
Zealand’s	most	recent	example	of	spatial	planning	it	provides	a	wealth	of	information	and	
has	demonstrably	taken	spatial	planning	in	New	Zealand	to	another	level.		It	has	also	given	
rise	to	debate	about	whether	other	regions	in	New	Zealand	should	also	prepare	spatial	
plans.		The	Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group	considered	there	would	be	complications	in	
applying	the	Auckland	model	of	spatial	planning	to	other	parts	of	the	country.		This	is	
because	the	Auckland	Council,	through	its	amalgamation	process,	effectively	had	one	
‘community	of	interest’.			Even	so,	the	Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group	identified	the	types	
of factors to be considered when contemplating spatial planning in other metropolitan 
areas.  These included:

•	 Complex	metropolitan	growth	issues	that	require	an	integrated	and	long-term	plan

•	 A	regional	council	or	unitary	authority	that	has	the	capacity	and	resources	to	undertake	
spatial planning in collaboration with territorial authorities

•	 That	affected	councils	are	willing	and	collaborative	partners	in	spatial	planning	(which	
will	affect	the		Long	Term	Plan	of	individual	councils)

•	 That	the	Crown	has	capacity	and	resources	to	carry	out	its	functions	in	regional	based	
spatial planning151

467.	 	As	a	final	note,	the	Advisory	Group	stated	“there	is	a	natural	fit	between	larger	scale	
unitary	authorities	and	the	type	of	spatial	planning	set	out	for	Auckland”.152 

468.  This Panel supports a spatial planning process in the Wellington region for the same 
reasons	as	were	set	out	in	the	Issues	Paper.			We	repeat	the	main	benefits	of	spatial	
planning again: 

•	 Effective	investment	decisions:	regional	spatial	plans	provide	opportunity	for	more	
efficient	use	of	existing	and	new	infrastructure	investment	and	more	effective	strategic	
investment decisions. Effective infrastructure investment and delivery is vital to a 
healthy economy

•	 Improved	integration	and	relationships:	the	complex	and	multi-layered	nature	of	
regional issues means there is a need for a far greater level of integration of decisions 
and	services	between	all	parties	who	influence	growth	and	development	–	across	all	
four	well-beings.	Regional	spatial	planning	provides	a	means	to	significantly	improve	
integration across all tiers of government

•	 Scope	and	influence:	the	majority	of	spatial	planning	issues	will	extend	well	past	city	
and	district	boundaries	and	therefore	regional	boundaries	are	more	suited	to	define	
spatial	planning	‘areas’.	A	regional	spatial	plan	will	have	a	greater	ability	to	deliver	a	
level	of	consequence

•	 Improved	ability	to	deal	with	complex	land	use	issues:	spatial	planning	provides	an	
improved ability to address complex land use issues associated to matters such as 
transport	infrastructure	investment,	flood	protection,	water	quality	and	residential	
growth management

151	 Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group,	above	n	150	at	42.

152	 Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group,	above	n	150	at	42.
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•	 Efficiency:	combining	or	using	resources	on	a	regional	basis	is	likely	to	be	more	efficient	
than if it is done on an individual basis by each local authority

469.  The Panel has noted with particular interest that all commentary on the elements for 
successful spatial planning state that it is built on strong relationships.  These relationships 
are with central government, other local authorities, key infrastructure providers and the 
community.  

470.	  To be successful in the Wellington region, spatial planning would need to be comprehensive 
and mandated to apply to a large community of interest.  This would be best achieved by 
a regional scale entity. We note that it is predominantly the western part of the region that 
is characterised as a metropolitan area with growth management issues.  Nevertheless, 
a comprehensive spatial plan prepared for the whole region provides the best platform to 
engage with stakeholders who are instrumental in implementing the vision created for the 
region. 

471.	 	Much	debate	has	also	been	had	about	how	spatial	plans	should	be	linked	to	other	planning	
requirements	of	councils.		We	endorse	the	view	held	by	others	of	the	need	to	clarify	the	
relationship	between	spatial	plans	and	other	plans	required	by	legislation.		We	endorse	
the	comments	of	the	Urban	Technical	Advisory	Group	that	the	preparation	of	a	spatial	plan	
should	not	be	an	‘additional’	plan,	rather	it	should	lead	to	the	removal	of	the	requirement	
to	produce	other	specific	plans	(such	as	the	Regional	Land	Transport	Strategy	and	elements	
of	Long	Term	Council	Community	Plans).			

472.	  Following the completion of a spatial plan, we consider that this will drive the need for a 
review	of	the	region’s	RMA	plans	to	ensure	that	relevant	actions	identified	in	the	spatial	
plan	are	given	effect	to	through	a	Resource	Management	Act	plan	instrument.			

Resource Management Act regional and district planning 

473.	 	The	Resource	Management	Act	requires	the	sustainable	management	of	resources.		To	
achieve	this,	the	Act	sets	out	a	broad	range	of	functions,	identifies	who	must	carry	out	
those	functions,	prescribes	a	hierarchy	of	plans	that	must	be	prepared	(and	others	that	
may	be	prepared),	sets	out	a	resource	consent	process	for	considering	the	effects	of	
specific	activities	on	the	environment,	outlines	a	compliance	and	enforcement	regime	and	
clarifies	responsibilities	for	monitoring.	

474.	 	The	resource	management	function	of	local	authorities	is	currently	a	significant	statutory	
function, but the system has not been as successful as it should have been due to the lack 
of a single, coordinated vision for how the region should develop. The Panel considers that 
Resource	Management	Act	plans	and	planning	could	work	more	effectively	if	set	within	
a	broader	context	and	vision	for	the	region.		Once	that	vision	is	established	(in	a	spatial	
plan)	it	should	provide	the	context	needed	for	the	contents	of	Resource	Management	Act	
plans.	Table	14-1	in	Appendix	1	sets	out	the	main	functionaries	who	have	responsibilities	
for	preparing	Resource	Management	Act	plans.	Figure	14-1	in	that	appendix	illustrates	the	
hierarchy	of	plans	established	by	the	Act.		

475.	 	The	first	suite	of	Resource	Management	Act	plans	prepared	in	the	region	resulted	in	a	wide	
variety	of	approaches	and	provisions	to	manage	similar	issues.		Some	councils	were	eager	
to	embrace	the	‘effects-based’	philosophy	of	the	Act	in	their	plans.		Others	chose	to	largely	
‘roll	over’	many	provisions	from	their	previous	Town	and	Country	Planning	Act	plans.		

476.	 	Since	the	adoption	of	the	first	Resource	Management	Act	plans,	most	councils	have	been	in	
a state of constant review, with numerous plan changes being prepared in the region. Table 
14-2	in	Appendix	1	lists	the	current	Resource	Management	Act	plans	in	the	region.	There	
have been almost 250 plan changes that have been promulgated under current plans. This 
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demonstrates	the	complex	planning	environment	that	has	emerged	under	the	Act	and	the	
extent of work duplicated by various councils in the region.  

477.	 	Information	was	also	collected	about	the	status	of	any	plan	review	processes	that	are	
underway.		A	number	of	councils	in	the	region	have	taken	a	‘rolling	review’	approach	to	
the review of their plan.153  Others have opted for a comprehensive review that involves 
notifying a whole proposed plan for public submissions.  

478.	 	The	first	comprehensive	plan	review	process	undertaken	was	begun	by	the	three	Wairarapa	
councils, who developed a combined district plan that was made operative in 2011.  Kapiti 
Coast	District	Council	has	also	conducted	a	comprehensive	plan	review.		It	is	expected	to	
notify the proposed plan in November 2012.

479.	  Following the Wairarapa lead, some councils in the region have recognised the need for 
greater collaboration in preparing plan changes and are actively working together to reduce 
unnecessary	duplication	of	effort	and	expense.	Also,	five	iwi	management	plans	have	been	
developed	by	some	of	the	iwi	in	the	region,	as	listed	in	Table	14-3	in	Appendix	1.			

Resource consent planning

480.  The Panel also considered the state of resource consent planning in the region.  The Panel 
notes	that	the	complexity	(including	perceived	inefficiencies	and	costliness	of	the	process)	
of the resource consent process is a function of the complexity of plans and ultimately the 
Resource	Management	Act.		Central	government	has	reviewed	the	consent	provisions	in	the	
Act	several	times	with	the	goal	of	streamlining	processes	and	increasing	cost	effectiveness.	

481.  Within that context, it is helpful to understand how the councils in the Wellington region 
fare against their counterparts in terms of carrying out resource consent functions.  Table 
14-4,	Table	14-5,	Table	14-6	and	Table	14-7	in	Appendix	1	highlight	the	performance	of	
councils in the Wellington region alongside councils of a similar size.  These tables indicate 
that the region’s councils are performing as well, if not better, than their counterparts.  

482. 	It	is	also	useful	to	consider	the	scale	of	consent	processing	in	the	Wellington	region	
compared	with	the	Auckland	region.		In	2010/2011,	2766	resource	consents	were	
processed	in	the	Wellington	region.		This	compared	with	9715	processed	by	all	the	councils	
that	now	make	up	the	Auckland	Council.		These	consent	numbers	represent	a	significant	
decrease	on	consents	processed	in	2003/2004	(during	the	height	of	a	development	boom).		

483. 	A	range	of	fees	are	charged	by	councils	in	the	region	to	process	resource	consents.		The	
lowest	deposit	fee	for	a	non-notified	resource	consent	was	$400	and	the	highest	$1500.	
However,	a	true	comparison	is	difficult	because	some	councils	set	a	range	of	fees	whereas	
others	have	a	fixed	fee	(refer	to	Table	14-9	in	Appendix	1).		

484. 	Another	useful	indicator	of	who	bears	the	cost	of	the	resource	management	planning	
system	is	to	look	at	how	each	council	funds	its	resource	management	activities.		A	
review	of	each	councils	Revenue	and	Financing	Policy	(also	summarised	in	Table	
149)	demonstrates	that	while	a	similar	approach	has	been	taken	to	funding	resource	
management	policy	activities	(100%	ratepayer	funded)	there	is	less	consistency	on	the	
funding split between user pays and ratepayer contributions for the processing of resource 
consents.  The effect of this means that some ratepayers pay proportionally more for 
resource management activities in their district than others. 

153	 	Wellington	City	Council,	Hutt	City	Council,	Upper	Hutt	City	Council,		Porirua	City	Council.
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Key environmental and planning issues in the region 

485.  Growth management: To achieve a resilient, vibrant and growing economy, the region 
needs to plan its residential, commercial and industrial areas effectively and integrate 
these with transport links.  Rather than having councils within the region compete with 
each other for new growth areas, there is a need to work together at a regional scale 
to identify key growth outcomes for the region.  This will help to enhance the region’s 
competitiveness	both	within	New	Zealand	and	internationally.		

486. 	While	some	policy	gains	were	made	through	the	initial	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	2007,	
some key issues remain unresolved including:

•	 Integration	of	key	transport	infrastructure	and	land	use	

•	 The	slower	and	uneven,	or	even	declining,	rate	of	growth	across	the	region	and	the	
impact this will have on the future investment in our local communities

•	 Consideration	of	where	certain	land	uses	are	best	provided	from	a	regional	perspective	
(that	is,	new	business	and	industrial	areas	that	connect	well	with	key	transportation	
systems	for	more	efficient	access	to	other	markets,	and	areas	best	suited	to	residential	
urban	sprawl	versus	intensification)

487.	 	With	the	2012	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	refocused	on	delivering	regional	economic	
outcomes,	and	the	proposed	Regional	Policy	Statement	not	yet	operative,	it	is	uncertain	
to	what	extent	these	issues	will	be	sufficiently	addressed	through	the	current	institutional	
arrangements	and	future	changes	to	district	plans.		Given	these	outstanding	questions	in	
relation to growth management in the region, there is an impetus to consider the need 
for	a	spatial	plan,	the	outcomes	of	which	can	then	filter	down	into	relevant	Resource	
Management	Act	plans.	

488. 	Freshwater	management	–	quality	and	allocation:	In	a	world	where	access	to	freshwater	is	
being	increasingly	constrained,	freshwater	is	one	of	New	Zealand’s	most	valuable	natural	
assets.		The	Resource	Management	Act	lists	the	protection	of	wetlands,	lakes,	rivers	and	
streams from inappropriate use and development as a matter of national importance 
(section	6(a)).	Freshwater	is	valued	for	economic,	recreational,	aesthetic,	ecological	and	
cultural	reasons.		Given	these	multiple	and	often	conflicting	values,	its	best	management	is	
a constant challenge for local authorities.  

489. Three	main	issues	identified	in	the	proposed	Regional	Policy	Statement	are:	

•	 Pollution	affecting	water	bodies

•	 Poor	ecosystem	function	

•	 Increasing	demand	on	limited	resources	

490.  Pollution of water bodies comes from a variety of sources, but is inevitably linked to land 
use	activities	occurring	in	the	catchment.		More	effective	management	of	this	interface	
between	land	use	activities	and	the	environment	is	required	to	better	address	the	
downstream effects of land uses.  There are examples of this being put into practice as 
demonstrated	by	a	recent	‘landmark’	decision	from	the	Environment	Court	on	the	Horizons	
One Plan.154		The	decision	endorsed	the	proposed	regime	(developed	at	a	catchment	level)	
to	limit	nutrient	run-off	from	farms	into	waterways.	This	is	a	significant	decision	that	
demonstrates the need to develop integrated solutions to tackle complex environmental 
issues.  

154	 Day	v	Manawatu-Wanganui	Regional	Council	[2012]	NZEnvC	182.
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491.  We understand that within the Wellington region there is a growing desire to adopt a 
catchment-orientated approach to planning.  Greater Wellington Regional Council is in 
the	midst	of	combining	its	five	regional	plans	into	one.		This	plan	would	contain	a	suite	of	
regional rules, and possibly include a series of other rules at the catchment level to better 
reflect	the	different	issues	occurring	in	the	five	key	catchments	in	the	region.	

492. 	In	the	past	decade,	since	the	first	Resource	Management	Act	plans	were	prepared,	land	
use	intensification	has	moved	away	from	areas	of	plentiful	water	to	areas	where	there	are	
significant	seasonal	limits	on	water	availability.		Irrigation	schemes	have	been	developed	to	
address	water	availability	issues.		However	the	first	suite	of	Act	plans	has	been	found	to	be	
relatively	ineffective	in	responding	to	water	quality	issues	and	an	ever-increasing	demand	
for freshwater.  

493.  Recent work, including that of the Land and Water Forum, has resulted in a much greater 
collaborative understanding of the issues and potential solutions, including the need for a 
better	way	to	allocate	water,	rather	than	the	current	‘first-in,	first-served’	approach	under	
the	Resource	Management	Act.155  

494. 	Managing	natural	hazards:	The	Resource	Management	Act	sets	out	roles	for	regional	and	
district councils for managing natural hazards.  The exact relationship between these 
functions	has	long	been	a	grey	area.		Managing	hazards	more	effectively	and	efficiently	
is an issue that is top of mind for local and central government politicians following the 
Canterbury	earthquakes.	

495. 	At	the	central	government	level,	the	Resource	Management	Act		Principles	Technical	
Advisory	Group	was	tasked	with	reviewing	the	provisions	in	the	act	for	managing	hazards	
more	effectively.		Their	report	identified	the	need	for	stronger	regulatory	planning	for	
managing	natural	hazards.	Specifically	it	recommends	that	“regional	councils	should	have	
the lead function of managing all the effects of natural hazards. Territorial authorities are to 
retain their current function in regard to natural hazards”.156  

496. 	Though	the	risks	associated	with	earthquake	hazards	have	a	high	profile	currently,	the	
region’s	most	significant	hazard	risk	comes	from	flooding.		Flood	risk	management	for	
major rivers and streams is carried out by the Greater Wellington Regional Council while 
the smaller, urban streams and storm water network is managed by district councils.  
Given	these	dual	roles	it	is	important	that	flood	hazard	risk	is	managed	in	a	consistent	
way. This provides another example of why a regional approach to hazard management 
is	imperative.		A	particular	aspect	of	inconsistency	at	the	moment	is	the	many	ways	that	
flood	hazard	risk	management	is	expressed	in	district	plan	rules.		

497.	 	Stormwater	management	is	another	example	of	how	land	use	activities	can	significantly	
impact	the	environment’s	ability	to	cope	without	adequate	planning	in	place.		Being	able	to	
take	a	regional	approach	to	stormwater	management	issues	may	help	to	create	efficiencies	
in the process and more consistent outcomes for the community.  

498. 	Adequate	management	of	coastal	erosion	is	another	topical	issue	in	the	region	at	
the	moment.		The	public	response	to	the	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council’s	release	of	
coastal erosion hazard risks provides a timely reminder of how hazard risk, legislative 
requirements	on	councils	and	property	rights	converge	to	create	highly	charged	discussions	
between local authorities and the community.157

499.  The Panel understands that some progress is being made on collaborative approaches to 
hazard management at the local authority level to help address these topical issues at a 

155 Land and Water Forum Second report of the Land and Water Forum: Setting limits for water quality and quantity freshwater policy- and 
plan-making through collaboration	(Land	and	Water	Forum,	2012).

156	 Resource	Management	Act	1991	Principles	Technical	Advisory	Group	Report of the Minister for the Environment's Resource Management 
Act 1991 Principles Technical Advisory Group	(Wellington	2012)	at	15.

157	 Joel	Maxwell	“Owners	can	sue	over	coastal	report”	Kapiti Observer	(August	30,	2012).
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regional	level.		A	group	comprising	the	managers	of	all	local	authority	planning	teams	are	
discussing how they can develop a regional approach to developing a set of district level 
planning tools to manage the effects of hazards in the region. 

500. 	Provision	of	significant	regional	and	national	infrastructure:	The	Wellington	Northern	
Corridor	(Levin	to	Wellington	Airport)	is	one	of	seven	roads	of	national	significance	
identified	by	the	Government	as	requiring	upgrading	to	reduce	traffic	congestion,	improve	
safety	and	support	economic	growth	in	New	Zealand.			The	Wellington	Northern	Corridor	
includes several discrete projects, each of which is at a different stage in the planning 
process.  

501. 	Individually	and	collectively,	these	transport	projects,	if	approved	and	constructed,	will	
fundamentally	reshape	some	of	the	region’s	local	communities.		Many	residents	throughout	
the region have to ‘put their lives on hold’ and cope with the uncertainty typically 
associated with the initial stages of a large infrastructure planning process until decisions 
are made on the projects.

502. 	Quality	of	the	built	environment	-	urban	design	and	heritage:	A	quality	built	environment	
is desirable because it contributes to the aesthetics of an area, which enhances a person’s 
sense of place and connectedness to their local community. Quality urban design of new 
spaces and buildings along with the preservation of historic buildings, which provide a 
tangible connection for communities with their past, are key ingredients for improving the 
amenity values of places and spaces.  

503. 	Improving	the	quality	of	the	built	environment,	including	private	and	public	spaces,	has	
been	a	key	issue	in	New	Zealand	over	the	past	10	years.	In	this	region,	some	councils	were	
quick	to	adopt	urban	design	requirements	in	their	plans.		Others	were	slower	to	respond	to	
this emerging practice and, as a result, there have been mixed outcomes across the region 
in respect of good urban design. 

504.  The appropriate management of the region’s heritage has long been an issue and, following 
the	Canterbury	earthquakes,	the	need	to	resolve	issues	has	become	more	urgent.		The	
death toll from people killed by old, unreinforced buildings in the Christchurch February 
2011	earthquake	highlights	the	risks	involved	in	balancing	the	desire	to	retain	heritage	
buildings and achieving a safe environment. 

505. 	This	region	is	acutely	aware	of	the	earthquake	risks	posed	by	a	large	fault	rupture	event	on	
the Wellington fault and this, combined with its extensive inventory of heritage buildings, 
has resulted in the Wellington City Council in particular taking a proactive stance to 
better resolve these issues.  The Wellington City Council is working closely with various 
stakeholders to identify innovative solutions to these pressing issues.158   

506. 	In	respect	of	Resource	Management	Act	planning,	as	people	face	the	harsh	economic	
consequences	of	owning	heritage	buildings	(such	as	inability	to	obtain	affordable	
insurance),	local	authorities	are	being	challenged	to	ensure	that	their	listings	of	heritage	
buildings do not impose unreasonable burdens on owners.  This comes less than 10 years 
after	historic	heritage	was	elevated	from	a	section	7	matter	in	the	Resource	Management	
Act	to	a	section	6	matter	of	national	importance,	which	saw	many	councils	expand	their	
heritage lists.159 

158 Katie Chapman “Quake fear: No way in or out” Dominion Post	(February	17	2012).

159	 Resource	Management	Amendment	Act	2003.That	amendment	resulted	in	most	local	authorities	in	the	region	carrying	out	plan	changes	
to improve the protection offered to heritage buildings in their district, and also resulted in many additional buildings being added to the 
plan for protection.   
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Governance issues affecting Resource Management Act planning 

507.	 	The	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance	considered	that	complexity	of	the	planning	
system	was	one	of	the	main	issues	for	Auckland.		Complexity	was	caused	by	several	
factors, including: 

•	 The	large	number	of	key	decision	makers	who	exercise	resource	management	powers	
(including	central	government	decision	makers	and	requiring	authorities)	

•	 The	overlaps	in	jurisdiction

•	 The	sheer	number	of	plans	and	rules,	each	with	their	own	style	and	presentation

•	 The	number	of	resource	consents	required	to	authorise	the	development	of	land,	
buildings, business and infrastructure

508.  These problems are also experienced in the Wellington region.  Though the region has a 
significantly	smaller	population	than	Auckland,	it	is	still	serviced	by	nine	different	local	
authorities,	compared	with	the	previous	eight	local	authorities	in	the	Auckland	region.	

509. 	Concerns	with	overlap	in	jurisdiction	exist	nationwide.		It	is	a	product	of	the	Act	itself	(in	an	
attempt	to	encourage	integrated	management)	and	failure	on	the	part	of	local	authorities	
in the early days to understand the importance of using the tools such as the regional 
policy	statement	and	transfer	of	powers	to	better	define	respective	responsibilities.	

510.  The Commission did acknowledge that some complexity in the system is a result of the 
sophisticated	arrangements	set	up	in	the	Act	itself	and	therefore	all	complexity	issues	
won’t be addressed by any altered governance arrangements.  Further, the Commission 
noted	that	a	fine-grained	approach	to	planning	will	be	necessary	to	meet	the	needs	of	the	
region’s diverse communities.  

511.  The Commission outlined options to overcome the level of unnecessary complexity, which 
are directly relevant to the Wellington context, including:

•	 Reducing	the	number	of	local	authorities	and	thus	the	number	of	plans

•	 Requiring	the	production	of	fewer	district	plans	whether	or	not	there	are	fewer	local	
authorities

•	 Requiring	common	standards	to	be	adopted	in	district	plans	throughout	the	region

•	 Removing	unnecessary	overlaps	in	jurisdiction	between	territorial	authorities	and	the	
regional council

•	 Requiring	the	production	of	fewer	regional	plans/policy	statements

•	 Providing	call-in	powers	for	proposals	of	regional	significance

•	 Providing	for	a	single	planning	agency	for	growth	areas	of	regional	significance160

160	 	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	519-520.
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Opportunities to improve RMA planning in the region

512.  The Panel considers that, given the duplication of plans and range of issues facing the 
region, the timing is right to consider what opportunities might exist to improve the way 
Resource	Management	Act	planning	is	delivered	in	the	region.	

513. 	Integration	between	similar	Resource	Management	Act	plans:	As	noted,	Greater	Wellington	
Regional	Council	is	currently	working	towards	integrating	its	five	regional	plans	into	
one combined plan.  We endorse this process to better integrate the management of all 
resources	in	the	environment	and	we	appreciate	that	it	will	be	a	difficult	task	to	resolve	
conflicts	that	may	currently	exist	between	the	current	regional	plans.		Even	so,	our	view	
is	that	a	key	function	of	the	policy	planning	process	should	be	to	resolve	such	conflicts	as	
much as possible at the plan making stage, rather than leave these issues to be addressed 
in an ad-hoc way through the resource consent process.  

514.  We consider the main opportunity for improvement comes from removing the duplication 
that	occurs	between	the	region’s	six	district	plans.		Better	alignment	between	plans	can	be	
achieved in two ways:  

•	 Reduce	the	number	of	district	plans	in	the	region.		

•	 Require	common	definitions	and	rules	for	certain	regional	issues

515.  Regardless of the future form of local government in the region, the Panel is of the 
view	that	the	region	cannot	sustain	the	status	quo,	being	the	production	and	continual	
maintenance of six district plans. We are pleased to note at this point that the Wellington 
Branch	of	the	New	Zealand	Planning	Institute	agrees	with	this	view.		In	its	submission	to	
the	Panel,	the	Branch	Committee	acknowledged	the	significant	duplication	of	effort	and	
that	there	has	been	a	proliferation	of	planning	documents	and	responses.		Specifically	it	
stated:	“There	are	too	many	plans	and	consequently	too	many	varied	planning	responses	
to	the	same	issues	across	the	region.		This	has	resulted	in	ineffective	and	inefficient	
planning and resource management outcomes”.161 

516.  We understand that the regional planning managers have begun to meet regularly to 
discuss	how	greater	collaboration	and	alignment	of	plans	might	occur.		For	example,	Hutt	
City	and	Upper	Hutt	have	initiated	a	utilities	plan	change	together.	We	endorse	these	
actions	(which	we	understand	are	primarily	at	middle	management	at	present)	but	are	
concerned that these projects might not in themselves be enough to reduce the burden of 
plan making in the region.   

517.	 	We	also	question	how	decisions	are	made	to	collaborate	on	particular	plan	changes	and,	
apart	from	hazards,	whether	the	priorities	for	collaboration	reflect	the	range	of	issues	we	
identified	earlier	as	needing	further	attention.		Priorities	aside,	we	note	that	any	work	done	
now to achieve greater alignment will place the region in a good position to change the 
way planning is delivered.

518.  Preference for a single plan: The Panel is strongly of the view that there should be one 
district plan for the region, developed after a spatial plan has been adopted.  We consider 
that	the	short-term	costs	involved	in	developing	this	combined	plan	(including	recognition	
of the recent costs incurred by councils in developing second generation plans or rolling 
reviews)	will	be	outweighed	in	the	long	term	by	the	benefits	to	be	achieved	by	reduced	
complexity	and	simplification	of	the	plan	provisions.		

519.  While our clear preference is for a single district plan we realise this may take time.  We 
would	expect	councils	to	continue	working	towards	greater	alignment	of	plans,	specifically	
with	a	view	to	aligning	zones,	definitions	of	activities,	definitions	and	certain	rules.		

161	 Submission	#155	New	Zealand	Planning	Institute.	
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520.  We note the Royal Commission report provided a detailed list of various ways that plan 
provisions	could	be	aligned	–	a	list	that	could	be	adopted	in	this	region	too.		Also	of	interest	
is the list of matters that the Royal Commission considered where local variation in plans 
was necessary:  

•	 The	extent	and	location	of	zones

•	 Sites	where	a	design-led	response	is	needed	–	resulting	in	a	‘spot	zone’	with	its	own	
rules – effectively a ‘super resource consent’

•	 Sites	with	sufficient	uniqueness	to	justify	an	additional	‘overlay’	of	rules	to	allow	or	
constrain	development,	such	as	heritage	areas	needing	residential	areas	with	unique	
qualities	requiring	additional	protection	

•	 Centres	where	there	is	a	location-specific	set	of	standards	to	achieve	specific	urban	or	
heritage design outcomes

•	 Heritage	and	urban	design	guidelines	that	reflect	the	characteristics	on	particular	areas

521.  The Commission, having agreed there was a need for a more consistent approach in 
planning	across	the	region	did	also	consider	the	need	for	plans	to	reflect	the	diverse	
environments	and	communities.		It	noted	that:	“The	RMA	has	a	significant	but	limited	role	
in	shaping	communities	and	the	quality	of	our	living	and	working	environments.		The	Act	
has	a	strong	influence	on	spatial	layout,	style	of	development,	and	quality	of	environment	
over	a	very	long	period.		Other	major	influences	include:

•	 The	location	and	design	of	new	or	upgraded	roads

•	 The	scale,	location	and	design	of	new	or	upgraded	open	space

•	 Public	sector	protection	and	enhancement	of	national	environments	and	places

•	 Public	sector	investment	in	upgrading	town	centres

•	 Public	sector	involvement	in	civic	and	community	facilities	such	as	schools,	council	
offices,	hospitals,	recreation	centres,	libraries	and	museums

•	 Public	sector	investment	in	public	transport	infrastructure	such	as	ferry	wharves,	rail	
lines, busways and new stations

•	 Private	sector	investment	in	land,	residential,	business	and	similar	development

•	 Decoration,	renovation,	building,	planting	and	land	development	by	individual	
households and organisations 

•	 Although	the	Resource	Management	Act	may	have	a	shaping	role	through	the	various	
Act	plans,	its	role	in	achieving	the	diverse	outcomes	that	communities	desire	should	not	
be overemphasised”162 

522.  This Panel largely agrees with this view.  There is clearly a need to achieve greater 
alignment	between	Act	plans.		However,	the	need	to	retain	scope	for	communities	to	
engage in the planning for their local places is important.  Our view is that the concept 
of neighbourhood or village planning will achieve this more effectively.  Neighbourhood 
planning is discussed more fully below, but we see it as the third tier of planning that is 
needed consistently across the region to deliver the outcomes desired by communities.

162	 Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	525-526.
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523. 	Integration	between	district	and	regional	plans:	Another	opportunity	for	integration	is	
between district and regional plans where there are jurisdictional overlaps.  Of particular 
note are the management of natural hazards, hazardous substances and contaminated 
sites, earthworks controls and management of stormwater systems.  

524.  There are now a handful of unitary authorities that have prepared unitary plans, which 
include both regional and district plan functions and sometimes also the regional policy 
statement.		In	addition	to	the	opportunity	to	align	the	planning	framework	for	issues	where	
there	are	jurisdictional	overlaps,	other	key	benefits	include:

•	 Greater	clarity	of	the	relationship	between	regional	and	district	plan	rules

•	 Increased	likelihood	of	successfully	implementing	the	integrated	management	
philosophy	espoused	in	the	Act

•	 Reduction	in	unnecessary	duplication	of	process	for	applicants	(such	as	dual	resource	
consent	processes,	fees	and	monitoring	obligations)

•	 Reduction	in	associated	costs	of	applications	and	hearings

•	 Reduced	likelihood	of	rules	being	overlooked

•	 Greater	scope	for	compliance	and	therefore	ultimately	in	achieving	outcomes

•	 Councillors	and	hearing	commissioners	will	be	required	to	give	broader	consideration	to	
all aspects of the environment in their policy and decision-making roles 

525. 	The	Auckland	Council	has	also	decided	to	prepare	a	unitary	plan,	due	to	be	released	for	
public comment in early 2013.   That plan combines not only the district and regional 
plans but also the regional policy statement.  We gather the merging of several regional 
plans and district plans into one document has not been a simple task, made all the more 
difficult	by	the	time	pressures	imposed	to	ensure	the	plan	is	notified	within	the	first	term	of	
the council.  We look forward to seeing the draft plan to see how well the goal of creating a 
fully integrated resource management plan has been achieved.    

526.  The case for incorporating the regional policy statement into a combined plan is less clear 
cut,	with	both	pros	and	cons	to	this	approach.		It	is	not	an	issue	that	the	Panel	need	
resolve	now,	particularly	with	the	reforms	of	the	Resource	Management	Act	underway,	
which are expected to clarify the linkages between the many local government plans 
required	to	be	prepared.	

Neighbourhood planning or place-shaping

527.	 	Improving	the	effectiveness	of	planning	in	the	region	also	needs	to	include	consideration	of	
how	we	plan	better	in	our	local	communities.	A	key	part	of	this	is	to	ensure	we	have	sound	
processes to plan alongside our local communities. 

528. 	A	strong,	well-connected	and	engaged	community	is	usually	full	of	people	who	have	
a	sense	of	identity	and	belonging.	A	person’s	sense	of	belonging	is	enhanced	by	their	
experiences	of	living,	working	and	playing	in	their	local	community.		Having	a	strong	
connection with community tends to engender a desire to nurture it and be involved in 
decision-making processes that affect it.    

529.  The Panel was very taken with the approach and success of the Porirua model of village 
planning as an example of how neighbourhood planning works in practice.  Porirua City 
Council’s village planning programme is one of the more successful programmes adopted in 
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the region, having received both national and international recognition for its approach in 
empowering local communities.  

530. 	Some	of	the	key	elements	of	the	village	planning	model	adopted	in	Porirua	are	that	it:	

•	 Is	a	collaborative	planning	process	between	a	community,	council	and	other	service	
providers

•	 Is	led	and	driven	by	the	community	but	with	support	and	facilitation	by	the	council	

•	 Helps	communities	to	set	a	strategic	direction	and	priorities	to	be	implemented	in	
partnership with others

•	 Ensures	council	plans	and	strategies	are	informed	by	vision	of	local	communities

•	 Enables	council	and	other	service	providers	to	plan	services	and	fund	projects	that	will	
enhance the community vision

•	 Fosters	constructive	relationships	between	communities,	local	government	and	service	
providers

•	 Encourages	and	inspires	community	engagement

•	 Creates	a	sense	of	place	and	community	ownership	of	local	facilities163 

531. 	While	there	has	been	success	at	this	level	of	planning	in	the	Porirua	area	(and	there	may	
well	be	other	models	across	the	region),	the	Panel	considers	that	neighbourhood	planning	
should occur more consistently across the region.  This form of planning helps to engage 
people	in	a	meaningful	way	in	decisions	that	affect	their	community.		Being	able	to	
participate with ideas and action and to see the ‘fruits of their labour’ in the form of new 
facilities or reserves or expanded community services creates more effective and tangible 
outcomes for those involved in planning processes.  

532. 	As	a	community-led	non-statutory	document,	there	are	no	boundaries	on	what	can	be	
included	in	a	village	plan.		As	noted	by	Porirua	City	Council:	“The	[village]	plan	is	an	
aspirational document and communities are not constrained in what they might include as 
potential	actions.		As	such,	the	plan	provides	a	starting	point	for	discussions	with	Council	
and other agencies on what is possible to achieve”.164 The contents of a village plan will 
typically include:

•	 A	vision	statement

•	 Actions	(including	priorities,	timeframes	and	who	is	involved)

•	 Description	and	brief	history	of	the	area

•	 How	the	implementation	of	the	plan	will	be	supported

•	 Maps	and	photographs	

533.  The implementation of some actions in village plans will be reliant on the council 
allocating	full	or	partial	funding	through	the	Long	Term	Council	Community	Plan.		It	is	also	
conceivable	that	a	village	plan	includes	an	outcome	that	requires	a	change	to	the	district	
plan	(that	is	a	zone	change	to	facilitate	an	expanded	town	centre,	or	new	rules	to	recognise	
and	protect	a	character	area).		All	of	these	things	will	need	to	be	negotiated	with	the	
relevant council.    

163 Porirua City Council The Village Planning Programme: an overview	(July	2012).

164 Porirua City Council, The Village Planning Programme: an overview as above 163 at 3-4.
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534.  Neighbourhood planning such as this also offers opportunities to seek and achieve 
partnerships and action on issues beyond the direct control and funding capabilities of local 
government.  These issues include education, safety, health and housing. Engagement with 
central government departments, non-governmental organisations and the voluntary sector 
can be fostered through the neighbourhood planning process. 

535. 	This	form	of	planning	will,	however,	present	some	difficulties	for	local	government	because	
it	is	not	necessarily	a	comfortable	fit	with	traditional,	statutory-led	planning	processes.		

536.  One particular conundrum for this Panel in desiring the ‘roll-out’ of village planning is that, 
by	definition,	village	planning	is	a	community-led	process.		As	such	it	relies	on	communities	
themselves	to	initiate	and	develop	the	plans.	It	should	not	be	forced	upon	communities.	
If	it	is	forced	and	led	by	councils	it	will	not	work	as	intended.		And	yet	the	Panel	sees	
planning at this level as being a vital tool to ensure effective local democracy.  

537.	 	Accordingly,	the	Panel	considers	that	the	proposed	Local	Area	Councils	would	have	an	
important role to play in promoting and encouraging models of village planning in their 
respective communities.   Elected councillors would have a particular role to play in 
championing the process.  This will also act as a tool for councillors to remain connected 
with their constituents.  

538. 	A	further	challenge	for	local	government	in	facilitating	neighbourhood	planning	will	be	
to avoid over-planning the planning process.  The experience in Porirua shows that 
each	village	plan	has	evolved	quite	differently;	this	being	a	reflection	of	the	different	
communities involved and the lack of any statutorily-imposed processes that must be 
followed. The plans need to be owned by the communities if they are to be successful.   
What this means for councils is that they need to accept that plans will develop on different 
timeframes, that there will be wide variations in the scope of different plans and that plans 
will not all follow the same format.  

539.  The solution to these issues may lie in having any new local government legislative 
arrangements	strongly	encourage,	but	not	specifically	require,	village	planning.		It	is	
likely that this type of planning, if successful, will gather momentum in its own right once 
communities see the results on the ground.    Further, instead of specifying the process 
or anticipated outcomes, the legislation would only articulate the key principles of village 
planning. The key principles of the Porirua Village Planning Programme are provided as an 
example	in	Table	14-10	of	Appendix	1.

540.  The Panel considers that village planning will offer communities a new opportunity to 
more	effectively	engage	with	their	council.		It	should	also	help	to	prevent	communities	
feeling disenfranchised as a result of any new local government arrangements.  We see 
the	neighbourhood	planning	process	(or	something	similar)	becoming	the	main	vehicle	
for people to express a vision for their community and articulate how this vision could be 
implemented	by	their	Local	Area	Council.		

The Panel’s recommendations

541.  The Panel endorses the efforts of those councils that are actively identifying opportunities 
to work collaboratively to reduce the costs of the planning system for their ratepayers. 
However	the	Panel	is	strongly	of	the	view	that	there	are	many	more	improvements	that	
need	to	take	place	to	create	an	efficient	and	effective	planning	system	for	the	region.	

542.  We are concerned at the lack of strategic planning being carried out to address regional 
issues.  For this reason, we recommend that a spatial planning process being carried out 
in the Wellington region to allow a united vision for the region to be developed with a plan 
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that	supports	the	implementation	of	that	vision.		Spatial	planning	is	needed	to	address	
metropolitan	growth,	infrastructure	development	and	the	location	of	major	facilities.		It	
can be used as the platform to engage with central government agencies and other private 
infrastructure providers and land developers to identify key actions to support the region’s 
future development.

543.  The Panel does not consider that a spatial plan developed under a collaborative process 
within	the	existing	local	government	arrangements	will	be	successful.		Spatial	planning	will	
have a greater chance of success if it is carried out by the proposed Greater Wellington 
Council.  

544.  We are also concerned about the effects of the excessive amount of plans developed under 
the	Resource	Management	Act	and	the	associated	planning	activity	carried	out	to	support	
the implementation of those plans.  We recommend that, following the development of 
a spatial plan, a single resource management plan be prepared.  This will act to reduce 
unnecessary duplication of plans in the region, reduce compliance costs, and most 
importantly increase coherence of the planning system.    

545.  Lastly, we recommend neighbourhood planning be encouraged more widely across the 
region as the main tool to engage people in the future development of their community.  
Neighbourhood planning is a vital component of the planning hierarchy and, in many ways, 
is	more	important	due	to	its	potential	to	fully	engage	people	in	the	planning	process.		If	led	
by the community, neighbourhood planning will give communities a voice and a vehicle for 
them to engage with their councillors to advocate for the resources and implement their 
community	vision.	Successful	models	of	this	type	of	planning	have	been	adopted	in	the	
region and the Panel recommends that these be provided for elsewhere.  

546. 	In	considering	how	these	planning	activities	are	likely	to	fit	together	and	be	carried	out	
under new governance arrangements, our view is that the creation of the spatial plan and 
subsequent	single	resource	management	plan	should	not	be	rushed.		These	are	significant	
planning	documents	and,	if	they	are	to	be	effective,	sufficient	time	will	be	needed	to	
ensure they are done properly.  We also note from the Porirua City Council village planning 
programmes that neighbourhood planning is only successful when driven from the 
communities themselves.  This means that this tier of planning will occur more organically 
and need to progress on the communities’ timeframes, not the timeframes of any planning 
authority.  
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9. Transport

Introduction

547.	 	The	Wellington	region	covers	the	lower	part	of	the	North	Island	from	Cook	Strait	to	just	
north	of	Masterton	to	the	east,	and	to	Otaki	to	the	west.	In	common	with	many	regions,	
the focal point on the transport network, road and rail is toward the regions primary 
economic hub: Wellington city. Wellington city is also the location of the main sea port and 
international	airport,	and	home	to	the	Cook	Strait	Ferry,	which	provides	a	passenger	and	
freight	sea	link	to	the	South	Island,	a	key	element	of	the	national	road	and	rail	network.

548. 	The	impact	of	Wellington	city’s	‘pull’	is	that	two	key	corridors,	one	following	State	Highway	
1	and	the	North	Island	Main	Trunk	Line,	and	the	other	following	State	Highway	2	and	the	
Wairarapa railway line provide access to the city from the north through the Porirua/Kapiti 
Coast	and	the	Hutt	Valley/Wairarapa	respectively.	State	Highway	58	provides	the	key	
strategic east-west link between these two corridors. The region’s transport network also 
includes an extensive urban and rural road network serving the metropolitan area and a 
significant	public	transport	network,	with	four	commuter	rail	lines	and	over	100	bus	routes.	

549.  The same hills and valleys that have shaped the two key transport corridors also 
constrain the land available for residential and industrial development. While there is an 
intensification	of	existing	urban	areas	particularly	in	Wellington	City,	the	key	growth	areas	
for residential development are on the edges of the existing metropolitan area on the 
Kapiti	Coast,	around	Porirua	City,	and	Upper	Hutt.	There	are	also	major	areas	of	business/
industrial	land	located	outside	of	the	Wellington	city	CBD,	including	Porirua,	Seaview/
Gracefield	in	Petone,	and	Waingawa	in	Wairarapa.	

550. 	As	the	region’s	economic	hub,	the	Wellington	CBD	is	home	to	central	government	and	some	
of	New	Zealand’s	largest	employers.	Relatively	few	Wellington	city	residents	commute	
to	other	cities	within	the	region	for	work.	However,	around	one-third	of	Wellington	City’s	
workforce	commutes	from	the	other	territorial	authority	areas	in	the	region	(around	60%	
from	Lower	and	Upper	Hutt).	165

551.  Wellington City is home to many of the region’s major cultural, recreational and sports 
facilities,	such	as	Te	Papa	and	the	Westpac	Stadium.	These	facilities	also	attract	a	
significant	number	of	international	and	domestic	tourists	to	the	region	and	of	the	4.15	
million visitors to Wellington region in 2011, 3.4 million were domestic visitors.166 

552.  While the region is not a major generator of freight in relative terms, freight movements do 
place	a	significant	demand	on	the	network.	In	addition	to	longer	inter-regional	trips	coming	
to and through the region on road and rail, Wellington has a relatively high proportion 
of short, truck-based trips.167		The	combination	of	freight	movements	between	Seaview	
and	Gracefield	in	Petone,	State	Highways	1	and	2,	and	the	Port,	mean	that	the	section	of	
State	Highways	2	north	of	Ngauranga	interchange	is	subject	to	very	high	daily	flows	of	
heavy vehicles. This corridor is also in high demand from commuters travelling to and from 
Wellington city. 

553. 	It	is	estimated	that	by	2031,	the	amount	of	freight	moving	through	the	region	will	double 

(an	expected	significant	increase	in	log	freight	being	a	major	contributor).168 Wellington 
International	Airport	also	forecasts	its	freight	volumes	to	increase	fourfold,	while	passenger	
numbers	are	predicted	to	increase	by	100%	from	5	million	to	10	million	per	year. 169

165	 Statistics	New	Zealand	Commuting Patterns in Wellington	(2006).

166  Ministry	of	Business	Innovation	&	Employment	International Visitor Survey and Domestic Visitor Survey	(Wellington,	2011).

167	 Hyder	Consulting	Ltd	NZTA Freight Analysis – Wellington, Nelson, Marlborough and Tasman regions	(2009).

168	 Ministry	of	Transport	National Freight Demands Study	(2008).

169	 Wellington	International	Airport	Ltd	2030 Master Plan	(2010)	at	2.
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554. 	The	interaction	between	the	role	of	the	Wellington	CBD	as	an	economic,	social	and	cultural	
hub, the location of the ports, and the dispersed location of both residential and business/
industrial land use means that commuters, freight and other trips place a high demand 
on the regional transport network and services. When that demand is combined with a 
constrained network, the result is congestion and unreliable journey times across the 
network. 

555. 	Peak	period	congestion	is	significant	at	a	number	of	pinch	points	around	the	network,	such	
as	State	Highway	1	Paekakariki	to	Pukerua	Bay,	State	Highway	2	Petone	to	Ngauranga,	
State	Highways	1	and	2	Ngauranga	Gorge	Interchange,	Basin	Reserve,	Mt	Victoria	and	
Terrace	Tunnels.	Congestion	is	not	limited	to	weekdays,	and	there	is	also	significant	
weekend	congestion	in	the	Wellington	CBD,	the	Hutt	Valley	and	on	the	Kapiti	Coast.

556.  Pressure on the transport network highlights the importance of public transport to the 
region	as	a	way	of	moving	people	efficiently	through	corridors	where	space	is	constrained.	
But	while	there	is	a	history	of	good	patronage,	the	public	transport	system	has	suffered	
from	poor	journey	time	reliability.	Significant	national	and	regional	investments	are	
currently	being	made	to	improve	infrastructure	(particularly	rail),	passenger	information	
(such	as	bus	real	time	information)	and	services.	

557.	 	Local	road	maintenance	is	a	significant	issue	for	local	authorities	and	is	seen	as	an	
important priority for councils, with around 4,000 kilometres of local roads in the Wellington 
region.170 171		The	rising	cost	of	road	maintenance	(driven	by	inflation	and	increasing	
material	costs) is set against a backdrop of constrained central government subsidies for 
local road maintenance and renewals.	172

Current governance arrangements for transport

558.  The current governance arrangements for land transport in the Wellington region are 
complex and involve a large number of different organisations and agencies with multiple 
roles and responsibilities. Responsibility for planning, funding and delivery is divided both 
across the different transport modes and in some cases within modes.  

559. 	Local	roads	are	primarily	the	responsibility	of	local	councils	in	the	region.	Managing	the	
local road network includes the provision for pedestrians and cyclists as part of that 
network.	Funding	comes	from	a	combination	of	rates,	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency	
subsidies,	and	other	sources	(such	as	developer	contributions).	

560. 	State	highways	in	the	region	are	managed	by	the	Highways	and	Network	Operations	arm	of	
the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency.	Funding	for	State	Highways	comes	entirely	from	central	
government	sources	via	the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency.	Pedestrian	and	cyclist	facilities	
along	and	across	State	Highways	are	also	the	responsibility	of	the	agency.	

561.  Responsibility for the different aspects of public transport infrastructure and services are 
the most complicated and involve a number of different organisations. Greater Wellington 
Regional Council has the role of managing the public transport network in the Wellington 
region. This includes planning, funding, procuring and promoting public transport. 

562.  Greater Wellington Regional Council contracts transport operators to operate public 
transport services. This includes bus, ferry and cable car services via multiple operators 
who own the vehicles they use to provide those services. Rail services are provided by one 

170	 W	ten	Hove	Masterton District Council Submission to the draft Regional Land Transport Programme 2012-15	(May	2012).

171	 Ministry	of	Transport	“TV001	Road	vehicle	kilometres	travelled	(VKT)”	http://www.transport.govt.nz/ourwork/TMIF/Pages/TV001.aspx	
date	accessed	15	September	2012.

172	 Local	Government	New	Zealand	Submission GPS on Land Transport Funding 2012/13 – 2021/22	(2012)	at	89.
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operator,	KiwiRail,	who	owns	and	maintains	a	significant	proportion	of	the	rail	infrastructure	
(track,	signals,	freight	rolling	stock)	in	the	Wellington	region.	Greater	Wellington	Regional	
Council now also owns some of the rail infrastructure, mainly railway stations and 
passenger trains. Local councils operate and maintain the road network that bus services 
use. This includes providing bus lanes and bus stops, and in many cases ownership of bus 
shelters. 

Planning and programming

563.  Central government’s strategic direction for transport is set out in several key documents - 
the	National	Infrastructure	Plan173, the KiwiRail Turnaround Plan174,	Safer	Journeys175, and 
Connecting	New	Zealand176	The	Government	Policy	Statement	on	Land	Transport	Funding	
is developed every three years and sets out what the government wants to achieve in 
land transport and provides direction for the allocation of land transport funding. The 
Government	Policy	Statement	relates	to	funding	from	the	National	Land	Transport	Fund	for	
approved activities in the National Land Transport Programme.  

564. 	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency	develops	a	wide	range	of	transport	guidance	relating	to	
operation of the state highway network and in relation to funding of land transport. The 
agency’s	role	is	to	give	effect	to	the	Government	Policy	Statement.	The	Investment	and	
Revenue	Strategy	provides	the	framework	and	direction	for	investment	in	land	transport	
to	do	this.	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency	also	prepares	the	National	Land	Transport	
Programme,	which	identifies	all	transport	activities	to	be	funded	over	the	following	three	
financial	years	across	New	Zealand.			

565.  Greater Wellington Regional Council has a strategic transport planning role to coordinate 
development	of	the	statutory	Regional	Land	Transport	Strategy	and	Regional	Land	
Transport Programme. These documents are developed and agreed via the Regional 
Transport Committee which has representation from all local councils, the regional council 
and	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency.	The	Regional	Land	Transport	Strategy	provides	the	
strategic multi-modal policy framework for development of the region’s land transport 
network. The Regional Land Transport Programme sets out all the land transport activities 
to be funded in the region over a three-year period in priority order, with a ten year 
financial	forecast.	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	also	coordinates	development	of	a	
number of non-statutory strategic transport plans via the Regional Transport Committee 
including multi-modal corridor plans and other plans relating to road safety, demand 
management, freight and so on. 

566. 	A	Regional	Public	Transport	Plan	is	prepared	by	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	as	
part	of	its	responsibility	for	planning	the	public	transport	network.	It	sets	out	the	agreed	
approach in the form of policies, activities, methods, guidelines and standards relating 
to networks, services, vehicles, infrastructure, fares and ticketing. The regional council 
also carries out public transport network planning to continually optimise the network and 
delivery of services.

567.	  Local councils in the region develop plans or strategies to guide decisions in each territorial 
authority	area.	These	include	local	transport	strategies	such	as	the	Kapiti	Coast	District	
Council	Sustainable	Transport	Strategy	and	Masterton	District	Cycling	Strategy.	177	178 

173	 NZ	Government	National	Infrastructure	Unit	National Infrastructure Plan	(2011).

174 KiwiRail The KiwiRail Turnaround Plan – KiwiRail’s 10-year programme to create a sustainable rail business	(2010).	

175	 Ministry	of	Transport	Safer Journeys – NZ’s Road Safety Strategy 2010-2020	(2010).

176	 Ministry	of	Transport	Connecting New Zealand – A summary of the government’s policy direction for transport	(2011).

177	 Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	Kapiti Coast: Choosing Futures. Towards a Sustainable Transport System	(2008).	

178 Opus international Consultants Limited Masterton District Cycling Strategy	(Masterton	District	Council,	2009).
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Transport guidance is also provided through land use documents including district plans 
and	codes	for	subdivision	development.	Local	council	transport	activities	are	identified	
in local annual plans/long term plans and form an input to the Regional Land Transport 
Programme.   

Transport governance issues and challenges

568.  Leadership and mandate: As	described	in	the	previous	section,	the	existing	governance	
arrangement for land transport in the Wellington region spreads planning, decision making 
and implementation across eight local and district councils, Greater Wellington Regional 
Council	and	the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency.	

569.  The Wellington region’s transport planning framework recognises the need for an 
integrated,	multi-modal	approach	to	transport	issues.	This	is	reflected	in	the	collaborative	
multi-agency and multi-modal work to prepare and agree corridor plans. The need 
to consider transport issues from a broader network-wide perspective is also being 
increasingly recognised.   

570.	 	The	region’s	economic	strategy	(the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy)	recognises	the	
importance	of	transport	to	the	region.	The	strategy	identifies	building	world-class	
infrastructure as one of its six key focus areas, and states that the “regional economic 
prosperity is heavily dependent on the region’s level of connectedness and resilience at 
local, national and international levels”.179	

571.	 	But	while	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	articulates	a	regional	economic	vision,	all	of	the	
existing	councils	retain	independent	vision	statements.	In	addition	to	a	duplication	of	time	
and resources, it illustrates an underlying competitiveness that is inherent under current 
arrangements where effectively all eight councils compete with each other for investment 
and economic development. The need to advocate for one’s own district or city highlights 
the	difficulty	that	a	local	council	faces	when	committing	to	delivery	of	a	unified	regional	
vision.

572.	  The Regional Transport Committee provides a forum for regional collaboration around 
the	strategic	direction	for	the	transport	network.	However,	different	local	objectives	and	
priorities mean that achieving regional agreement on strategic needs and regional priorities 
for funding can present a challenge.   

573.	 	The	committee	prepares	both	the	Regional	Land	Transport	Strategy	and	Regional	Land	
Transport	Programme,	but	it	has	no	ability	(or	mandate)	to	bind	individual	local	authority	
members	of	the	committee	(who	are	accountable	to	their	own	ratepayers)	and	therefore	
has limited ability to ensure funding and delivery of regional transport initiatives. 

574.	 	Local	accountability	also	means	that	any	regional	initiatives	(particularly	where	those	
investments	may	benefit	other	districts)	must	rely	on	the	success	of	voluntary	agreements	
which usually have to be driven by the political acumen or special skills of individual 
leaders.	The	difficulty	is	sustaining	those	agreements,	a	problem	when	major	infrastructure	
investments	have	such	long-term	lead	times	and	investors	require	certainty	that	
commitments will be sustained.

575.  Fragmented responsibility: The way in which arterial roads are managed differs across the 
eight different local authorities in the Wellington region. These roads often have a regional 
significance	in	terms	of	public	transport,	freight	and	strategic	cycle	links	that	cross	local	
authority	boundaries.	An	inconsistent	approach	to	the	management	and	operation	of	these	
roads can reduce their effectiveness in contributing to the performance of the regional 
transport network.

179	 	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	Committee	Wellington Regional Strategy 2012 - Growing A Sustainable Economy,	above	n	93	at	7.	
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576.	 	Planning	for	public	transport	in	Wellington	requires	a	regional,	network-wide	approach.	
However,	implementation	and	delivery	of	public	transport	is	fragmented	and	often	does	not	
support goals to provide a seamless and integrated network. The current arrangements for 
bus infrastructure provide a good example of this. 

577.	  Greater Wellington Regional Council is responsible for delivering public transport services 
but	does	not	have	control	over	many	aspects	of	public	transport	infrastructure.	Across	
the region, there is no consistent standard or level of service for bus stops, signage, 
and	shelters.	Bus	shelters	are	often	owned	by	local	councils	but	funded,	maintained	and	
cleaned by the regional council. The arrangement differs for each different local authority 
area. There are instances where there are separate contracts for maintenance of the bus 
stop	pole	and	the	bus	stop	signage	on	that	pole.	Significant	time	is	spent	debating	and	
resolving issues around who will pay for which aspects of bus infrastructure.   

578.  Funding: The	difficulties	of	applying	a	regional	approach	are	compounded	by	relative	
financial	capability	of	the	local	authorities	across	the	region.	Wellington	city	is	the	region’s	
financial	powerhouse,	but	outside	of	Hutt	city	and	greater	Wellington,	the	remaining	local	
authorities	have	relatively	small	revenue	streams	(mostly	rates)	and	a	limited	ability	
to	support	any	significant	transport	expenditure.	This	is	an	issue,	when	residential	and	
business	growth	is	expected	to	grow	in	those	same	local	authority	areas.	Significant	
regional	investments	(particularly	in	public	transport	infrastructure)	will	be	required	to	
avoid downstream impacts of that growth on the rest of the network.

579.	 	The	recently	published	National	Land	Transport	Programme	identifies	that	central	
government is intending to invest $1.25 billion on transport over the next three years in 
the	Wellington	region.		Two	of	the	most	significant	components	of	that	investment	are	the	
$315 million investment in public transport and $415 million to progress the Wellington 
Road	of	National	Significance.	

580. 	However,	central	government	investment	through	the	National	Land	Transport	Programme	
in	local	road	and	public	transport	requires	a	‘local	share’.	Affordability	is	a	significant	
issue for local government, particularly in the current economic context where the impact 
on	rates	is	top	of	mind.	The	region’s	‘local’	financial	capability	indicates	that	a	regional	
approach	to	funding	the	local	share	may	be	required	in	order	to	be	able	to	make	the	
significant	investments	in	transport	infrastructure	and	services	required	to	address	the	
region’s transport challenges. 

581.  Land use and transport integration:	An	effective	transport	system	is	crucial	to	provide	
access to goods and services, and to support land use development, regional growth 
and economic development. Land use development and transport systems are strongly 
interdependent and one cannot be considered in isolation to the other.  

582. 	However,	transport	and	land	use	decisions	are	made	under	different	legislations	(primarily	
the	Resource	Management	Act	and	Land	Transport	Management	Act)	and	under	different	
processes. Land use decisions are made at the local council level but local councils are not 
responsible for delivery of public transport or state highway improvements.  Therefore the 
timing of transport network investments and land use changes are often misaligned. 

583. 	Developing	an	agreed	strategic	direction	for	land	use	and	future	growth	in	the	Wellington	
region	has	proven	to	be	a	challenge	to	date.	While	the	Regional	Policy	Statement	and	
Wellington	Regional	Strategy	provide	some	guidance,	there	remains	a	significant	gap	in	
terms of an agreed regional approach to growth and this negatively impacts on integration 
between delivery of transport infrastructure and services and land use development.    

584. 	Individual	local	councils	have	a	vested	interest	in	attracting	new	residents	and	businesses	
to their particular local area and therefore generally advocate for transport improvements 
that will support local land use aspirations rather than regional growth, accessibility and 
economic performance.
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585.  Consideration of public transport as part of land use developments could be much better 
integrated. This currently relies on advocacy from the regional council as the public 
transport manager to ensure things like street layout to accommodate future services, 
pedestrian connections to access services, and potential locations for future bus stops are 
accommodated	in	subdivision	and	development	decisions.	Bus	services	rely	on	the	road	
network.	However,	the	regional	council	has	no	direct	influence	over	works	on	local	roads	or	
state highways and this can create a challenge in terms of service delivery. 

586. 	Misalignment	is	common	between	the	land	development	aspirations	of	local	councils	and	
the ability of the regional council to provide new or extended public transport services 
to	serve	that	development	given	limited	funding.	An	example	is	the	Kapiti	Coast	District	
Council’s	aspirations	for	growth	in	Otaki	and	calls	for	significantly	improved	public	transport	
services, including potentially extending the urban rail network to Otaki.180    

587.	 	Areas	of	large	new	subdivision	and	development	can	have	an	impact	on	the	safety	and	
efficiency	of	the	state	highway	if	the	capacity	or	level	of	service	provided	by	the	network	
does not match the new demand. There are often tensions between local authority growth 
plans	and	the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency’s	strategy	for	development	of	the	relevant	
section	of	highway	as	the	network	manager.	The	Maymorn	Structure	Plan	in	Upper	Hutt	
highlighted some of these issues. 

588.  Community engagement: The fragmented and complex nature of planning, funding 
and implementation for transport means that it can be challenging for the public and 
organisations to participate in decision making. 

589.  Engagement with the community on transport issues ranges from detailed matters such 
as	proposed	traffic	calming	measures	or	location	of	a	bus	stop	through	to	strategic	multi-
modal corridor plans. Community consultation is also an element of numerous national, 
regional, and local plans and strategies, often with overlapping elements. The way in which 
transport responsibilities are split makes it confusing for communities to understand which 
organisation is responsible for the various aspects of the transport network and how the 
various	planning	documents	fit	together.					

590. 	Decisions	relating	to	the	local	road	network	can	have	a	large	impact	on	local	residents	and	
consequently	these	issues	can	involve	significant	time	and	resource	and	require	effective	
engagement	mechanisms	to	ensure	local	issues	and	impacts	are	adequately	addressed.	

591.  Organisational capability and capacity: Retaining skilled staff in the transport sector is an 
issue and this is exacerbated by having transport responsibilities spread across so many 
organisations.	Smaller	councils	in	the	region	often	rely	heavily	on	transport	consultants	to	
provide the relevant transport expertise as a result. This can make ensuring consistency 
and continuity of advice across the long planning horizons for major transport projects a 
challenge. 

The	Auckland	experience

592. 	Although,	the	Auckland	Regional	Transport	Authority	was	established	to	enable	a	greater	
degree of coordination in transport planning and funding, the governance arrangements 
for roading and public transport were the subject of many of the submissions made to the 
Auckland	Royal	Commission.	The	key	issues	identified	in	the	submission	were:	the	large	
number of organisations with responsibilities for transport planning; funding and delivery; 
and the fragmented decision making that was a result of that structure. This is perhaps 
best illustrated by following diagram from the Commission’s report. 

180	 Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	Submission to Greater Wellington Regional Council on the Draft Regional Land Transport Programme 2012-
15	(May	2012)	at	4-5.
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Table 9-1: Current system for transport governance in Auckland181

593. 	While	not	as	complex,	a	similar	diagram	could	be	developed	for	the	Wellington	region.	But	
other	deficiencies	identified	in	the	Commission’s	report	also	resonate	with	the	Wellington	
situation, including: 

•	 The	lack	of	linkage	between	transport	and	land	use	decisions

•	 The	lack	of	consistency	between	territorial	authorities	in	the	management	of	arterial	
roads across the region

•	 The	lack	of	a	clear	organisational	mandate	to	take	all	of	the	actions	necessary	to	
implement a particular transport policy including prioritisation of projects

•	 The	separation	of	asset	management	responsibility	and	associated	funding	
arrangements	for	different	transport	modes	(road,	rail,	bus,	ferry,	cycles)	

594.  When considering the options to improve the existing governance arrangements in 
Auckland,	the	Royal	Commission	noted	examples	from	Vancouver,	London	and	Toronto,	
where transport was managed by a single body, with strategic direction provided by a 
regional governance body or a regionally empowered mayor.

595. In	presenting	its	findings,	the	Royal	Commission	drew	two	general	conclusions:

•	 Governance	structures	appear	more	successful	where	decision	makers	are	obliged	to	
represent	the	interests	of	the	metropolitan	area	as	a	whole.	For	Auckland	this	suggests	
that political accountability should be at the regional level rather than a federation of 
local councils

181  	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	543.
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•	 The	more	successful	overseas	models	have	the	mandate	to	both	develop	and	implement	
strategic	plans.	For	Auckland	this	implies	a	stronger	alignment	between	regional	land	
transport strategy and a broader range of regional responsibilities including public 
transport, major roads and demand management 

596. 	Applying	those	observations,	the	Commission’s	recommendations	sought	to	bring	
together	all	the	regional	elements	of	transport	in	Auckland	(roading,	rail,	public	transport,	
and	planning	for	pedestrians	and	cyclists)	under	the	management	of	one	body.		The	
Commission	proposed	a	new	Regional	Transport	Authority	(Auckland	Transport)	to	
replace	Auckland	Regional	Transport	Authority.		Auckland	Transport,	(a	Council	Controlled	
Organisation)	would	be	‘owned’	by	Auckland	Council	and	have	responsibility	for	public	
transport and arterial roads, with the six local councils responsible for all other local roads.  

597.	  While the Government did not accept the Commission’s proposal that six local councils be 
responsible for other local roads, it did accept the recommendation that the elements of 
transport should be pulled together into a single governance framework. The Government 
enacted legislation to create a governance framework that allocated main transport roles 
as follows:

•	 The	Auckland	Council	would	be	responsible	for	the	Auckland	(spatial)	Plan	and	Regional	
Land	Transport	Strategy	that	sets	out	the	transport	outcomes	the	region	wishes	to	
achieve over a 30-year period. The Council would also prepare the Long Term Plan that 
will	allocate	transport	funding	to	Auckland	Transport

•	 Auckland	Transport	would	be	responsible	for	planning	and	delivering	local	roading	
and	public	transport,	including	preparation	of	the	Auckland	Regional	Land	Transport	
Programme	(sets	out	the	transport	projects	anticipated	over	the	next	three	years)	

•	 Local	Boards	would	be	able	to	progress	local	place	shaping’	including	transport	
improvements	(including	footpath	and	cycleway	enhancements,	traffic	calming,	lighting	
and	on-street	amenities)	from	local	board	budget	allocations	from	the	Auckland	
Council’s Long Term Council Community Plan 

598. The	Auckland	Transport	governance	arrangements	were	set	in	place	in	late	in	2010.	

Evaluation of current arrangements for transport in the Wellington

599.  The following table provides a broad evaluation of the performance of the current 
arrangements for transport planning, funding and implementation in the Wellington region.

600. 	The	evaluation	criteria	have	been	derived	from	two	sources;	firstly,	the	characteristics	for	
good	local	government	identified	in	paragraph	150	(p40-41)	of	the	Panel’s	Issues	Paper182 
and	secondly,	a	submission	by	the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency	to	Wellington	City	
Council’s discussion document on Local Government Reform in Wellington. 183  The New 
Zealand	Transport	Agency	submission	put	forward	a	series	of	helpful	outcomes	the	agency	
believed	would	address	the	significant	transport	issues	for	the	Wellington	region.	

182  Wellington Region Local Government Review Panel Future Wellington, above n 2 at 150.

183  NZ	Transport	Agency	Submission to Local Government Reform Commission	(July	2012)	at	2.
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Table 9-2: Application of New Zealand Transport Agency Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation Criteria Application to the current arrangements for transport 
planning, funding and implementation 

Provides effective 
regional leadership

•		Common	purpose	and	
vision

	•		Directs	planning	and	
delivery

	•		Assists	investment	
certainty 

The Regional Transport Committee is the statutory 
body established to provide a regional forum, for the 
development	of	Regional	Land	Transport	Strategy	and	
Regional	Land	Transport	Programme.	However,	each	
local authority member of the committee is an individual 
approved organisation, who applies to the National Land 
Transport Fund and their own ratepayers to fund their own 
transport programme needs. This means that while there 
are a number of regional strategies and plans, the local 
accountability for funding under the current governance 
arrangements limits the capability of the region to 
implement a cohesive regional vision, or deliver major and 
system-wide initiatives. 

Enables the development 
of an integrated ‘one 
network’ approach

•		Transport	and	land	
use decisions are 
interdependent

•		Regional	approach	to	
planning 

While current regional transport planning practices provide 
for collaborative development of multi-modal ‘corridor 
plans’	under	the	wider	Regional	Land	Transport	Strategy,	
implementing these plans as part of a one network 
approach is challenging given fragmented responsibilities 
across	eight	territorial	authorities,	New	Zealand	Transport	
Agency,	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council,	and	others	
such as KiwiRail and operators.

Fragmented responsibility for the public transport network 
is	leading	to	sub-optimal	solutions.	Allowing	one	agency	
to fund, own and maintain assets and have greater control 
and	influence	over	all	aspects	of	the	public	transport	
network would contribute to a one network approach.

While there are some examples of a cooperative shared 
services approach between road controlling authorities 
to aspects of maintenance and operations, there is a 
considerable gap between these arrangements and a one 
network approach.
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Evaluation Criteria Application to the current arrangements for transport 
planning, funding and implementation 

Applies	an	integrated	
approach to land use 
and transport decisions

•		Joined-up	policy	and	
decision making

•		Applies	from	strategic	
planning to detailed 
decision making

The	Wellington	Regional	Policy	Statement	(developed	by	
Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council)	is	the	only	document	
able to direct land use planning at city and district level. 
However,	as	a	strategic	planning	document	to	integrate	
transport and land use decisions and plan for growth, the 
success of the statement is mixed. 

Other regional strategies, such as the Wellington Regional 
Strategy	(developed	collaboratively	with	all	local	councils	in	
the	region)	have	had	limited	success	in	providing	a	strong	
agreed direction for regional growth which deals with the 
trade-offs and competing objectives between different 
territorial authorities within the region.  

Individual	councils	have	prepared	urban	development	
planning	documents	(Wellington	city,	Porirua	city	and	Kapiti	
Coast	district	council)	and	structure	plans	which	are	focused	
on local growth objectives and outcomes. The aspiration of 
the local council for growth may not align with the ability 
of	the	relevant	transport	provider(s)	or	regional	community	
to	fund	and	provide	the	required	transport	upgrades.	
Examples are local growth aspirations for Otaki on the 
Kapiti	Coast	and	for	Maymorn	north	of	Upper	Hutt.	

Supports	a	coordinated	
and collaborative 
approach

•		Infrastructure	and	
services are provided 
by both the public and 
private sector

The	Road	Maintenance	Task	Force	identified	good	
opportunities	to	improve	efficiency	and	value	for	money	
through enhanced collaboration and joint management 
and delivery of road maintenance and renewal activities.
It	also	identified	benefits	through	nationally	consistent	
asset management practices and improved procurement 
methods. 

As	highlighted	earlier,	the	responsibility	for	transport	is	
spread across a large number of organisations within the 
Wellington region. Coordinating interaction with all of 
these organisations can be costly and challenging for both 
public and private sector organisations. This has tended 
to limit any collaborative opportunities to small scale local 
initiatives in the Wellington region to date. 
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Evaluation Criteria Application to the current arrangements for transport 
planning, funding and implementation 

Assists	to	maximise	
funding and reduce costs 

•		More	efficient	
delivery of transport 
infrastructure and 
services

•		Streamlining	regulation	

The current governance arrangements do not enable 
the region to optimise its bid for funding across the 
various activity classes from the National Land Transport 
Programme.	In	some	cases	local	activities	within	the	region	
compete with each other for funding from particular activity 
classes.

The regulatory costs on any organisation undertaking 
regional projects are increased due to the large number 
of different local authorities who are often involved. For 
example,	regulatory	costs	faced	by	New	Zealand	Transport	
Agency	and	utility	providers	who	are	developing	the	
Wellington	Road	of	National	Significance	which	is	located	
within the jurisdictional boundaries of Greater Wellington, 
Wellington city, Porirua city and Kapiti Coast district .  

In	the	Wellington	region,	increased	administration	costs	are	
associated with provision of public transport infrastructure 
across eight different local council areas.  

Provides an effective, 
efficient	and	transparent	
decision-making process

•		Clear	mandate	and	
statutory authority for 
decision makers

•		Clear	roles	

The current governance arrangements in Wellington can 
make	it	difficult	to	agree	and	deliver	on	shared	regional	
outcomes	with	many	different	(and	sometimes	competing)	
local objectives. 

The fragmentation of responsibility across many 
organisations for transport and the lack of clear mandate 
and accountability for transport planning, funding and 
delivery add another layer of complexity. This context 
impacts	on	the	effectiveness	and	efficiency	of	the	transport	
decision-making process.   

Builds	organisational	
capability and capacity

•		Range	of	skills	&	
retaining skilled staff

The capacity of local authorities within the region is mixed 
and smaller councils having limited staff and resources, 
which impacts on their capability and capacity to react to 
the increasing complexity of the transport system.  

Ensures effective 
community engagement 
and local participation

•		Perspectives	captured	
at all levels

The current governance arrangements in the Wellington 
region generally provide good opportunities for local 
communities to be involved in decisions relating to local 
transport issues such as parking, intersection upgrades, 
street	lighting,	bus	stop	locations,	etc.	However,	community	
engagement can be challenging given the lack of clear 
mandate and the fragmentation of responsibility for 
transport	matters	across	many	organisations.	In	addition,	
the number of different local views being advocated 
through regional decision making forums such as the 
Regional Transport Committee can be at the expense 
of a clear regional view in relation to major transport 
infrastructure projects. 
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The Panel’s recommendations

601.  There are clearly issues with the current transport governance arrangements in the 
Wellington region as highlighted in previous sections of this chapter. Planning and 
delivering a transport system in the Wellington region faces a number of challenges, the 
most	significant	of	these	can	be	summarised	as:			

•	 Fragmented	decision	making,	asset	management	and	funding	responsibility	across	a	
large number of organisations 

•	 Misalignment	between	strategic	direction	and	implementation

•	 A	lack	of	clear	mandate	and	accountability	

•	 A	lack	of	land	use	and	transport	integration	

•	 Community	engagement	that	is	complex	and	often	duplicated

602.  The Panel recommends that transport responsibilities are consolidated into a single 
combined regional transport entity for the Wellington region. Consolidating the planning, 
funding and delivery of local road and public transport across the region in one place is 
likely	to	have	significant	integration	benefits	and	enable	a	more	coordinated	and	consistent	
management of key networks to provide a more seamless ‘one network’ approach. 

603. 	Drawing	together	the	collective	‘transport’	resources	of	all	the	region’s	local	authorities	
within a single transport entity will increase the overall capability and capacity of transport 
planning	and	delivery	in	the	region.	It	will	also	avoid	the	current	duplication	of	resources,	
and enhance the coordination and connection between strategy and delivery. The result will 
be	an	overall	improvement	in	the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	the	regional	response	to	
the regions transport issues. 

604.  Reducing the number of different organisations with transport responsibilities would help to 
improve the clarity and transparency of transport decision making, reducing the complexity 
in terms of public and stakeholder participation. 

605.  The Panel recommends all powers to rate residents for transport services should be 
transferred to the regional governing body to establish a regional transport rate to fund 
transport activities, or a Wellington Transport Council Controlled Organisation. Establishing 
a single source of funding for Wellington Transport is critical to the success of this model.

606. 	In	the	Panel’s	opinion,	there	are	two	obvious	implementation	options	for	the	proposed		
Greater Wellington Council to consider:

607.	 	Option	1	–	Transport	responsibilities	to	remain	within	the	Greater	Wellington	Council:	Under	
this option, the responsibility for planning, funding and delivery of the public transport, 
arterial road network and other local roads would be managed directly as a department of 
the	proposed	Greater	Wellington	Council.	State	Highways	would	still	be	the	responsibility	of	
New	Zealand	Transport	Agency.	

608.  The department or agency would manage delivery of services but also be responsible for 
developing	a	strategic	vision	for	transport,	identifying	outcomes	(and	priorities)	and	then	
through the long term planning process providing the funding to achieve those outcomes. 
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609. 	Option	2	-	A	Council	Controlled	Organisation	for	transport:	This	would	see	the	responsibility	
for delivery of public transport, the arterial road network and other local roads consolidated 
under one organisation as a Wellington Transport Council Controlled Organisation. This 
would	require	the	transfer	of	those	responsibilities	from	local	authorities	to	the	Council	
Controlled Organisation.

610. 	A	joint	committee	of	the	Greater	Wellington	Council	would	continue	to	provide	the	strategic	
transport direction for the region. This committee would also have a governance role 
and	would	appoint	the	Board	of	Directors	for	the	Wellington	Transport	Council	Controlled	
Organisation, and work with them to agree on a statement of intent.

611. 	Under	this	model,	the	Wellington	Transport	CCO	would	have	the	following	transport	
functions and duties: 

•	 Planning	and	delivery	of	all	of	transport	services	(excluding	state	highways)	in	the	
Wellington region, in accordance with the strategic direction set by the joint committee

•	 Preparing	the	Wellington	Regional	Land	Transport	Programme	

•	 Acting	as	an	Approved	Organisation	in	respect	of	transport	activities	for	which	funding	
has	been	approved	by	the	New	Zealand	Transport	Agency

•	 Being	the	Road	Controlling	Authority	for	Wellington	region’s	local	roads

•	 Undertaking	public	transport	planning,	regulation	and	contracting	under	the	Public	
Transport	Management	Act	2008

•	 Being	a	requiring	authority	under	the	Resource	Management	Act	

612.  The Panel recommends that decisions around the use of Council Controlled Organisations 
should be left to the proposed Greater Wellington Council. The Panel noted research 
that found in many overseas examples, a standalone transport authority is commonly 
established because it allows a focused approach to transport delivery and attracts and 
consolidates transport expertise.184	However,	under	a	scenario	where	the	local	councils	
in	the	region	are	consolidated	into	a	single	council,	the	benefits	of	a	transport	Council	
Controlled Organisation are not so clear and need to be considered against the advantages 
offered by consolidation of transport functions within a single council model. These trade-
offs	were	considered	in	the	Auckland	reforms	and	will	also	need	to	be	considered	for	
Wellington as well. 

184	 B	Mein	Transport Governance in Auckland, Situation Analysis	(2008)	at	254.
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Introduction

613. This chapter deals with the activities of water supply, wastewater network and treatment 
systems, stormwater infrastructure and the management of solid waste services across 
the greater Wellington region. The scale of infrastructure and services provided by these 
activities and how they are presently managed is discussed. Governance options are 
explored	that	would	lead	to	the	effective,	efficient,	and	sustainable	provision	of	public	
infrastructure, services and facilities.

614. The	four	activities	covered	in	this	section	are	referred	to	in	the	Local	Government	Act	(2002)	
as	core	services.	This	means	that	local	authorities	are	required	to	have	particular	regard	to	
the contribution that these services make to their communities. 

615. Each	core	service	requires	its	own	asset	management	plan,	which	details	the	condition	of	the	
asset	and	time	frame	for	the	replacement	of	those	assets.		Asset	plans,	by	definition,	take	
a long-term view on the demand on a particular group of assets and takes account of the 
life-cycle	of	each	asset	type.	It	also	proposes	a	cost	effective	maintenance	regime,	to	ensure	
that	these	assets	continue	to	deliver	the	required	level	of	service	to	the	customer.

616. Water supply: Water supply involves the collection, treatment and distribution of drinking/
potable	water	to	households	and	business	in	urban	zones.	It	provides	for	the	storage,	
management	and	reliable	supply	of	safe	potable	water	and	fire	fighting	supply	to	
communities.	It	is	acknowledged	that	the	safe	and	efficient	functioning	of	a	community	is	
highly dependent on the sustainable design and careful management of the water supply 
infrastructure. 

617.	 Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	delivers	bulk	water	to	Upper	Hutt,	Lower	Hutt,	
Wellington	and	Porirua,	whereas	Masterton,	Carterton,	South	Wairarapa	and	Kapiti	all	
manage their own water supplies. Greater Wellington Regional Council water supply 
services are managed in a separate business unit within the council and produce separate 
financial	accounts,	a	requirement	of	the	Wellington	Regional	Water	Board	Act	1972.	
Greater Wellington Regional Council’s pricing strategy for water supply is prescribed by the 
Wellington	Regional	Water	Board	Act	1972.	The	costs	are	apportioned	to	individual	cities	
based on each city’s proportional of total water delivered.

618. Wastewater:	Wastewater	is	the	water	disposed	of	from	homes,	offices	and	industry.	It	
comes	from	sinks,	toilets,	showers,	washing	machines	and	industrial	processes.	It	involves	
the collection, treatment and safe disposal of sewage in the urban zone in a manner that 
protects public health and the natural environment.  Generally, this involves a network of 
pipes and pump stations to collect and transport the wastewater to a treatment plant to 
make it safe for disposal. Two of the main treatment plants in the Wellington region treat 
more than one council’s wastewater, being located at the lower end of a valley or of a major 
catchment.	The	main	treatment	plants	in	the	Hutt	Valley	and	Seaview	are	privately	owned	
and	managed	and	their	services	are	contracted	on	a	volume	basis.	In	the	rural	areas	there	
are a number of local schemes which are being upgraded over the next 10 years to meet 
acceptable environmental standards.

619. Stormwater:	Stormwater	is	the	rain	that	runs	off	roofs,	roads	and	other	impermeable	
surfaces. The activity provides for the management, control and discharge of stormwater 
into	waterways	to	ensure	a	safe	urban	environment.	Stormwater	management	processes	
endeavour	to	protect	residents	and	property	from	flooding.	The	receiving	environment	for	
stormwater	tends	to	be	streams,	rivers,	harbours	and	the	coast.	Discharges	and	overflows	
from waste water systems, and polluted stormwater entering waterways, all have adverse 
environmental	effects	on	the	region’s	water	systems.	Stormwater	and	flood	management	are	
intrinsically linked and need to be considered in any change of responsibilities.

10.	 Three	Waters	and	Solid	Waste
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620. Greater	Wellington	works	with	councils	and	communities	to	provide	flood	protection	and	river	
and stream management.

621. Solid waste:	Solid	waste	management	includes	the	collection	and	disposal	of	refuse,	the	
operation	of	refuse	transfer	stations	and	landfills,	and	the	management	of	closed	landfills.	It	
also covers waste minimisation, which is accomplished by reducing packaging, and by reuse, 
recycling, and resource recovery. This is being achieved though sustainable programmes that 
promote	using	resources	efficiently,	reuse	and	recycling.	The	programmes	aim	to	promote	
a culture that values the environment and re-enforces appropriate behaviours. This core 
service	area	is	largely	funded	on	a	user-pays	basis	through	landfill	charges	and	the	sale	of	
rubbish	bags.	Surpluses	generated	from	landfill	are	generally	used	to	fund	development	and	
aftercare	costs	of	landfills.

622. Councils have a responsibility to manage the assets that fall within their boundaries. 
Boundaries	are	often	based	on	population	distribution	and	natural	geographic	boundaries.	
However,	some	services	do	not	respect	such	boundaries	due	to	the	physics	of	flow	and	
pressure. There are situations where one council’s wastewater is treated outside its 
boundary and water supply to some customers comes from a neighbouring council reservoir.

Current state of the three water and solid waste services

623. The water and waste services in the Wellington region are not in a state of major risk, rather 
there is scope for improvement in how they operate and are managed.

624. Not	surprisingly,	underground	(unseen)	assets,	as	found	in	the	water,	wastewater	and	storm	
water activities, are the most problematic to manage. The challenge is to ensure that the 
infrastructure continues to perform over its economic life and is replaced before it fails, 
affecting service delivery.  

625. The following tables summarise the main infrastructure involved in the supply of water, 
wastewater and stormwater services to residents in the greater Wellington area. The tables 
include	the	level	of	investment	required	over	the	next	10	years.	The	categories	of	planned	
capital	expenditure	vary	between	councils	based	on	the	interpretation	of	the	definitions	of	
renewals,	level	of	service	and	growth.	Many	projects	address	all	three	categories.	In	the	
case of councils serving large rural areas such as Wairarapa, a more appropriate breakdown 
has been made within their long-term plans between rural and urban-based projects. 
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Table 10-1: Water supply and reticulation summary185

Local Authority Pipe 
network   
(kms)

Reservoirs/
storage 
lakes

Pump 
stations

Treatment 
plants

Planned capital investment 2012 - 2022
($000)

Level of 
service

Growth/ new 
assets

Renewals

Wellington 1,245 80 33 $61,594 $7,052 $142,009

Hutt	City 683 24 13 $12,510 0  $26,013 

Upper	Hutt 277 16 8 $166 0  $13,351 

Porirua 321 17 13 0 $8,552 $13,231

Kapiti 528 8 8 5 0 $20,888 $27,434

South	Wairarapa 104 Local 
schemes

0 $5,036

Carterton 50 3 1 0 $328 $5,628

Masterton 168 2 2+	local	
schemes

0 $23,068

Greater 
Wellington 
Regional Council

183 2 18 4 $19,024 $18,178	 $38,141

TOTAL $93,294 $54,998 $293,911 

626. Wellington	and	Hutt	City	established	a	Council	Controlled	Organisation	in	2004,	Capacity	
Infrastructure	Services,	to	deliver	the	reticulated	supply	of	the	three	water	services	to	
householders	and	businesses	in	their	cities.	In	2008,	Upper	Hutt	City	Council	contracted	
Capacity	Infrastructure	Services	for	the	provision	of	the	same	services.		At	present,	there	
is	a	proposal	being	considered	for	Porirua	City	to	become	part	of	Capacity	Infrastructure	
Services.	

Table 10-2: Wastewater networks and treatment plants summary

Local Authority Pipe 
network 
(kms)

Pump 
stations

Peak	flow	
storage 
tanks

Treatment 
plants

Planned 10-year investment 2012 - 2022
($000)

Level of 
service

Growth/new 
assets

Renewals

Wellington 1,058 62 2 $8,880 $3,202 $115,960

Hutt	City 677 44 2 $41,230 0 $63,225

Upper	Hutt 215 12 $21,215 0  $13,882 

Porirua 403 44 1* $10,131 $3,729 $31,392

Kapiti 280 142 2 $11,678 $20,931

South	Wairarapa 4 local 
schemes

$6,120 0 $3,616

Carterton 31 11 1 $655 $1,092 $6,663

Masterton 150 4 1	+	3	local	
schemes

$27,869

TOTAL $88,231 $19,701	 $283,538 

* The Porirua wastewater treatment plant is shared in ownership and operation between WCC and PCC.

627.	Wellington	City’s	main	wastewater	treatment	plants	at	Moa	Point	and	Karori	(Western),	and	
the	Seaview	plant,	treating	the	Hutt	Valley’s	wastewater,	are	privately	owned	and	operated.

185	 	Information	has	been	sourced	from	the	respective	Councils’	2012	–	2013	Long	Term	Plan	or	Asset	Management	Plan.
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Table 10-3: Stormwater systems summary

Local Authority Pipe and 
tunnel 
network
(kms)

Open 
drains
 (kms)

Pump 
stations

Planned 10-year investment 2012 – 2022
($000)

Level of service Growth /
new assets

Renewals

Wellington 740 $14,137 $1,896 $59,881 

Hutt	City 546 14 	$19,478	 0 $8,238

Upper	Hutt 147 11.5 6 $2,338 0 $11,228

Porirua 304 $6,493 0 $428

Kapiti 193 40 12 0 $27,467 $5,187

South	Wairarapa $1,747

Carterton 11 27 $124

Masterton 33 $1,743

Greater Wellington 
Regional Council

TOTAL $42,570	 $29,363 $88,452 

 
628. Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	has	responsibility	for	managing	the	flood	risk	in	the	

region as well as the state of the stormwater receiving environment such as harbours, 
river	and	streams.	The	above	investment	does	not	include	the	$76.5	million	planned	flood	
protection expenditure by Greater Wellington Regional Council over the next 10 years.

629. The	level	of	investment	in	a	particular	activity	reflects	a	number	of	factors,	such	as	the	
scale of infrastructure managed by a council, the age of the infrastructure and the level 
of development planned in area. The major expenditure items for the next 10 years is 
the ongoing renewals of water and sewer pipes, the introduction of water meters, the 
construction of new reservoirs, pump stations and the upgrading the water supply and sewer 
systems in the rural areas.

Table 10-4: Solid waste activity summary

Local Authority
 

Landfills Recycling 
centres

Waste 
Transfer 
stations

Planned 10-year investment 2012 – 2022
($000)

Level of 
service

Growth	/
new assets

Renewals

Wellington 1 $1,856 $27,172

Hutt	City 2 $14,330 0

Upper	Hutt 0 0

Porirua 1* $7,815

Kapiti 1 3 1 $996

South	Wairarapa 4 1 $400

Carterton 1

Masterton 2 3 $705 $323

TOTAL $16,891 $8,811 $27,895

*	Porirua’s	Spicer	landfill	is	shared	in	ownership	and	operation	between	WCC	and	PCC.

630.  Technology has recently been developed to sort materials recovered from kerbside 
recycling	and	offers	opportunities	to	make	recycling	more	efficient.	This	technology	
requires	large	capital	investment,	but	it	can	yield	significant	economies	of	scale	by	
replacing labour-intensive manual sorting methods with an automated process.
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631. The total level of investment across the eight councils for these four activities is $1,124 
million	over	the	next	ten	years,	with	over	half	(62%)	of	this	amount	being	required	to	fund	
the	renewal	of	existing	assets.	Both	the	proportion	and	the	amount	required	for	renewals	will	
increase	in	time	as	the	underground	pipe	networks,	installed	over	the	last	50	to	70	years,	
reach the end of their serviceable life.

Statutory	Requirements

632. Councils	are	required	to	operate	within	a	legislative	framework,	regulation	and	standards.	
These	requirements	have	evolved	over	time	and	apply	to	all	councils.	Whilst	the	Local	
Government	Act	(2002)	is	the	foundation	legislation,	many	other	Acts	and	standards	apply.		
Some	of	the	key	Acts	impacting	councils’	service	delivery	are:

•	 Local	Government	Act	2002

•	 Resource	Management	Act	1991

•	 Land	Drainage	Act	1908

•	Waste	Minimisation	Act	2008

•	 Civil	Defence	Emergency	Management	Act	1959

•	Wellington	Water	Board	Act	1972

•	 Health	(Drinking	Water)	Amendment	Act	2007

633. Councils have also been involved in working with central government in drafting 
standards, guidelines and codes of practice, that enable a consistent application of design, 
management and operation of essential services. Recently, excellent progress has been 
made in developing regional standards and codes of practice for waste management and 
minimisation	and	regional	water	standards.	Some	of	these	documents	include:

•	 New	Zealand	Drinking	Water	Standards	2005	(Ministry	for	the	Environment)

•	 National	Policy	Statement	for	Freshwater	Management	2011	(Ministry	for	the	
Environment)

•	 New	Zealand	Fire	Service	Fire	Fighting	Water	Supplies	Code	of	Practice

•	 New	Zealand	Waste	Strategy	(Ministry	for	the	Environment)

•	 Hazardous	Waste	Guidelines	(Ministry	for	the	Environment)

•	Wellington	Region	Waste	Management	and	Minimisation	Plan	2011-17

•	 Regional	Policy	Statement	(Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council)

•	 Discharge	Resource	Consents	(Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council)

634. Councils	also	have	the	bylaw	tool	to	enable	them	to	assist	in	the	management	of	specific	
issues, such as water supply during dry periods or the discharge of trade waste into the 
wastewater system.



128

Common issues facing all territorial authorities

635. In	delivering	these	core	services,	councils	managing	strategic	assets	are	working	through	a	
number of common issues, which leads to duplication of effort and non-aligned approaches, 
resulting	in	potential	additional	cost	and	inefficiencies.	In	addition,	climatic	effects,	natural	
disasters, government changes to legislation do not necessarily respect council boundaries. 

636. Some	of	the	common	issues	affecting	councils’	asset	management	planning	include:

•	 Climate	change	-	there	is	a	need	for	councils	to	adopt	the	same	planning	assumptions	
in	their	modelling	of	sea	level	rise	and	rainfall	data	as	forecast	by	the	Ministry	for	the	
Environment186 

•	 The	issue	of	coastal	inundation	and	erosion	is	already	impacting	on	parts	of	the	region

•	 Infrastructure	resilience	–	ideally	networks	need	to	be	designed	and	managed	in	their	
entirety.	This	ensures	potential	failure	modes	are	identified	and	designed	for	accordingly 

•	Water	demand	management	–	one	obstacle	to	water	conservation	is	the	different	
priorities	applied	by	each	local	authority.	A	coordinated	approach	is	essential	to	realise	
achievable long-term sustainable savings in water usage. There is some divergence 
among	councils	as	to	the	best	approach	to	managing	demand.	Approaches	range	from	
the installation of water meters, rainwater tanks and water conservation programmes. 
Where metering and volumetric charges have been introduced, both within New 
Zealand	and	elsewhere,	peak	demand	has	reduced	consistently	by	20%	to	40%.187  
International	priorities	in	water	management	planning	are	shifting	from	managing	
supply to managing demand and catchment management planning188

•	 Pricing	–	Water	prices	are	now	increasing	in	real	terms	as	a	result	of	the	ongoing	
increases in the cost of planned maintenance, chemicals, energy capitals expenditure 
and the cost of providing for growth in the region.  Future water and wastewater costs 
are	expected	to	exceed	the	rate	of	inflation189

•	 Service	levels	–	it	is	not	unreasonable	to	expect	neighbouring	councils	to	have	similar	
levels of services for customers, particularly in the areas of the three waters. Customers 
will always assume seamless delivery of essential services and expect a prompt 
response when there is a water outage

•	 Risk	–	this	should	be	the	fundamental	tool	for	assessing	the	security	and	integrity	of	
any particular service. Through community consultation, a council is able to establish 
the relative priorities for investment and the customers’ appetite for risk to service 
delivery.	It	is	highly	probable	that,	for	these	core	services,	the	view	of	customers	will	be	
similar across councils  

•	 Reduction	of	water	loss	–	this	is	a	priority	area	with	water	loss	being	as	high	as	25%	
in	some	areas.	Pressure	reduction	techniques	and	a	‘green	plumber’	approach	have	
proved effective 190 

186	 	Ministry	for	the	Environment	Climate Change Effects and Impacts Assessment: A Guidance Manual for Local Government in New 
Zealand	(2008).

187	 New	Zealand	Water	and	Waste	Association	Managing domestic water demand: the case for metering and volumetric charging	(2008).

188	 Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	Governance,	above	n	3	at	3.

189	 Watercare	Services	Limited	Annual Report	(2008)	at	55.

190	 “Green	Plumber”	is	a	term	used	by	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	to	refer	to	a	water	expert	who	assists	residents	on	water	use	outdoors	
and in the home.
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•	 Inflow/infiltration	–	the	issue	of	stormwater	entering	the	sewer	network	puts	additional	
demand on the wastewater network. Councils working together to explore ways to 
manage	peak	flows	such	as	storage	flow	tanks	in	the	network,	could	significantly	
improve the performance of the sewer networks within the Wellington region.

•	 Adaptive	and	innovation	solutions	–	technology	improvements	are	providing	a	range	
of solutions, which need regional consideration. Currently, this is happening to some 
extent with the sharing of learned experiences at national and regional conferences

•	 Technical	and	environmental	standards	–	common	codes	of	practices	and	use	of	
standards assist the developers, designers, suppliers, and sub-contractors. The ‘Land 
Development	and	Subdivision	Engineering’	Standard	NZS	4404:2004	is	used	by	all	
councils	as	a	starting	point,	but	there	is	significant	variation	in	the	application	of	the	
standard across councils. Good progress towards shared approaches is being made in a 
number of areas including water supply, trade waste and waste management

•	 Modelling	–	with	the	use	of	digital	terrain	data	and	emerging	software	tools,	significant	
advances have been made in dynamically modelling the three water networks. 
Further progress could be made by modelling networks across council boundaries and 
geographic catchments

•	 Infrastructure	renewal	programme	–	this	area	represents	the	major	area	of	investment	
for	most	council’s	over	the	next	10	years.	Aligning	risk	assessment	and	replacement	
strategies is likely to lead to economies of scale and cost savings 

•	 Resource	consents	for	council	infrastructure	-	landfills,	wastewater	treatment	plants	
and	stormwater	outfalls	all	require	resource	consents.	These	consents	impose	certain	
compliance	conditions	on	the	land-owner,	which	need	to	be	renewed	on	an	infrequent	
basis 

•	 Ultrafast	broadband	roll	out	–	this	recent	initiative	has	caused	a	considerable	amount	
of	concern	and	disruption	to	the	water	and	wastewater	services.	A	more	coordinated	
regional approach by both the installer and the councils may have minimised the level 
of frustration and disruption to councils and customers

•	 Funding	–	the	day-to-day	operation	and	maintenance	of	infrastructure	is	usually	rate	
funded. Capital expenditure for the renewal or development of assets is typically loan 
funded, with the interest and principal of the loan being funded by rates. Funding 
requirements	for	asset	renewals	will	increase	in	time	as	assets	reach	the	end	of	their	
economic life

•	Waste	disposal	levy	/	Emissions	Trading	Scheme191 192 – this is a relatively new area for 
councils	and	is	likely	to	go	through	further	refinement	in	the	future.	Working	regionally	
helps councils prepare and position for change

•	Waste	minimisation	–	all	councils	support	the	principles	of	waste	minimisation	captured	
by	the	‘reduce,	reuse,	recycle’	philosophy.	There	are	many	unique	and	creative	
approaches that are being adopted in communities. The Regional Waste Forum has 
provided an ideal vehicle for sharing such ideas

•	 Location	and	number	of	landfill	sites	-	there	are	four	operating	landfills	in	the	Hutt	
Valley,	Wellington,	Porirua	and	Kapiti	areas.	All	are	within	a	45-minute	drive	of	their	
neighbouring	landfill.	Waste	streams	to	landfills	are	largely	influenced	by	gate	charges,	

191	 Emissions	Trading	Scheme	puts	a	price	on	greenhouse	gases	to	provide	an	incentive	to	reduce	emissions	and	to	fund	projects	that	
mitigate such emissions.

192	 	Waste	disposal	levy	based	on	the	weight	of	waste	disposed	or	collected	under	the	Waste	Minimisation	Act	2008	to	fund	waste	
minimisation projects.
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which	are	very	similar.	In	practice,	users	wishing	to	dispose	of	rubbish	use	the	closest	
landfill	

637.	 In	general,	all	councils	are	facing	many	of	the	same	issues	in	dealing	with	the	
management of their strategic infrastructure. This leads to duplication of effort and cost, 
and inconsistencies in the application of underlying assumptions in the respective asset 
management plans.

Key strategic issues

638. If	the	strategic	issues	facing	councils	are	managed	appropriately,	it	can	provide	greater	
certainty	for	all	involved.	All	of	these	issues	arise	in	the	development	of	the	asset	
management plans, which are foundation documents for the long-term plan. The key 
strategic issues are:

•	 Quality	of	asset	management	–	the	asset	management	plans	for	the	four	cores	services	
are	at	various	stages	of	development	across	councils.		Some	have	been	prepared	by	
council staff, others by consultants and others a mix of both. There is a considerable 
amount of duplication and variation between plans, which should always be based on 
accurate and comprehensive asset data. There are sophisticated tools available to assist 
asset planning in the areas of modelling and risk assessment that helps improve the 
robustness and completeness of the asset plan

•	 Access	to	skilled	resources	–	there	is	recent	evidence	of	attracting	suitably	qualified	
and experienced resources in the area of asset planning. Councils compete for skilled 
staff against the private sector, major projects such as the Christchurch rebuild and the 
consulting industry. Pooling resources into a single larger entity provides greater depth, 
development	and	succession	for	the	key	labour	resource.		This	also	has	the	benefit	of	a	
larger pool being available to call on in the event of an emergency.

•	 Alignment	of	standards	–	one	of	the	frustrations	for	developers	and	network	operators	
is the variation of standards and codes of practice across councils. Within the context 
of a legislative framework, standards and regulations there is every possibility that a 
regional set of standards and codes of practice would provide developers with a scaffold 
for planning certainty.

•	 Strategic	long-term	view	-	a	regionally	based	spatial	plan	would	provide	guidance	
to	asset	planners	as	to	areas,	which	are	likely	to	require	infrastructure	in	the	future.	
At	present,	planning	is	done	at	council	level,	leading	to	suboptimal	solutions	from	a	
regional perspective that does not take account of potential growth in neighbouring 
areas.	Asset	planning	time	scales	are	based	around	the	life	of	the	assets,	which	in	some	
case	may	be	50	years	or	longer.	It	is	important	that	a	similar	long-term	view	is	taken	
on where the growth and future demand for services is expected at a regional level.

•	 Integrated	asset	information	-	one	of	the	most	valuable	assets	that	council’s	own	
and manage is the collated data on their underground assets. Councils use different 
databases	to	capture	and	manage	this	information.	A	common	approach	across	councils	
would	assist	in	increasing	quality	of	the	decision	making	in	relation	to	assets.

•	 Rationalisation	of	infrastructure	–	there	is	some	duplication	of	infrastructure	across	
the region such as supervisory systems reporting on reservoir status to both regional 
and	local	councils.		Rationalisation	of	the	functions	required	is	likely	to	lead	to	some	
equipment	and	cost	savings.

•	 Disaster	recovery	–	this	an	area	that	is	being	reviewed	as	a	result	of	lessons	learnt	
from	Christchurch.	It	showed	that	a	regional	lead	role	was	essential	in	establishing	the	
scale	of	the	issue	and	in	coordinating	a	response	supported	by	local	resources.	A	single	
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entity	managing	water	services	across	the	region	would	be	a	significant	step	forward	to	
achieving this objective

•	 Business	continuity	–	the	ability	for	a	council	to	continue	to	provide	essential	services,	
following	a	significant	unplanned	event,	is	an	area	that	needs	further	development.	
Councils	supporting	each	other,	ideally	having	common	back	office	systems,	would	
assist this issue

•	 Insurance	of	underground	assets	–	some	councils	are	self-insured,	others	contribute	
to	the	Local	Authority	Protection	Programme	Disaster	Fund	while	several	have	a	mix	
of	both.	Following	the	earthquakes	in	Christchurch,	the	fund	is	beginning	a	rebuilding	
of	its	financial	reserves	which	means	significantly	higher	premiums. 193 This is causing 
councils	to	consider	other	options	to	protect	the	future	of	their	infrastructure.	A	regional	
approach	could	assist	in	spreading	or	equalising	the	risk	and	help	smaller	councils			

•	 Efficiencies	through	an	integrated	approach	–	work	among	councils	in	the	greater	
Wellington area has shown positive progress towards integration in a number of 
activities, such as library services, emergency management, waste minimisation and 
standards	for	water	services.	While	some	cost	savings	have	been	identified,	customers	
receive	the	most	benefit	from	this	initiative

•	 Communities	of	interest/geographic	boundaries/water	services	catchments	-	Council	
boundaries have been based on a combination of population, communities of interest 
and geographical boundaries and have been reviewed and adjusted over time. 
As	previously	noted	these	boundaries	do	not	necessarily	align	with	infrastructure	
systems or catchment boundaries. Fundamentally, water supply networks operate 
from the source to end customers whereas wastewater and stormwater systems start 
at the customers and end at either, a treatment plant, in the case of wastewater or, 
in	streams,	river	or	harbours	or	coastlines	for	stormwater.	Hence	neither	the	water	
services networks nor the communities of interest boundaries, map directly

Evaluation and options – restructuring core services in the Wellington 
region

639. In	theory,	a	larger	and	more	resourced	entity	attracts	increased	funding	and	better	skilled	
staff. This larger organisation may be able to perform better than a series of smaller units 
with fewer resources. The current management of infrastructure in the Wellington region is 
still	largely	based	on	council	boundaries.	However,	the	delivery	of	water	services	has	been	
refined	over	time	and	there	are	a	number	of	joint	ventures	and	examples	of	like	services	
being managed or contracted to a third party.

640. The challenge is to identify the most appropriate consolidation of infrastructure activities and 
governance	structure	that	would	realise	efficiencies	in	operation	and	service	delivery.	The	
most	suitable	structure	to	deliver	the	desired	outcomes	must	take	a	long-term	view	(at	least	
a	20-year	time	horizon).

641. The	criteria	or	questions	to	test	whether	a	change	in	the	governance	arrangements	is	likely	
to	lead	to	improved	efficiency	and	effectiveness	in	the	delivery	of	these	essential	services,	
include the following factors: 

•	 Strategic	vision	–	is	it	able	to	deliver	a	single	shared	vision	for	the	region	that	is	based	
on the region’s common plan and provide a balance between infrastructure renewals 
and growth?

193	 Local	Authority	Protection	Programme	(LAPP)	is	a	mutual	pool	of	local	authorities	that	provides	insurance	cover	for	40%	of	councils’	
underground assets.
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•	 Long-term	focus	–	do	the	planning	time	frames	align	with	the	life	of	the	key	
infrastructure	and	take	account	of	the	demands	in	growth	identified	in	the	region’s	
spatial plan?

•	 Transparency	and	Accountability	–	are	the	outcomes	and	expectations	of	communities	
for	these	services	clearly	defined,	measured	and	reported?			

•	 Decisions	are	made	at	the	right	level	–	do	stakeholders	including	customers,	asset	
managers, councils or governance bodies feel that their involvement in the decision 
making	process	is	adequate	and	appropriate?

•	 Integrated	and	coordinated	planning	–	does	the	grouping	of	assets	enable	an	integrated	
and	coordinated	approach	to	asset	management	planning?		Does	the	new	structure	
allow	capacity	in	the	infrastructure	to	be	optimised	and	benefit	from	common	planning	
and design standards?

•	 Financially	sustainable	–	do	the	economies	of	scale	lead	to	potential	sustainable	cost	
saving	and	deliver	plans	that	are	financially	viable	and	able	to	be	funded?

•	 Risk	management	-	can	the	level	of	risk	be	spread,	or	at	least	aligned	across	the	region	
to assist in prioritising renewal programmes and identifying potential points of failure in 
the networks?

•	 Resilient	and	adaptive	–	Is	the	structure	able	to	take	account	of	legislative,	
technological,	growth,	financial	or	unplanned	disruptive	changes	requiring	adjustments	
to plans and approaches? This is particularly important for the Wellington region, with 
its	high	seismic	vulnerability	and	significant	population	and	infrastructure	located	near	
sea level

•	 Representative	–	do	customers	and	stakeholders	in	general	feel	adequately	involved	
or	represented	in	the	new	structure?	Do	they	feel	able	to	interact	and	influence	the	
organisation managing their assets?

•	 Efficient	and	effective	–	do	the	structural	changes	improve	the	way	assets	are	managed	
and does the change achieve the outcomes expected by the stakeholders? This includes 
reduced duplication of effort, improvements in productivity and potential cost savings

•	 Responsiveness	–	Is	the	organisation	able	to	respond	to	day-to-day	needs	of	its	
customers in a timely manner as well as mobilise its resources in responding to a major 
emergency?

642. There is a range of options available for grouping the core services of the three waters and 
solid waste assets across the Wellington region. The following is a summary of the main 
options:   

Option one: Based on current council boundaries 

643. This	option	represents	the	status	quo	with	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	having	
responsibility for water supply to the larger territorial authorities and regional responsibility 
for	flood	control	and	river	and	harbour	management,	flood	control	and	river	management.
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Table 10-5: Option one: Based on current council boundaries

Activity Population Water supply Water 
distribution

Wastewater 
network 

Storm water Solid waste

Kapiti 48,000 X X X X X

Wellington 200,100
Greater 
Wellington 
Regional 
Council

X X X X

Porirua 52,700 X X X X

Upper	Hutt 41,500 X X X X

Hutt	City 103,000 X X X X

South	Wairarapa 9,430 X X X X X

Carterton 7,650 X X X X X

Masterton 23,500 X X X X X

Total 485,880

Major	factors Bulk	supply	–	
water sources 
and treatment 
plants

Reservoirs and 
reticulation 
networks

Waste water 
networks 
feeding a 
particular 
treatment 
plant

Natural 
catchments 
feeding rivers, 
harbours or 
coast

Location of 
landfills

644. Councils prepare asset management plans for each asset class. The plan takes account 
of customers’ expectations, the life of the assets, the future demand and documents a 
long-term	strategy	to	maintain	the	asset	at	least	cost.	There	is	a	significant	amount	of	
information	in	these	plans	that	is	common	to	all	asset	plans.	A	single	plan	that	covers	the	
wider	Wellington	region	would	reduce	significant	duplication,	provide	an	integrated	plan	that	
addresses relative risk and importantly save cost. 

Option two: Clusters based on shared infrastructure 

645. This option combines councils that share infrastructure and are working together to provide 
core services across their areas.

Table 10-6: Option two: Clusters based on shared infrastructure

Activity Population Water supply Water 
distribution

Waste water 
network

Storm water Solid waste

Kapiti 48,000 5 treatment 
plants

8 reservoirs 2 treatment 
plants

1	landfill

Total 48,000

Wellington 200,100 4 treatment 
plants
2 storage    
lakes*

97	reservoirs 2 treatment 
plants

2	landfills

Porirua 52,700

Total 252,800

Upper	Hutt 41,500 40
reservoirs

1 treatment 
plant

2	landfills

Hutt	City 103,000

Total 144,500

South	
Wairarapa

9,430 3 treatment 
plants
and local 
schemes 

5 reservoirs 2 treatment 
plants and
7	local	
schemes

2	landfills

Carterton 7,650

Masterton 23,500

Total 40,580

*Greater Wellington Regional Council provides water supply to the urban zones in the wider Wellington area.
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646. This grouping recognises a number of situations where neighbouring councils share common 
infrastructure.	In	some	cases	this	is	done	through	a	formal	contract	and	in	others	through	
a joint agreement or a shared service. This option also takes account of the different mix of 
urban versus rural zones amongst councils. Wairarapa councils have substantial rural zones 
which are facing a different set of issues from urban based councils in the Wellington area. 
Wairarapa councils have been working together on a number of issues, including disposal of 
solid	waste,	stormwater	and	flood	management	issues.

Option three: Clusters based on shared communities of interest and shared 
infrastructure 

647.	 This	option	reflects	the	natural	grouping	of	councils	with	common	geographical	and	
infrastructure interests. This arrangement would provide a better balance between the 
amount of infrastructure being managed for the population served.

Table 10-7: Option three: Clusters based on shared communities of interest and shared 
infrastructure194

Activity Population Water supply Water 
distribution

Waste water
network

Storm water Solid waste

Kapiti 48,000 9 treatment 
plants

105
reservoirs

4 treatment 
plants

3 
landfills

Wellington 200,100

Porirua 52,700

Total 300,800

Upper	Hutt 41,500 2 storage
lakes

40 reservoirs 1 treatment 
plant

2	landfills

Hutt	City 103,000

Total 144,500

South	Wairarapa 9,430 3 treatment 
plants and local
schemes

5 reservoirs 2 treatment 
plants	and	7	
local schemes

2 
landfillsCarterton 7,650

Masterton 23,500

Total 40,580

648. This option divides the councils by a combination of geographical split, infrastructure 
networks	and	common	communities	of	interest.	It	assumes	there	would	be	one	entity	
responsible for water supply across the urban area in the Wellington region. 

649. Upper	Hutt	and	Hutt	City	councils’	share	wastewater	treatment	stations	and	a	landfill;	they	
work closely with Greater Wellington Regional Council because most of the region’s water 
supply is sourced from within the two councils’ area. These two councils have a direct 
interest	in	flood	management	with	the	region’s	largest	river	flowing	through	the	two	cities.

650. Wellington and Porirua cities are involved in two joint ventures that manage facilities used 
by	people	living	in	Wellington	city’s	northern	suburbs,	the	Spicer	landfill	and	Porirua’s	
wastewater	treatment	plant.	Both	cities	work	with	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	over	
the management of the health of their harbours and streams. 

651. Porirua	and	Kapiti	are	part	of	the	Kapiti	Mana	sub	area	of	the	Wellington	Police	District	and	
work together on emergency management, recognising the fragility of Wellington’s northern 
corridor to natural disaster events. With the planned construction of the Transmission Gully 
motorway in the next 10 years, there is opportunity to review whether it is cost effective to 

194  Greater Wellington Regional Council provides water supply to the urban zones in the wider Wellington area.
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lay	a	water	main	from	Wellington	to	supply	the	existing	network	in	the	Kapiti	area.	A	utilities	
corridor	along	the	route	for	water,	broadband	and	gas	services	is	worthy	of	consideration.	It	
is	interesting	to	note	that	10%	of	Auckland’s	water	supply	comes	from	the	Waikato	River	via	
a 38km pipeline. 

652. Wairarapa councils have a number of joint initiatives under way including waste and rural 
fire.	The	communities	in	Wairarapa	are	generally	self-contained	in	terms	of	infrastructure	
services and rely on local solutions and schemes to achieve an acceptable level of service to 
their customers.

Option four: Two entities based on geographical split 

653. This option divides the eight territorial authorities into two groups based on their natural 
geographical separation.

Table 10-8: Option four: Two entities based on geographical split

Activity Population Water supply Water 
distribution

Waste water 
network

Storm water Solid waste

Wellington 200,100
9 treatment 
plants
2 storage lakes

145
reservoirs

5 treatment 
plants

5
landfills

Porirua 52,700

Upper	Hutt 41,500

Hutt	City 103,000

Kapiti 48,000

Total 445,300

South	
Wairarapa

9,430 3 treatment 
plants 

5
reservoirs

2 treatment 
plants	and	7	
local schemes

2 
landfills

Carterton 7,650

Masterton 23,500

Total 40,580

654. Wairarapa	represents	74%	of	the	land	area	of	the	Greater	Wellington	region,	and	is	
characterised	with	a	significantly	smaller	population	and	is	facing	significant	issues	with	
its water and wastewater infrastructure. There is a natural geographic boundary between 
the two areas connected only by road and a rail tunnel. Wairarapa is focused on improving 
its	drinking	water	quality	and	the	standard	of	its	wastewater	reticulation	and	treatment	
systems.	This	division	also	reflects	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council’s	responsibility	for	
bulk	water	supply	at	present.	It	is	noted	that	Kapiti	is	facing	significant	investment	over	the	
next	15	years	to	secure	an	adequate	water	supply.

Option	five	-	A	single	regional	authority	for	the	three	water	services	and	solid	waste.	

655. This option brings the local councils together with the regional council as one entity.
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Table�10-9:�Option�five�-�A�single�regional�authority�for�the�three�water�services�and�solid�
waste

Activity Population Water supply Water 
distribution

Waste water
network 

Storm water Solid waste

Kapiti 48,000
12
treatment 
plants and local
schemes
2
storage    
lakes*

150
reservoirs

7
treatment 
plants	and	7	
local schemes

7
landfills

Wellington 200,100

Porirua 52,700

Upper	Hutt 41,500

Hutt	City 103,000

South	
Wairarapa

9,430

Carterton 7,650

Masterton 23,500

Total 485,880

656. This	option	builds	on	what	is	already	in	place	for	biodiversity,	flood	protection,	harbour	and	
river management and public transport with Greater Wellington Regional Council being part 
of	the	single	unitary	authority	providing	water	supply	across	the	greater	Wellington	area.	In	
terms of the amount of infrastructure to be managed it represents approximately one third 
of	that	managed	by	the	new	unitary	authority	in	Auckland.

657.	 The	potential	benefits	of	rationalising	the	management	of	the	infrastructure	are	well	
documented;	the	challenge	is	to	find	the	optimum	structure	and	governance	arrangement.	

The Panel’s recommendations 

658. The Panel favours a more regional ‘whole of supply network approach’ to the three waters 
and solid waste, as it provides for the following advantages:

•	 Improved	strategic	capacity

•	 Coordinated	long-term	planning	leading	to	better	decision	making

•	 Greater	cost	effectiveness	–	economies	of	scale	and	less	duplication

•	 Better	coordination	of	capital	works	-	timing	and	funding

•	 Reduced	risk	to	public	health	with	better	management	of	water	and	wastewater	
treatment

•	 Reduced	workload	for	District	Health	Board	Drinking	Water	Assessors

•	 Improved	long-term	planning	

•	 Better	post	event	recovery	capability

•	 Better	use	of	regional	technical	expertise

•	 Able	to	focus	on	areas	with	lowest	water	and	wastewater	quality

•	 Greater	clarity	of	outcomes	leading	to	cost	efficiencies	

•	 Greater	certainty	on	cost	and	quality
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•	 Greater	negotiating	strength

•	 Data	for	strategic	assets	is	held	by	one	organisation

659. The	three	waters	are	a	natural	fit	due	to	the	interaction	and	interdependence	of	each	service.	
The Panel believes it is essential to have an integrated approach to planning, policy setting 
and investment of the water and wastewater services and their associated infrastructure at a 
regional level that is able to take a long-term view for their strategic assets.  

660. The Panel recommends that solid waste has its own arrangement because responsibility for 
collection and disposal of rubbish has little in common with the three waters. 

661. Similarly	with	stormwater	infrastructure,	which	is	fundamentally	linked	to	flood	control	
and the health of rivers and harbours, the Panel recommends a regional approach for the 
three	waters.	Stormwater	and	wastewater	have	the	potential	for	interacting	through	their	
infrastructure and causing negative outcomes on the environment. 

662. The	key	question	to	follow,	is	how	best	to	deliver	at	the	regional	level.	The	two	options	
are either in-house or via an arms-length entity such as a Council Controlled Organisation. 
Consistent with our recommendations on Council Controlled Organisations and other 
infrastructure and service related sections, the Panel recommends the proposed new 
governing	body	(Greater	Wellington	Council)	decide	on	the	best	approach	to	govern,	plan	
and deliver water and solid waste related services.  
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11.	 Economic	Development

663. 	The	role	of	governments	(including	local	government)	in	the	wider	economy	is	a	common	
theme	in	most	debates	about	public	sector	reform.	It	is	no	different	for	this	review.		Our	
Terms	of	Reference	require	the	Panel	to	consider	“...the	role	of	local	government	in	
assisting	the	region	to	be	globally	competitive”.		Having	a	good	grasp	of	these	issues	is	
important for the Panel – given the current government and societal focus on economic 
development as a key driver of success.

664.  This section starts with a brief examination of current challenges and the region’s place in 
the	national	and	global	economy.	It	then	moves	quickly	to	governance	issues	associated	
to the activities and structures of local government in the Wellington region that relate 
directly to economic development. This is followed by submitters’ comments and the 
Panel’s view on what needs to change to ensure the region is better placed to grow our 
economy and make the most of our competitive edge.

A challenging economic environment dominated by uncertainty and 
events to the north and south 

665. 	Set	within	a	backdrop	of	the	global	economic	crisis,	the	current	context	for	economic	
growth and development continues to be a challenge for the Wellington region and New 
Zealand	as	a	whole.		

666. 	New	Zealand	has	a	relatively	open	economy.	While	this	provides	for	markets	to	operate	in	
a fairly unfettered manner, it does mean city regions are exposed to constantly changing 
competitive	forces	over	which	governments	(especially	local	governments)	have	little	
control.	The	tightening	of	government	spending	associated	with	the	global	financial	crisis	
has implications for regions such as Wellington, which is heavily reliant on a workforce 
dominated	by	the	public	sector.	The	Canterbury	earthquakes	and	changing	powerbase	in	
Auckland	have	added	further	to	this	mix.	Both	events	have	resulted	in	significant	draw	
away	from	Wellington	in	terms	of	government	priority	and	overall	financial	perspective.		
The	combination	of	the	tough	financial	climate	and	these	national	events	are	not	
insignificant	for	the	Wellington	region.	Recent	reporting	against	key	economic	indicators	
provides little evidence that the region is coping as well as other regions in responding to 
the these challenges:

•	 GDP	growth	in	the	Wellington	region	is	not	keeping	pace	with	New	Zealand	(New	
Zealand	up	1.6%	in	2011,	Wellington	up	0.8%	in	2011)195

•	 GDP	per	capita	(which	provides	an	indication	of	the	level	of	real	wealth	being	created)	
dropped	from	$53,479	in	2010	to	52,353	in	2011196

•	 Employment	growth	is	losing	ground,	with	total	employment	down	-0.4%	in	2011	
compared to the year earlier197

•	 The	current	retail	environment	is	very	tough	–	Wellington	retail	spending	down	$52	
million	in	June	quarter,	compared	to	Auckland	rising	by	$15	million,	Waikato	up	$18	
million and Canterbury up $5 million198

667.	 	The	downward	trend	in	performance	is	also	reflected	in	the	latest	Business	and	Economic	
Research Limited 2011 Regional Rankings, which take a comparative regional and local 

195	 	Infometrics�Economic�Profile�for�the�Wellington�region�(2011).

196	 	BERL	Update on GDP for the Genuine Progress Report	(June	2012)	

197	 	Infometrics,	above	n	195.

198	 	Statistics	New	Zealand	Retail Trade Survey	(June	2012).
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view across a range of indicators of economic activity.199 The rankings show the Wellington 
region dropping seven places from fourth in 2011, and at the same time Wellington 
City	dropping	twenty	places	(from	11	to	31	from	a	total	of	66	territorial	authorities).	In	
contrast,	the	year	to	2011	saw	Auckland	outperform	all	other	regions,	with	either	first	or	
second	in	five	of	the	nine	indicators.

668. 	So	the	Wellington	region	certainly	has	its	challenges.	Fortunately,	it	also	has	some	
significant	strengths	to	build	from,	most	of	which	have	some	connection	to	local	
government, including:

•	 The	seat	of	Government	is	located	in	Wellington,	which	is	in	itself	a	significant	driver	of	
activity

•	 The	region	being	a	global	industry	leader	in	many	business	areas,	including	screen	and	
digital	technologies.		Associated	to	this	we	have	significant	tertiary	education	resources	
and good base of science and research-oriented businesses 

•	 Our	foundational	infrastructure	(roads,	rail,	water,	telecommunications,	air	and	port),	
while in need of constant improvement and maintenance, has good bones and serves us 
well	compared	to	other	parts	of	New	Zealand		

•	We	have	a	unique	environment	that	is	internationally	recognised	for	its	appeal.		This	
applies	to	our	urban	places	(particularly	central	Wellington	and	the	waterfront	-	which	
has	led,	for	example,	to	the	Lonely	Planet	guide	company	confirming	Wellington	city’s	
place	as	“the	coolest	little	capital	in	the	world”)	but	also	in	relation	to	our	rural	and	
dramatic coastal environments200

•	 Smart	and	passionate	people	–	our	population	is	not	only	smart	(with	47%	of	the	
workforce	employed	in	knowledge	occupations,	compared	to	33%	nationally)	but	we	are	
particularly passionate about our place in the national and global context201

Local government’s role in economic development

669.  The focus of this section on economic development is not so much about what needs to 
be	done	to	grow	the	economy	(this	is	beyond	the	scope	of	this	review),	but	more	about	
local	government’s	role	in	supporting	the	economy.		To	this	effect,	the	first	question	for	
the	Panel	to	consider	is	where	does	local	government	fit	within	this	context	of	economic	
development?	Clearly	it	cannot	do	much	to	influence	global	conditions,	but	at	a	more	local	
level,	the	functions	and	activities	of	local	government	influence	economic	development	
in	many	ways.	Much	of	what	it	does	is	about	foundational	elements	of	our	economy.	
According	to	Local	Government	New	Zealand: 202

“Local government is an enabler, creating environments that can attract, retain and grow 
economic activity. This is through the development and maintenance of infrastructure, 
the creation of land zoned for business use, the support of economic development 
activities, business support and regulatory controls to ensure industry standards are 
maintained.”

670.	 	The	above	statement,	however,	fails	to	adequately	capture	the	regional	elements	of	local	
government that have a greater focus on natural resource management and an economy 
based	on	primary	production.	Additionally,	regions	(such	as	the	Wellington	region)	with	

199	 	BERL	Regional Rankings (2011).

200  Lonely Planet Best in Travel 2011 (16th	ed,	Lonely	Planet,	Melbourne,2010).

201	 	Infometrics,	above	n	195.

202  Local	Government	New	Zealand,	Briefing�to�the�incoming�government�(December	2011)	at	5.
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large	metropolitan	areas	and	major	transport	networks	have	a	wider	role	reflecting	the	
diversity of the economy in these areas.  This includes the provision and management 
of public transport infrastructure and services, and facilitation of regional economic 
development. These differences are important to understand, particularly when considering 
issues and the appropriateness of solutions to those issues.

671.	  The extent to which local government should or should not play a more direct role in 
economic development is presently a topic of debate due to the proposed revisions to 
the	purpose	statement	via	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	Amendment	Bill	2012.		A	final	
determination is expected before the end of the year.  The Panel, while noting the policy 
intent	of	the	Bill	to	move	away	from	a	more	comprehensive	view	on	wellbeing,	expects	
economic development to remain a key area of focus for local government into the future.  

Current policies and structures for economic development in the 
Wellington region 

672.	 	Local	government	in	the	Wellington	region,	like	most	cities	and	regions	in	New	Zealand,	
has	specific	policies	and	structures	in	place	to	directly	support	and	promote	economic	
development. There is a mix of local and regional initiatives currently.

673.	 	At	the	regional	level	is	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy,	which	aims	to	build	a	resilient,	
diverse	economy	–	one	that	retains	and	creates	jobs	(especially	high	value	jobs),	supports	
the growth of high value companies and improves the region’s position in relation to the 
national	Gross	Domestic	Product	and	national	employment.203

674.	 	The	Wellington	Regional	Strategy,	and	its	associated	governance	and	support	structures,	
is the primary vehicle put in place by the combined councils to help support, promote 
and facilitate economic growth for the region. Recently revised, the Wellington Regional 
Strategy	focus	has	moved	away	from	a	core	focus	on	exports	and	centres	of	excellence	to	
a more supportive and enabling approach based on partnerships and collaboration between 
government	(including	central	government),	the	private	sector	and	the	community.		The	
revised	Strategy	is	based	on	six	key	focus	areas:

•	 Commercialisation	of	innovation

•	 Investment	mechanisms	for	growth

•	 Building	world-class	infrastructure

•	 Attracting	business,	investment	and	talent	to	the	region

•	 Education	and	workforce	development	to	service	regional	economy	needs

•	 Open	for	business	(councils	delivering	business	services)

675.	  The governance arrangements, as set out in the diagram below, appear to the Panel to be 
overly	complex	for	a	project	with	an	overall	budget	of	$4.6	million.		In	summary,	overall	
governance	is	provided	by	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	Committee,	a	joint	committee	
of	the	representative	councils	that	was	chaired	by	independent	chair	Sir	John	Anderson.		
The	committee	has	five	independent	members	representing	established	networks	within	
the	region.	The	committee	is	supported	by	a	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	office	and	senior	
staff.  

676.	  Grow Wellington, the region’s economic development agency, is the main delivery arm 

203	 		Wellington	Regional	Strategy	Committee	Wellington Regional Strategy 2012 - Growing A Sustainable Economy, above n 93, at 6.
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responsible	for	facilitating	economic	growth	and	development.		Grow	Wellington	(a	Council	
Controlled	Organisation)	has	its	own	board	supported	by	a	chief	executive	and	a	staff	of	
approximately twenty people. 

677.	 	Interestingly,	Grow	Wellington	recently	negotiated	to	undertake	a	significant	component	
of	the	business	attraction	activity	funded	directly	by	Wellington	City	Council	(see	bottom	
right	boxes	in	Table	11-1	below).	In	this	respect,	it	reports	to	both	the	Wellington	Regional	
Strategy	Committee	and	the	Wellington	City	Council.

Figure 11-1: Governance arrangements for Wellington Regional Strategy

Greater Wellington regional Council

Wellington Regional Strategy (WRS) 
Committee

Chief Executives’ Group (CEG)

Senior O�cers Group (SORT)

Grow Wellington Board

Grow Wellington

Creative HQ

Destination Wellington 
(WCC)

PWT

Carterton District Council
Masterton District Council

Hutt City Council
Porirua City Council

Kapiti Coast District Council
South Wairarapa District Council

Upper Hutt City Council
Wellington City Council

WRS O�ce

678.	 	Activities	directly	linked	to	economic	development	are	also	provided	for	at	the	local	level.	
These are summarised in the following table showing operational budgets proposed in each 
council	draft	long	term	plan.		Regional	spend	via	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	has	
been added to the table to enable comparison to spend on economic development by the 
Auckland	Council.
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Table 11-1: Summary of operational budget and activities for economic development204

COUNCIL OPEX	BUDGET	12/13	
($000)

ACTIVITIES

Hutt	City	Council	 2,197 Tourism, town centre, business support, sister cities

Upper	Hutt	City	Council	 892 Tourism, events, city centre, business support

Kapiti	Coast	District	Council 1,079 Tourism, business support, clean tech centre

Porirua City Council 2,158 Tourism, city centre, business support and grants, city 
marketing

Wellington City Council 19,404 Tourism, city marketing, events, sister cities, events 
facilities, workforce, business support and attraction

Masterton	District	Council	and	
Carterton	District	Council	

n/a	(rely	on	the	WRS)

South	Wairarapa	District	Council 116 Tourism marketing

Greater Wellington –Wellington 
Regional	Strategy

4,668 Business	support	and	attraction,	Wellington	Regional	
Strategy		office	

TOTAL 30,514
$62.53 per person

Spread	across	seven	local	government	funded	delivery	
functions

Auckland	Council	 47,000
$31.63 per person

Same	activities	as	Wellington	region	(as	above)	and	one	
delivery agency

679.	  The table is of interest to the Panel because it shows that local councils in the metropolitan 
part of the region spend considerably more on local economic development than they 
do	via	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy.	It	also	shows	that	Wellington	City	Council	has	
committed	significant	resources	compared	to	other	local	councils	outside	that	provided	
via	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	process.	A	significant	component	of	Wellington	City	
Council	annual	spend	is	on	the	clearly	identified	regional	focus	area	of	business	attraction.		
This	indicates	a	level	of	duplication	that	is	confusing	and	confirms	feedback	received	from	
industry people that there is only partial commitment to a regional approach to economic 
development.  

680.  When resources are combined, the amount of spend per person in the Wellington region 
is	greater	than	what	the	Auckland	Council	is	spending	via	their	economic	development	
agency,	Auckland	Tourism	Events	and	Economic	Development.		While	this	could	be	seen	
as	a	positive,	it	more	likely	indicates	that	efficiencies	are	probable	through	increased	scale	
and scope. 

681. 	In	addition	to	these	activities,	several	local	councils	have	developed	their	own	policies	
and strategies on economic development. These are summarised below in Table 11-2. 
Similarities	of	intent	and	purpose	are	evident	with	all	of	these	documents.	While	most	focus	
on local economic development activities, the Wellington City Council documents focus 
on	issues	of	strategic	regional	importance.		The	Panel	finds	this	confusing	and	duplicitous	
when	compared	to	the	purpose	and	intent	of	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy.	

204  As stated or year 1 in each Council’s 2012-2012 Long Term Community Plan.
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Table 11-2: Local council policies and strategies on economic development

COUNCIL TITLE PURPOSE/AIMS

Hutt	City	Council	 Economic	Development	Strategy	
2009 – 2014

To	maintain	Hutt	City’s	economic	
viability and lift productivity

Kapiti Coast 
District	Council

Strategy	for	Supporting	Economic	
Development	for	Kapiti

To help deliver a thriving and resilient 
future for Kapiti’s communities

Porirua City 
Council

Economic	Development	Strategy	and	
Action	Plan	2009-2019

To achieve sustainable economic 
outcomes	and	quality	of	life	in	the	
future for residents of Porirua

Wellington City 
Council

Economic	Development	Strategy	–	
Smart	Wellington

To attract, retain and grow 
investment, to create jobs, and to 
support sustainable economic growth 
of Wellington City

Digital	Strategy	and	Action	Plan	2011 To achieve global recognition as a 
creative digital city

Evaluation – do we have the structures and policies needed to achieve a 
successful regional economy?  

682. 	As	stated	at	the	outset	of	this	section,	the	overall	economic	success	of	the	region	is	
dependent on a wide range of factors, many of which are beyond the control of local 
and	national	governments.	Determining	the	success	(or	not)	of	the	region’s	policies	and	
structures	is	an	inherently	difficult	thing	to	do.	To	assist	in	this	task,	the	Panel	drew	from	
research	by	the	Organisation	for	Economic	Cooperation	and	Development	demonstrating	
the strong link between growing a regional economy and structural and policy 
arrangements.

683. 	The	Organisation	for	Economic	Cooperation	and	Development	approach	was	recently	
presented	to	the	Wellington	region,	co-hosted	by	Motu	Policy	and	Research	Institute	and	
the	New	Zealand	Productivity	Commission. 205		Developed	from	23	international	case	
studies, the approach includes a simple gap analysis tool to test whether structural and 
policy arrangements for a given place meet the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 
and	Development	measures	of	‘Factors	for	Growth’.	Application	to	the	Wellington	region	
provides some useful insights into the overall ability of the current governance and policy 
structures to deliver on regional growth. 

684. Clearly there is a case for change. 

205	 	Enrique	Garcilazo,	Promoting Growth in all Regions, Regional	Development	Policy	Division,	Organisation	for	Economic	Cooperation	and	
Development	(September	2012)	at	38.
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Table 11-3: Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development gap analysis of 
economic development structures and policies in the Wellington region

Evaluation Criteria Application to the Wellington region structures and policies  

Administrative	gap	–	
mismatch between 
functional areas 
and administrative 
boundaries. Need for 
instruments for reaching 
effective size

The economic catchment in terms of workforce, logistics and 
networks	fits	relatively	well	with	the	regional	boundary,	with	links	
to	the	top	of	the	south	island	and	bordering	Manawatu/Wanganui	
region.
The	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	captures	the	majority	of	this	area	
but	is	administered	by	nine	councils	(focus	areas	3	and	6)	and	Grow	
Wellington	(focus	areas	1,	2,	5	&	4).	
The	governance	arrangements	for	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	
include the nine administrative areas however local priorities often 
prevail. 
Smaller	administrative	boundaries	are	also	evident	in	business	
structures such as the Chambers of Commerce, tourism bodies and 
economic development functions.
Conclusion: There is some mismatch, however the basis for an 
aggregated regional response for most of the primary economic 
catchment is in place with the Wellington Regional Strategy 
Committee.

Information	gap	–	need	
for instruments for 
collecting, sharing and 
accessing information 
between different 
stakeholders

Genuine	Progress	Index	(developed	under	the	Wellington	Regional	
Strategy)	provides	a	useful	benchmark	for	progress	towards	overall	
wellbeing.	Its	legitimacy,	however,	is	challenged	under	the	revised	
strategy	and	Local	Government	Act	Amendment	Bill	2012.	
There is limited work in common systems and processes that 
allow easy access and sharing of information across jurisdictions, 
particularly that held by government agencies and local government. 
Current	e-government	and	public	sector	efficiency	programmes	
largely exclude local government needs and considerations.
However,	there	is	some	shared	services	activity,	primarily	in	the	
procurement area. 
Conclusion: progress in this area is not matched with increasing 
demand for access to information and government push in 
e-services.

Policy gap – sectorial 
fragmentation across 
departments/agencies. 
Need for mechanisms 
to create systemic 
approaches, and 
to exercise political 
leadership and 
commitment

A	unified	approach	to	economic	development	between	central	
government, councils in the Wellington region and the private and 
community sectors is lacking at a political level. 
Central government is promoting a more centralised model with 
targeted	regional	focus	(such	as	Auckland	and	Christchurch).	
Current	review	of	the	Local	Government	Act	and	the	role	of	councils	
creates challenges for the various parties and the ability to agree 
regional	priorities	and	subsequent	resourcing.
Conclusion: A loud and single voice is currently required in 
Wellington to drive the appropriate policy and programme responses 
for the region.

Capacity gap – 
insufficient	scientific,	
technical, infrastructure 
capacity of the local 
actors.  Need for 
instruments to build 
capacity

The region has strengths in this area, relative to the rest of New 
Zealand.	There	is	a	high	concentration	of	tertiary	institutions,	Crown	
Research	Institutes	and	research	capability.	The	regional	workforce	is	
well educated and highly skilled. 
While	there	are	some	infrastructure	constraints	(for	instance	airport,	
port,	telecommunications,	and	resilience	to	hazard	events)	the	
foundations are good and resilience is improving.
Conclusion: The region is well placed to meet future labour market 
demand and needs to further capitalise on its current strengths.
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Funding gap – unstable 
or	insufficient	revenues	
undermining effective 
implementation of 
responsibilities at 
sub-regional level or 
for policies that span 
political boundaries. 
Need	for	shared	financing	
mechanism

A	shared	regional	funding	mechanism	is	in	place	for	the	delivery	of	
the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	through	a	regional	rate.	
Economic development spend is also allocated by individual councils 
in	the	region	and	aligned	to	local	priorities.	In	some	cases,	such	
as business attraction at Wellington City Council, this duplicates/
expands on the regional spend.
Tourism is generally funded separately from the wider economic 
development imperatives. For example, Wellington City Council 
spends	$6	million	through	a	rate	on	the	CBD.	
Despite	significant	efforts	over	the	last	two	years,	the	region	has	yet	
to establish a regional events/amenities fund. 
There is some shared funding and delivery at an operational level 
between Grow Wellington and Positively Wellington Tourism, however 
with separate governance and reporting arrangements.
The	funding	levels	for	regional	economic	development	($4.6	million)	
are low relative to the current need and when compared to the 
combined	spend	by	local	councils	($25.8	million).	The	Wellington	
Regional	Strategy	offers	a	mechanism	for	shared	financing,	however	
there	is	no	political	(or	business)	driver	for	this.
Conclusion: Funding allocation is not regionally strategic or designed 
to maximise regional growth 

Objective gap – different 
philosophies constraining 
the ability to achieve 
similar goals. Need to 
align objectives

The	development	of	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	has	been	in	
partnership with local councils, government agencies and wider 
business interests. The objectives are broadly agreed.
There is both consistency and duplication between the strategy 
objectives and other local economic development strategies and 
activities. 
Regional strategies have generally been used as a basis for central 
government agency programmes where this has a regional or sector 
focus	(for	example	New	Zealand	Trade	and	Enterprise,	migrant	
settlement),	however	this	does	not	necessarily	translate	into	shared	
planning, priorities and resourcing.
Conclusion: A case exists for reducing duplication of objectives, 
which will also improve clarity of understanding 

Accountability	gap	–	
difficulty	to	ensure	the	
transparency of practices 
across the different 
constituencies. Need 
for	institutional	quality	
instruments

While there is regional accountability through the Greater Wellington 
Regional Council administered regional rate, local councils are 
accountable through annual planning and reporting processes. 
Generally local councils do independent economic evaluation, 
sometimes in the regional context.
It	is	challenging	to	get	an	aggregate	picture	useful	to	all	stakeholders	
using agreed measures, processes and reporting.
A	further	challenge	will	be	to	meet	the	accountability	requirements	
for	different	funding	streams/contracts	related	to	delivery	(for	
instance Grow Wellington having separate accountabilities to the 
Wellington	Regional	Strategy,	Wellington	City	Council	and	New	
Zealand	Trade	and	Enterprise).
In	summary,	accountability	exists	primarily	through	individual	
agencies, not a regional constituency in terms of reporting progress 
on common objectives.
Conclusion: Regional accountability for economic development that 
meets the needs of all constituents continues to be hampered by 
legal obligations and practices of existing individual councils.
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685.  The results of the gap analysis mirror many comments received on this topic, particularly 
by industry and business people directly interviewed by the Panel. To the surprise of 
the Panel, many commentators were highly critical of the overall approach to council 
involvement	in	economic	development,	both	at	the	regional	level	(the	Wellington	Regional	
Strategy	Committee	and	Grow	Wellington)	and	the	local	level.	The	concerns	were	not	so	
much about the strategic direction, but more about duplication and the way strategy was 
being	implemented.	A	common	opinion	voiced	was	that	the	governance	structures	for	the	
Wellington	Regional	Strategy	were	overbearing	and	prone	to	political	interference	-	with	
councillors	in	some	cases	wanting	two	bites,	one	via	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	
and	then	via	their	own	strategies.	Duplication	(primarily	between	the	Wellington	Regional	
Strategy	and	policy	and	activities	of	Wellington	City	Council)	was	also	highlighted	as	an	
issue	affecting	the	efficiency	of	local	government	involvement	in	economic	development.

The Panel’s recommendations

686.  The current tough economic times mean that, now more than ever, it is important for 
local government in the Wellington region to ensure it has the right structural and policy 
arrangements in place to support and encourage growth in the economy.

687.	 	The	Panel’s	view	is	that	while	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	goes	part	of	the	way	to	
providing a regional perspective, the overall approach to economic development falls well 
short of providing the conditions stated by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development	as		necessary	to	create	a	growing	and	successful	regional	economy.	

688.  The feedback and analysis in this section, suggests to the Panel that the issue is not so 
much	about	determining	what	needs	to	be	done	(the	revised	Wellington	Regional	Strategy	
and	associated	local	council	documents	are	generally	consistent	with	each	other),	but	more	
about removing duplication and having the right structures and mechanisms in place to 
implement.

689.  To this effect, the Panel believes that the region would be well served by a proposed 
structure that is better placed to deal with the key strategic and economic issues and takes 
a	more	coordinated	and	coherent	approach	to	economic	development.		In	a	similar	vein	to	
the	Auckland	Royal	Commission	findings,	such	a	structure	should	provide	for:

•	 Effective	collaboration	between	public	(local	and	central	government),	private	and	not-
for-profit	sectors	on	policy	development	and	implementation	of	economic	development	
initiatives

•	 The	best	of	local	initiatives	and	a	regional	approach	for	issues	of	regional	impact

•	 Delivery	mechanisms	with	funding	and	a	mandate	to	implement

•	 The	ability	and	authority	to	marshal	resources	behind	transformative	projects	that	have	
the potential to deliver multiple economic development outcomes and provide long-term 
benefits	for	the	region	as	a	whole

•	 Structures	that	can	effectively	partner	with	the	private	sector	to	deliver	key	economic	
development projects in a transparent and cost-effective way

•	 Alignment	with	central	government	policy	and	funding	for	economic	development	that	is	
targeted at the regional level

690.  Taking account of above and feedback on the existing ad hoc arrangements applying in 
Wellington, the Panel recommends bringing together the various economic development 
activities	(such	as	business	facilitation	and	attraction,	marketing	and	events,	tourism)	into	
a single regional entity.  
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691.  Whether or not this is an entity within the proposed Greater Wellington Council or an arms-
length entity such as a Council Controlled Organisation is something that the Panel believes 
should be ultimately decided by the new governing body.	Should	a	Council	Controlled	
Organisation	be	proposed,	care	in	its	design	will	be	needed	to	ensure	it	has	sufficient	
funding and independence for it to operate more effectively than possible under current 
governance arrangements for Grow Wellington.

692.  Finally, the Panel noted with interest the progress under the initial Wellington Regional 
Strategy	to	successfully	develop	a	regional	Genuine	Progress	Index.	This	award-winning	
reporting	tool	seems	to	the	Panel	to	be	ready	made	for	measuring	wellbeing	(including	
economic	wellbeing)	at	the	regional	scale.		The	Panel	recommends	that	work	continues	
on	updating	the	Genuine	Progress	Index	and	that	this	is	adopted	for	use	by	the	proposed	
Greater Wellington Council. 
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12.	 Efficiency	in	Service	Delivery

693. 	Efficiency	is	the	ratio	of	the	output	to	the	input.	Efficiency	gains	are	achieved	either	by	
reducing	the	inputs	(costs)	or	increasing	the	outputs	(benefits)	resulting	in	a	proportionate	
cost	saving.	Because	service	delivery	takes	up	the	largest	proportion	of	councils	budgets,	
even	small	efficiency	savings	in	service	delivery	can	provide	significant	monetary	savings	
overall.

694. 	Efficiency	savings	are	not	always	converted	to	direct	savings	in	rates	or	fees,	often	they	will	
be absorbed by increases in levels of service or additional services being offered. 

Reconciling	efficiency	and	local	democracy

695. 	There	is	a	perception	that	when	efficiency	is	a	driver	for	change	in	local	governance	
structure	that	a	trade-off	will	occur	between	effective	local	democracy	and	efficiency	
gains. The basis of this perceived trade-off is that in order to achieve increased outputs or 
reduced costs, local variation and customisation must be compromised.

696. 	The	Panel	believes	it	is	possible	to	increase	efficiency	and	at	the	same	time	improve	
local	democracy.	To	that	end	the	Panel	emphasises	the	distinction	between	efficiency	and	
effectiveness.	An	effective	service	is	one	that	delivers	the	desired outcome.	An	effective	
and	efficient	service	is	one	that	delivers	the	desired	outcome	at	the	lowest cost.	Unlike	
decisions	on	matters	of	effectiveness,	decisions	on	efficiency	generally	do	not	need	to	be	
made by elected representatives. The Panel believes that the protection of democratic 
accountability on decisions of effectiveness is integral to facilitating good governance.

Hypothetical	example:	

Take, for example, the manufacture of rubbish bags. The council decides what makes an effective 
rubbish bag, it is made from biodegradable plastic, strong, easily tied, highly visible, with printed 
instructions and they need 10,000 each week. 

The council will then decide who can make the bags. The council could make them in house, but 
the cost of machinery to do so and the inability to get economies of scale on production is unlikely 
to	achieve	this.	An	Australian	company	that	specialises	in	bags	already	has	economies	of	scale	and	
could	make	them	for	two	cents	each,	while	a	similar	Wellington	company	could	make	them	for	five	
cents. 

The	tender	process	naturally	finds	the	most	efficient	producer,	which	in	this	case	is	the	Australian	
provider, but the council decides a more effective decision is to commission the Wellington-based 
company to produce the bags because it aligns with their economic development strategy as well 
as providing a relatively low-cost solution.

697.	 	Councils	do	not	always	need	to	produce	services	themselves.	In	fact	by	acting	as	a	
commissioner of a service as opposed to the producer of a service, a council can focus 
on	the	democratic	issues	rather	than	the	technical	efficiency	details.	Council	Controlled	
Organisations	are	often	used	in	this	way,	separating	the	technical	expertise	required	to	
minimise costs from decisions on effectiveness.

Coordinating for economies of scale and scope

698. 	Achieving	efficiency	in	service	often	requires	coordination	to	obtain	the	critical	mass	
required	to	realise	efficiency	savings	through	economies	of	scale.	The	point	at	which	a	
critical mass is reached will differ between services and the particular opportunities the 
council	wishes	to	exploit.	Some	of	the	opportunities	are:
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•� Capacity - Concentrating the experts and managers, and providing the capacity to 
make	high-quality	decisions	available	to	all	levels	of	governance.	For	example	the	
Panel	questions	whether	Wairarapa	has	the	capacity	to	take	on	the	responsibilities	of	
the Greater Wellington Regional Council if they were not included in the proposed new 
structure

•� Financial�cost�reduction	-	reductions	in	borrowing	costs	(the	Local	Government	Fund	
Agency	uses	scale	to	access	improved	borrowing	rates	that	only	Auckland	can	achieve	
on	its	own)

•� Procurement	-	Increased	purchasing	power	to	secure	lower	cost	and	longer	contracts	
for materials and services

•� Technological�efficiencies	–	technology	can	enable	efficiency	savings,	but	it	can	also	
act	as	a	significant	barrier	to	co-ordinating	services.	For	example	when	the	SMART	
libraries group linked six library services together technology enabled them to provide a 
new	seamless	service	to	their	customers.	But	Wellington	Library	was	unable	to	join	the	
group because their database was not compatible 

•� Full�employment�of�staff – the full capacity of employees can be utilised by allowing 
them	to	move	to	where	the	work	is	required

•� Rationalise�resourcing – Removing duplication from a networked system to deliver an 
effective service with less resources

699.  Economies of scope arise when two or more related services are produced together. 
An	example	of	economies	of	scope	is	the	Auckland	Tourism,	Events	and	Economic	
Development	Council	Controlled	Organisation,	which	was	created	from	the	merging	of	
seven	entities	plus	the	individual	councils’	business	units.	By	bringing	the	interconnected	
functions of tourism, events, venues and economic development together the new Council 
Controlled Organisation can add even more value to each of the functions through an 
integrated approach than if each function was delivered separately.

700.	 	The	conformity	of	local	government’s	functions	provides	a	unique	opportunity	to	coordinate	
external and internal service delivery activities to achieve economies of scale and scope. 
Currently	a	significant	amount	of	variation	exists	in	the	way	internal	and	external	services	
are delivered across the region. That variation acts as a barrier to coordination under the 
current structure.

701.	 	The	Panel	notes	that	not	all	council	services	are	necessarily	capable	of	obtaining	efficiency	
savings through consolidation. Capital intensive council services generally scale better than 
labour intensive services.206 

702.	 	A	large	number	of	public	services	managed	by	councils	are	labour	intensive	and	are	
unlikely to be consolidated. They are, however, supported by an array of internal services 
that	may	allow	for	economies	of	scale	to	be	achieved	in	the	back	office.

Coordinating to reduce compliance costs

703.	 	Central	government	is	currently	considering	efficiency	in	local	government,	between	local	
and central government, and between local government and the community. Regulatory 
efficiency	touches	on	all	these	relationships.	The	Productivity	Commission	released	an	
issues paper in which it acknowledged the discrepancies that exist between government 
departments and the way they delegate regulatory responsibilities and that this creates 
inefficiencies	that	can	only	be	resolved	by	central	government.207 

206	 	R	Oakerson	“Local	Public	Economies:	Provision,	Production	and	Governance”	1987	Summer-Fall	Intergovernmental	Perspective	20-25.

207	 	The	New	Zealand	Productivity	Commission	Local Government Regulatory Performance: Issues Paper (Wellington,	2012).
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704.	  The Productivity Commission report highlighted the complex nature of compliance costs 
for	business	and	individuals	within	regulatory	frameworks.	Individuals	and	businesses	
must meet standards created by both central and local government and many standards 
are monitored and enforced by local government. These place a considerable cost on 
individuals and businesses and they can hinder economic development. While central 
government may seek to reduce the effects of compliance costs, local government also has 
a part to play in both reduction and allocation of compliance costs. 

705.	  The Panel believes local government should seek to minimise the compliance costs it places 
on businesses and individuals, and that compliance costs should be consistent across 
the region. The following example for a mobile food stall demonstrates one area where 
consistency and cost is an issue. 

706.	 	Under	current	arrangements,	if	a	hotdog	vendor	wants	to	sell	food	in	Hutt	City,	Wellington	
City	and	Porirua,	the	vendor	is	required	to	obtain	three	different	environmental	health	
certificates,	pay	three	different	fees,	undergo	three	inspections	from	three	different	
councils,	and	all	impose	significant	costs	on	the	business.	This	is	despite	the	fact	all	
three	councils	are	acting	in	accordance	with	the	same	central	standard,	the	Food	Hygiene	
Regulations	1974.	To	operate	in	all	three	areas,	the	hotdog	vendor	would	be	required	to	
pay	a	minimum	combined	total	of	$661.00	in	its	first	year.	The	pricing	in	the	table	below	
demonstrates the duplication and inconsistency that exists across the region, not only in 
price but also the way the fee is calculated.

Table�12-1:�Current�mobile�stall�fees�for�the�first�year

Council Fee	structure	(mobile	food	stall	or	equivalent)

Porirua $215.00	(flat	fee)

Hutt $266.00	(discounted	in	second	year)

Wellington $180.00	(minimum	charge	plus	additional	hourly	rate)

$661.00

707.	 	The	problem	of	consistency	is	amplified	when	there	is	variation	between	the	standards.	
For example, a residential development company working across the Wellington region 
must work within the parameters of multiple district and regional plans and consenting 
processes.	Significant	variation	increases	the	time	and	cost	of	processing	and	monitoring	
consents. 

708.	  The Panel believes that the regulatory context under the present local government 
structure is unnecessarily complex and acts as an inhibitor to economic development in the 
region.

709.	 	Under	the	Panel’s	proposed	model	the	majority	of	regulatory	services	would	be	
administered at the regional level. This does not mean regulatory standards must be 
entirely homogenised across the region, but that the processes to administer them are 
as consistent as possible. Where local variation is critical to respect local preferences and 
character then that variation should be incorporated and respected.

710.	  The issues relating to duplication in planning are discussed in greater depth under the 
planning chapter. 
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Methods	of	efficiency	savings

711.	 	Under	the	current	structure	there	are	three	broad	vehicles	for	coordinating	council	services	
to achieve economies of scale:

•	 Outsourcing	–		where	the	council	commissions	a	service	from	another	entity	

•	 Shared	services	–	formal	agreements	between	councils	to	coordinate	service	delivery

•	 Alliances	–	less	formalised	agreements	between	councils	to	work	together	in	a	joined-up	
way

712.	 	All	three	vehicles	are	capable	of	delivering	internal	and	external	services	in	ways	that	
achieve	efficiency	savings.	More	importantly	they	can	often	deliver	higher	quality,	more	
effective services.

Outsourcing

713.	 	Outsourcing	requires	a	formal	relationship	between	a	council,	as	the	commissioner	of	a	
service, and either a public or private entity that provides the service. 

714.	  Contracting out council services can be an effective way to achieve economies of scale 
by commissioning a producer that has already achieved, or will achieve, the critical mass 
required	to	obtain	economies	of	scale.	

715.	  The success of outsourcing is generally reliant upon a competitive market operating. The 
Panel	believes	that	competition	is	critical	to	efficient	outsourcing.	Outsourcing	in	non-
competitive markets increases the transaction costs carried by local government due to the 
contract	and	market	management	required	to	facilitate	low-cost	outsourcing.	

716.	  The Panel believes that outsourcing should be considered on a case-by-case basis. The 
variation in density of demand for services throughout the region makes the development 
of a strict regional approach problematic. Wellington City Council currently outsources 
parking	monitoring	to	Tenix	Solutions	NZ	Ltd,	a	subsidiary	of	Tenix	Pty	Ltd	in	Australia,	
which specialises “in infringement management and enforcement solutions”.208  By	
outsourcing the service the council can take advantage of the producer’s technology and 
knowledge	that	the	Council	may	not	have	in-house.	But	the	same	outsourced	option	is	
unlikely to be as viable in other areas of the region where the demand for parks is lower. 

717.	  Price is not the only consideration when choosing a service provider. There can be 
significant	economic	benefits	to	public-private	partnerships.	For	example	tender	criteria	
may	require	consideration	of	the	economic	development	strategy,	for	example	support	for	
local businesses can produce a positive economic development impact over and above the 
net savings from utilising a supplier outside the region. 

718.	  The Panel believes that a new structure that facilitates joined-up thinking and utilises tools 
such as outsourcing in conjunction with strategic policies will be good for the region.

208	 Tenix	Solutions	Pty	Ltd	“Company	profile”	(2008)	http://www.tenixsolutions.com/About/CompanyProfile.aspx	accessed	24	September	
2012.
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Alliances

719.	 	Alliances	can	be	a	formal	or	informal	form	of	collaboration.	An	example	of	an	alliance	is	the	
SMART	libraries	group.	Each	library	within	the	group	continues	to	operate	as	they	normally	
would, each is still the provider of the service, but they agree to work in a collaborative 
way.	Alliances	are	a	form	of	joined-up	government.

720.	 	The	formation	of	alliances	is	rarely	driven	by	efficiency	savings	although	they	may	
achieve	efficiencies.	The	SMART	libraries	group	consists	of	four	councils	and	two	tertiary	
institutions.	They	share	information	and	share	the	same	database	provider.	As	a	result,	
a	member	of	the	Masterton	library	can	browse	the	collections	of	Porirua,	Hutt,	Kapiti,	
Whitireia and Weltec. They can reserve an item and pick it up at their local branch for free.

721.	 	The	SMART	group	was	driven	by	a	desire	to	provide	a	better	service,	improving	the	
effectiveness of their service. Combined, the group has a net collection of over 500,000 
items.	The	SMART	group	increased	the	level	of	service	provided	to	their	communities	
without	increasing	their	costs.	By	adding	a	committee	to	oversee	what	books	are	
purchased,	they	have	avoided	excessive	duplication	and	made	efficiency	savings.

722.	 	The	success	of	SMART	is	predominantly	due	to	the	librarians	who	initiated	and	continue	
to run the joined-up service. When the Panel spoke with the group, they reported that all 
the	libraries	involved	had	benefitted	from	the	alliance	while	still	preserving	their	individual	
collections and identity.

723.	 	Alliances	are	more	flexible	than	shared	services	and	better	able	to	adjust	to	achieve	
potential	efficiency	savings.	But	even	SMART	suffered	from	an	inability	to	engage	all	the	
region’s	councils.	Some	refused	to	participate	in	discussions.	Others	were	willing	but	
unable to join because they could not justify the cost of shifting their databases. Like 
shared	services,	alliances	struggle	to	achieve	the	critical	mass	to	obtain	potential	efficiency	
savings that come from the size of the whole region.

724.	 	Alliances	are	less	certain	than	other	structures.	They	are	bound	together	by	the	mutual	
benefits	that	each	party	derives.	But	alliances	are	unlikely	to	work	for	large-scale	capital	
expenditure	or	where	there	is	an	imbalance	between	levels	of	benefit	and	cost.	The	Panel	
believes that alliances can improve the effectiveness of a service delivery but they are 
unlikely	to	deliver	significant	efficiency	savings.	

Shared services

725.	 	Shared	services’	is	a	term	that	has	been	given	different	meanings.	It	is	often	used	to	
describe a collaborative relationship between councils but can also describe relationships 
that	closely	resemble	outsourcing.		Sometimes	it	describes	information	sharing	such	as	
joined-up government similar to alliances. The Panel considers shared services to be a 
mechanism	to	obtain	efficiency	savings	through	a	merged	service	delivery	via	a	formal	
structure.

726.	 	Merging	shared	service	delivery	generally	requires	the	creation	of	a	new	entity,	a	shared	
service centre. One of the few examples of entities that deliver services across the region is 
Grow Wellington. Grow Wellington is a Council Controlled Organisation that was established 
between all councils of the region to help grow Wellington’s economy.209	It	was	established	
as	part	of	the	Wellington	Regional	Strategy.

727.	 	Shared	service	centres	have	shown	limited	success	in	the	Wellington	region.	Commonly,	
shared	services	in	the	region	are	between	two	or	three	councils,	but	rarely	region	wide.	As	
a	result	they	frequently	fail	to	achieve	the	potential	economies	of	scale.	

209  Grow Wellington Grow Wellington Final Statement of Intent 2011/12 (Grow Wellington, Wellington, 2012) at 3.
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Getting	an	adequate	agreement

728.	 	Agreement	on	shared	service	delivery	in	the	Wellington	region	has	proved	elusive	on	many	
occasions. Negotiations are limited by the political and managerial will to coordinate service 
delivery	through	an	arm’s	length	entity.	Councils	struggle	to	pass	control	and	sufficient	
authority to shared service centres to enable them to fully exploit their critical mass.

729.	 	Failures	around	the	negotiation	table	are	very	public	affairs.		The	political	ramifications	
of entering into shared service negotiations extend beyond discussions on service level 
agreements and, as such, there may be a reluctance to tackle contentious issues.

730.	  Porirua and Wellington City Councils jointly investigated the use of a Council Controlled 
Trading	Organisation	in	2011.	In	a	peer-reviewed	report	by	Deloitte	UK	commissioned	
by the two councils, recommendations were given to pursue a Council Controlled Trading 
Organisation	structure	to	realise	the	full	potential	efficiency	savings.	Despite	this	on	27	
June	2012	Wellington	City	Council	voted	to	stop	work	on	the	joint	venture.	It	was	later	
reported that the shared cost of the analysis was $250,000.00 in consultant fees alone.210

731.	  The Panel believes that regional shared services of high value are unlikely to be established 
under the current structure without a mandate from central government or central 
government	coordination.	Deloitte	UK	reviewed	the	use	of	shared	services	as	a	means	to	
deliver	efficiency	savings.211	Deloitte	found	that	as	a	result	of	mandating	shared	services	in	
Western	Australia,	“These	actions	all	resulted	in	an	increased	pace	of	change	and	reduced	
the	amount	of	time	required	to	agree	and	implement	shared	service	projects”.212	Deloitte	
went	on	to	say	that	“…in	and	environment	where	budgets	are	being	squeezed	and	service	
expectations are rising, mandating change might be the only way to move the sharing 
agenda	forward	with	the	vigour	it	requires”.

Adaptation

732.	  The legal structures underpinning shared service approaches provide a strong foundation 
to	create	stability	in	multi-party	service	delivery.	But	that	strong	base	also	acts	as	a	barrier	
to	obtaining	the	full	extent	of	the	efficiency	savings	available.

733.	  The uncompromising nature of the legal frameworks within which shared service centres 
must operate inhibits the entities’ ability to adapt and capitalise on opportunities from scale 
and scope. Constant renegotiation of agreements is not a viable option either because the 
cost	of	council	management	increases	the	transaction	costs	and	negates	the	efficiency	
savings, and is analogous to market management under outsourcing above.

734.	 	In	a	report	to	the	Wellington	Regional	Chief	Executives	that	summarised	the	outcomes	
from	a	regional	shared	services	workshop	in	February	2008,	six	points	were	identified	as	
reasons	why	shared	services	failed	during	implementation.	Many	of	the	reasons	could	be	
mitigated through a less rigid structure that facilitated adaptation: 

•	 Organisational	governance	issues	had	not	been	effectively	resolved	early	enough

•	 Implementation	rules	had	not	been	set	or,	where	these	had	been	agreed	up	front,	they	
had not been strictly adhered to

•	 Human	Resource	change	implications	had	not	been	appropriately	factored	in	–	it	is	
reasonable	to	assume	that	efficiencies	created	through	shared	service	arrangements	
inevitably	result	in	an	overall	reduction	in	the	level	of	resources	required

210	 	Jim	Chipp	“Shared	waste	service	plan	shelved”	The Wellingtonian	(16	August	2012).

211	 	Deloitte	LLP	Stop, start, save: shared service delivery in local government	(Deloitte	LLP,	London,	2009).

212	 	Deloitte,	above	n	211	at	10.
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•	 Individual	business	cases	were	inadequate	or	insufficient	to	maintain	support	of	
executives	when	implementation	challenges	became	difficult

•	 Varying	service	levels	between	organisations	had	not	been	appropriately	identified	or	
reconciled early – as a result, once implementation and operational costs were known 
or established they proved costly for some of the organisations participating in the 
shared service arrangement

•	 Insufficient	agreement	as	to	how	implementation	costs	would	be	shared,	agreed	and/
or funded inevitably led to one organisation effectively underwriting the implementation 
costs and programme

Efficiency	under	the	proposed	model

735.	  The Panel believes that the current structure does not effectively facilitate coordination of 
council service delivery across the region. Without coordinated service delivery the region 
will remain unable to obtain the full extent of the advantages of economies of scale and 
scope.

736.	 	Shared	services	should	provide	significant	efficiency	savings	to	the	region,	but	they	do	not.	
They	have	proven	politically	difficult	to	achieve	and	they	rarely	deliver	optimal	efficiency	
savings. Without a mandate or a structure that facilitates merged services, councils will 
continue	to	fall	short	of	obtaining	opportunities	for	efficiency	savings.	

737.	  The Panel believes that the proposed structure, with a regional body that naturally has 
critical	mass,	is	better	placed	to	obtain	efficiency	savings	without	requiring	a	mandate	from	
central	government.	The	Panel	believes	that	the	flexibility	that	a	regional	body	will	have,	
should resolve many of the issues that have constrained the success of the shared services 
model.

738.	 	Because	the	Panel’s	proposed	model	includes	a	unified	administration	service,	back	office	
services	will	be	merged.	By	merging	these	internal	services	the	opportunities	of	scale	
and scope can be utilised across the region at both the local and regional levels in the 
structure.

739.	  The Panel believes the proposed model will enhance local democracy, and provided that 
efficiency	is	separated	from	effectiveness,	service	quality	should	not	be	affected.	Providing	
effective services should be the starting point and primary concern of both the proposed 
Greater	Wellington	Council	and	Local	Area	Councils.	

The Panel’s recommendations

740.	 	The	new	administration	should	make	it	a	priority	to	pursue	efficient	goals	and	reduce	the	
duplication of resources and services.
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Introduction

741.	  Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations are integral to the institutional 
and	organisation	structure	of	local	government	in	New	Zealand	and	in	the	delivery	of	
services and activities to the broad community served.  The institutional and legislative 
framework within which Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations are 
established	or	operate	is	set	out	in	the	Local	Government	Act	2002.

742.	  Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations may be established by a local 
authority	for	a	number	of	strategic,	operational	or	administrative	reasons.		However,	
the basis and manner in which these entities are established or structured is critical 
to	the	overall	efficiency	and	effectiveness	with	which	these	entities	provide	or	deliver	
their	services.		Equally,	the	accountability	relationship	and	separation	of	governance,	
management and service delivery responsibilities between the local authority and the 
Council	Organisations	or	Council	Controlled	Organisations	can	have	a	significant	impact	on	
each respective entity delivering on its stated purpose or outcomes.  

743.	 	Across	the	Wellington	region	four	out	of	the	nine	local	authorities	have	established	Council	
Controlled Organisations as part of the overall structural or institutional framework for 
governance	and	delivery	of	local	authority	services	and	activities.			In	addition,	the	Panel	
noted that there are other forms of arm’s-length governance models in existence – 
joint venture arrangements, associate entity structures or other mixed governance and 
ownership models.

744.	 	Across	the	broader	local	government	sector	it	is	clear	that	Council	Organisations	and	
Council	Controlled	Organisations	are	established	and	used	for	different	purposes.		It	is	
equally	clear	that	while	one	local	authority	may	decide	to	provide	an	essential	service	or	
activity through a Council Controlled Organisation structure another council may decide to 
deliver that activity from within the structure of the local authority itself.  The challenge, 
therefore,	is	to	determine	or	define	the	accountability	and	governance	structure	that	works	
best in terms of delivering service and activity outcomes for the community served by the 
local authority.

745.	  Through its work the Panel has noted that there are examples where Council Organisations 
or Council Controlled Organisations are working effectively to meet or deliver the activities 
and	outcomes	sought	by	the	local	authority	or	the	broader	community.		Similarly,	the	Panel	
is aware of instances where the accountability and governance arrangements for Council 
Organisations or Council Controlled Organisations can, and are, inhibiting or undermining 
the	effectiveness	or	efficiency	of	service	delivery.		While	all	local	authorities,	Council	
Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations operate within the same legislative and 
organisational framework, the decisions and choices as to when a Council Organisation 
or Council Controlled Organisation may be appropriate differ.   These decisions ultimately 
shape	or	influence	the	public	accountability	of	the	entity	for	the	services	or	activities	that	it	
provides.  

746.	 	The	panel	notes	that	there	is	a	significant	organisational	and	governance	cost	associated	
with a structure that includes the local authority and Council Organisation and Council 
Controlled Organisation entities that comprise the broader local authority group.  Clarity of 
the respective roles and responsibilities of each entity as well as determining the effective 
separation of governance, management, service delivery and performance management 
or monitoring are all critical considerations in determining what is the most appropriate 
governance model for Wellington.

747.	 	In	considering	the	structure	and	form	of	local	government	that	will	best	meet	the	needs	of	
Wellington region ratepayers, the Panel has given careful consideration and thought to the 
appropriate mix and balance of service delivery structures – which services and activities 
would best be delivered through a Council Organisation or Council Controlled Organisation 

13. Council Controlled Organisations
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and	which	would	be	more	efficiently	and	effectively	delivered	through	the	proposed	Greater	
Wellington Council.   

748.	 The purpose of this section is to provide a brief high level overview of the:

•	 Council	Organisation	and	Council	Controlled	Organisation	institutional	and	
organisational framework, as set out in current local government legislation 

•	 Current	structure	of	Council	Controlled	Organisations	across	the	Wellington	region

•	 Rationale	and	criteria	for	the	effective	determination	and	establishment	of	Council	
Controlled Organisation governance structures or models – where do they work well, 
where don’t they work well, funding issues, governance issues, performance and 
monitoring	issues	as	well	as	key	principles	that	influence	the	selection	and	design	of	the	
most appropriate governance model

Defining	Council	Organisations	and	Council	Controlled	Organisations

749.	 	The	Local	Government	Act	2002	sets	out	the	legislative	framework	for	the	establishment	
and	operation	of	council-owned	subsidiary	organisations.		In	particular,	it	defines	the	
framework within which Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisation are 
established, governed and within which they are accountable for the provision or delivery 
of	services	to	ratepayers	or	communities.		It	broadly	defines	the	roles,	responsibilities	and	
powers	that	govern	or	direct	their	operations.		The	Act	also	defines	the	principles	of	public	
accountability of Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations with the local 
authority.

750.	 	Section	6	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	defines	the	meaning	of	each	form	of	entity.		
For the sake of clarity:

•	 Council	Organisations	are	entities	in	which	one	or	more	local	authorities	hold	or	control	
any proportion of voting rights or rights to appoint directors

•	 Council	Controlled	Organisations	are	entities	in	which	one	or	more	local	authorities	
control 50 per cent of more of the votes, or have the right to appoint 50 per cent or 
more of the governing body

751.	 	Given	the	tighter	definition	of	Council	Controlled	Organisations,	and	the	fact	that	they	are	
established and controlled by local authorities, it is this group of entities on which this 
report is primarily focused.

752.	 	The	Local	Government	Act	2002	notes	that	Council	Organisations	and	Council	Controlled	
Organisations may take any form – they may be companies, trusts, joint ventures or 
incorporated	societies.		There	are,	however,	some	specific	exclusions	from	the	Council	
Controlled	Organisation	definition,	such	as	port	companies	and	electricity	and	energy	
companies. 

753.	  Council Controlled Organisations are governed by their boards of directors or trustees, 
and operate at arm’s length to the local authority.  They are generally established to 
independently manage assets or to deliver services on behalf of the local authority and 
community.	Some	Council	Controlled	Organisations	have	an	explicit	not-for-profit	motive,	
these are commonly set up as trusts to provide community facilities such as museums, 
libraries, swimming pools, theatres or sports grounds. Others are set up with a commercial 
imperative,	which	results	in	an	additional	definition	in	Section	6	of	the	Local	Government	
Act	2002:
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754.	  Council Controlled Trading Organisations are those Council Controlled Organisations that 
operate	a	trading	undertaking	for	the	purpose	of	making	a	profit.

Figure 13-1: Relational Interaction between Council Organisations, Council Controlled 
Organisations and Council Controlled Trading Organisations
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Legislative framework 

755.	 	Part	5	of	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	contains	a	number	of	legislative	provisions	
relating to Council Organisation and Council Controlled Organisation establishment, 
ongoing governance and management, and accountability and monitoring. This legislative 
context is important because it effectively sets the framework within which Council 
Organisations	and	Council	Controlled	Organisations	operate.	In	addition,	the	legislative	
requirements	are	based	upon	the	principles	of	good	governance,	and	therefore	effectively	
discharging these responsibilities is a key factor in the success of the Council Organisation 
or	Council	Controlled	Organisation.	The	key	legislative	requirements	include:

756.	  Establishment of Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations , and 
appointment of directors:

•	 A	local	authority	must	consult	the	community	(using	the	special	consultative	procedure)	
when establishing a Council Controlled Organisation

•	 Objective	and	transparent	processes	must	be	adopted	by	a	local	authority	in	appointing	
directors of Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations

•	 Local	authorities	are	obliged	to	appoint	directors	who	have	the	skills,	knowledge	and	
experience to guide the organisation, given the nature of its activities and to contribute 
to the achievement of the organisation’s objectives

757.	 	While	each	Council	Controlled	Organisation	has	its	own	specific	objectives,	the	Local	
Government	Act	2002	identifies	the	principle	objectives	of	all	Council	Controlled	
Organisations. These are to:
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•	 Be	a	good	employer

•	 Achieve	the	objectives	of	shareholders	as	specified	in	the	Statement	of	Intent	

•	 Exhibit	a	sense	of	social	and	environmental	responsibility	by	having	regard	to	the	
interests of the community in which it operates and by endeavouring to accommodate 
or encourage these

•	 Conduct	affairs	in	accordance	with	sound	business	practice

758.	 	Monitoring	and	Reporting	-	local	authorities	must	put	in	place	procedures	to	effectively	
monitor the performance of Council Organisations and Council Controlled Organisations, 
including	through	a	Statement	of	Intent	and	half	yearly	reports	on	their	activities.

Council-owned subsidiary organisations, the Wellington region

759.	 	The	Panel	has	compiled	at	Appendix	Four	a	table	outlining	the	Council	Controlled	
Organisations	(and	Council	Controlled	Trading	Organisations)	that	have	been	established	by	
each	local	authority.	The	table	identifies,	in	respect	of	each	Council	Controlled	Organisation	
(or	Council	Controlled	Trading	Organisation)	its	purpose	and	legal	form,	the	date	that	each	
entity was established, the governance and ownership relationship with the local authority 
(and/or	with	other	local	authorities	across	the	region),	the	size	and	scale	of	the	operations	
of the Council Controlled Organisation and the nature and extent of reliance on local 
authority funding to support its operations.

760.	 	Across	the	Wellington	region,	there	are	19	Council	Controlled	Organisations	that	have	
been separately established by four of the nine local authorities – Wellington City Council, 
Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council,	Hutt	City	Council	and	Upper	Hutt	City	Council.		Each	
of these Council Controlled Organisations is established to operate on an arm’s-length 
basis but jointly are consolidated for reporting and accountability purposes within the local 
authority group.  

761.	 	In	addition	to	the	Council	Controlled	Organisation	structure	outlined	in	the	table	above,	
there are a number of other ownership, governance of entity models in operation which 
don’t	currently	meet	the	definition	of	Council	Controlled	Organisation	for	the	purposes	of	
the	Local	Government	Act	2002.		These	include:

•	 Joint	venture	arrangements – a number of local authorities have established joint 
venture arrangements for management and/or delivery of certain services or activities.  
Joint	venture	arrangements	are	generally	characterised	by	formal	contractual	
arrangements	between	a	local	authority	and	another	party	or	parties	(which	may	
include	another	local	authority)	to	undertake	a	jointly	controlled	operation.		An	
example	of	a	joint	venture	arrangement	is	the	Spicer	Valley	landfill	operation	owned	
and managed by Porirua City Council but in which Wellington City Council has a 
proportionate interest

•	 Associate	entities – associate entities are entities where a local authority has 
significant	influence,	but	not	control,	over	their	management	and	operations	of	the	
entity.		Examples	of	associate	entities	include	Wellington	International	Airport	Limited	
(Wellington	City	Council)	and	Wellington	Regional	Stadium	Trust	(Wellington	City	Council	
and	Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council)

762.	 	In	addition,	the	Panel	notes	that	port	companies	are	excluded	by	legislation	from	the	
definition	of	Council	Controlled	Organisations,	even	though	they	may	be	controlled	and	
owned by one or more local authority. 
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763.	 	In	considering	the	overview	of	the	broader	local	authority	governance	model	that	operates	
outside the local authority entity itself the Panel has made a number of high-level 
observations	that	are	reflective	of	the	structure	as	it	exists	today.		These	observations	are	
set out below:

764.  Range of services delivered by Council Controlled Organisations – Current Council 
Controlled Organisations cover a broad range of local authority activities and services, 
including	the	provision	water	supply	(Capacity),	to	the	fostering	of	economic	development	
(Grow	Wellington),	to	the	provision	of	rental	housing	(UrbanPlus)	and	to	the	delivery	of	art	
and	cultural	activities	and	facilities	(Wellington	Museums	Trust).		

765.	 	In	addition,	it	is	notable	that	of	the	nine	local	authorities	that	comprise	the	greater	
Wellington	region,	five	local	authorities	have	not	considered	it	necessary	or	appropriate	
to separate the governance, management and operation of local authority services into 
separate Council Controlled Organisation structures.

766.  Overall approach to planning of the Council Controlled Organisation governance model –	In	
general, the Panel has noted that the current governance landscape for Council Controlled 
Organisation does not highlight any formal or obvious overall planned framework structure 
for	the	delivery	of	local	authority	services.		The	Panel	has	noted	the	comments	and	findings	
of various Council Controlled Organisation reviews and has considered the extent to 
which the overall current structure represents a strategically planned approach to service 
delivery, governance and ownership or whether the establishment of Council Controlled 
Organisation represents an evolutionary or incremental response to individual local 
authority	needs	and	requirements	in	respect	to	certain	activities	at	a	particular	time.		

767.  Nature and form of operations – In	general,	Greater	Wellington	and	Hutt	City	councils	
operate a more commercial model in relation to their Council Controlled Organisations, 
while	Wellington	City	Council	has	a	mix	of	commercial	companies	and	not-for-profit	entities	
structured	as	trusts.		Upper	Hutt	City	Council	controls	and	operates	one	trust.

768.  Size and scale of operations and activities – Most	Council	Controlled	Organisations	across	
the region are relatively small in size and scale and there are few large commercial entities 
with	significant	balance	sheets.	The	exceptions	(with	total	assets	>$100	million)	are:

•	WRC	Holdings	Limited	(the	holding	company	for	Greater	Wellington	Rail	Limited,	Pringle	
House	Limited,	Port	Investments	Limited,	Greater	Wellington	Infrastructure	Limited,	
Greater	Wellington	Transport	Limited)

•	Wellington	Waterfront	Limited	(which	holds	assets	within	the	Lambton	Harbour	
Development	Area	as	trustee	for	Wellington	City	Council)

769.	 	This	is	in	contrast	to	the	Auckland	governance	model,	where	many	significant	large-scale	
activities and operations are delivered through Council Controlled Organisation structures, 
including	Auckland	Transport,	Auckland	Council	Investments	Limited,	Regional	Facilities	
Auckland	Limited	and	Watercare	Services	Limited.

770.	  One contributing factor to the relatively small size of Council Controlled Organisations in 
the Wellington region is that in many instances Council Controlled Organisation have been 
established to manage assets and/or deliver services on behalf of the local authority rather 
than	to	control	and	own	the	assets	themselves.		An	example	is	Capacity,	which	manages	
the	provision	of	essential	core	water	services	(water	supply,	stormwater	and	wastewater)	
to	the	residents	and	businesses	in	the	areas	served	by	Wellington	City	Council	and	Hutt	
City Council but does not own the assets which are used in the delivery of provision of 
these services. 
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771.	  Overall, the Panel has noted that there has been limited movement or transfer of 
ownership of assets from local authorities to Council Controlled Organisation ownership. 
Instead,	local	authorities	have	tended	to	retain	ownership	of	the	assets	(and	responsibility	
for	capital	renewal	and	replacement)	while	the	Council	Controlled	Organisation	performs	
the management, operation and service delivery role of activities associated with these 
assets.	As	a	result,	total	assets	held	by	Council	Controlled	Organisations	across	the	
Wellington region are relatively small.

772.  Reliance of funding from local authorities – Many	Council	Controlled	Organisations	across	
the Wellington region are heavily reliant on local authority funding. Where the local 
authority is both the primary funder/purchaser and the owner, this has the potential to 
create a dependency or reliance on the local authority that poses an inherent risk unless 
the respective interests are carefully balanced and managed. 

773.  Regional versus individual governance – There are few examples of regional cooperation 
or coordination of governance and service delivery through Council Controlled Organisation 
structures.		Most	Council	Controlled	Organisations	are	established	and	controlled	by	a	
single local authority in the region. The notable exception is Capacity, which is jointly 
owned	by	the	Wellington	and	Hutt	City	local	authorities	and	manages	the	provision	of	water	
services	(water	supply,	stormwater	and	wastewater)	to	the	residents	and	businesses	in	the	
areas	served	by	these	councils	as	well	as	Upper	Hutt.

774.  Governance of Council Controlled Organisation entities – It	is	notable	that	most	Council	
Controlled Organisations across the Wellington region have elected councillors appointed to 
the	board,	or	similar,	of	the	entity.	The	Panel	notes	that	although	the	Local	Government	Act	
2002	allows	for	the	appointment	of	elected	members	(and/or	senior	managers	of	council)	
to Council Controlled Organisation boards, the appropriateness of this in ensuring effective 
separate of governance and management of activities between the local authority and 
the	Council	Controlled	Organisation	has	been	a	matter	of	significant	debate	within	local	
government. 

775.	  The Panel notes the comments and observations of recent reviews and reports on Council 
Controlled	Organisation	governance	(in	particular	the	Local	Government	Knowhow Guide 
to Governance213, the Plimmer Consulting What Works214 report for Wellington City 
Council,	and	a	separate	report	from	the	Office	of	the	Auditor-General215)	all	of	which	have	
questioned	the	appropriateness	of	councillors	on	Council	Controlled	Organisation	boards.	

776.	 	In	addition,	the	Panel	notes	that	new	governance	measures	introduced	as	part	of	the	
establishment	of	the	Auckland	Council,	and	its	substantive	Council	Controlled	Organisations	
in	2009,	specifically	require	that	no	councillors	may	be	appointed	to	the	governing	bodies	
of these Council Controlled Organisation entities. 

777.  Establishment date of Council Controlled Organisations – The majority of the existing 
Council	Controlled	Organisations	were	established	more	than	five	years	ago.	There	have	
only been two new Council Controlled Organisations established in the region in the past 
five	years	-	Positively	Wellington	Venues	(established	in	2011)	and	Creative	HQ	Limited	
(established	in	2009).

Rationale and criteria for the establishment of effective Council 
Controlled Organisation governance models and structures 

778.	 	The	Panel’s	terms	of	reference	require	it	to	address	the	broader	questions	of	when	Council	
Controlled Organisation arrangements or governance models may be appropriate and when 

213	 	BuddleFindlay	The Knowhow Guide to Governance under the Local Government Act 2002 (2003).

214  Plimmer Consulting What works? A report for Wellington City Council on getting the best from Council-Controlled Organisations (2012). 

215	 	Office	of	the	Auditor	General	Local Authority Governance of Subsidiary Entities (2001).
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they may not, when separate arm’s-length governance models may work well and, in broad 
terms, where issues and concerns arise. 

779.	  This is an extremely complex issue. Rather than decide what should and should not be a 
Council Controlled Organisation or Council Organisation, the Panel proposes outlining the 
principles, rationale and criteria for how and when the establishment of separate Council 
Controlled Organisation governance structures may be appropriate to support the delivery 
of services and activities across the Wellington region.

780.	  The Panel notes that the following relevant studies provide guidance and direction on 
arm’s-length governance models for local government:

•	 The	2001	Office	of	the	Auditor	General	report	Local Authority Governance of Subsidiary 
Entities	which	identified	and	analysed	issues	with	local	authority	governance	of	
subsidiary entities, highlighting risks and recommending and illustrating good practice 
for proper accountability and effective governance 

•	 In	2009	the	Government	outlined	its	expectations	of	the	governance	model	and	
structure	for	Auckland	as	part	of	the	broader	Auckland	governance	reforms.		In	
particular,	the	Panel	has	noted	that	the	Auckland	Council	enabling	legislation	clearly	
outlined	how	the	substantive	Council	Controlled	Organisations	within	the	Auckland	
governance structure should be established and operated. This included the 
identification	of	broad	good	governance	principles	for	Council	Controlled	Organisations	
to	be	democratic,	efficient	and	effective

•	 In	2012,	Wellington	City	Council	engaged	Plimmer	Consulting	and	Wairarapa	local	
authorities	collectively	engaged	Morrison	Low	to	consider	and	report	on	Council	
Controlled Organisation governance and to consider when Council Controlled 
Organisation governance structures work well and when they may not

781.	 	In	setting	out	its	position,	the	Panel	has	sought	to	draw	from	the	observations	and	findings	
from these reports and reviews to supplement its own considerations or observations as 
to	the	appropriateness,	effectiveness	and	efficiency	of	the	Council	Controlled	Organisation	
governance model.  The Panel considers it important to clearly identify those matters 
that may affect or inhibit the effective operation of the Council Controlled Organisation 
governance model, the effective discharge of accountabilities between local authorities and 
Council Controlled Organisations, the separation of governance and management on an 
arm’s-length	basis	and	the	efficient	delivery	of	services	in	a	cost-effective	manner.		

782.	  The Panel accepts that when Council Controlled Organisations are structured and set 
up effectively, with a clear strategic purpose and rationale and with the appropriate 
governance, accountability and performance management and monitoring systems 
in place, they can operate effectively on an arm’s-length basis as part of the broader 
form	and	governance	within	local	government.		However,	it	is	equally	true	that	if	due	
consideration is not given to these matters then Council Controlled Organisations may 
fail to achieve the objectives and outcomes set out for them.  These factors may blur the 
lines of accountability between a Council Controlled Organisation and the establishing local 
authority,	may	inhibit	service	delivery	or	may	be	costly	and	inefficient	to	administer	and	
manage.

783.	 	In	the	remainder	of	this	section	the	Panel	has	set	out	the	principles,	criteria	and	framework	
that it considers being most relevant and appropriate for the proposed Greater Wellington 
Council in determining whether the establishment of separate Council Controlled 
Organisation structures may be appropriate as part of the overall governance and service 
delivery model for the Wellington region. 
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Critical success factors for effective Council Controlled Organisation 
governance 

784.	  The Panel notes that the general consensus from the recent reviews and reports into Council 
Controlled	 Organisation	 governance	 suggest	 that	 there	 is	 no	 definitive	 checklist	 as	 to	
how to effectively structure or determine the most appropriate form of Council Controlled 
Organisation	governance.		However,	the	Panel	notes	that	these	reviews	generally	point	to	
a number of critical success factors or essential principles that determine whether separate 
Council Controlled Organisation governance models are likely to be successfully or effective 
as part of the structure of local government service delivery.

785.	  Table 13-1 below summarises the Panel’s position in respect of those critical success 
factors	and	principles	that	are	most	likely	to	have	an	influence	on	the	effectiveness	of	
Council	Controlled	Organisation	governance.		In	general,	the	Panel	considers	it	essential	
that appropriate consideration of each of the following critical success factors should be 
identifiable	as	part	of	any	decision	to	establish	a	separate	Council	Controlled	Organisation	
governance	model.		It	is	equally	important	that	consideration	or	evaluation	of	these	critical	
success factors is evident as part of the ongoing evaluation and monitoring of performance 
of the Council Controlled Organisation model. 
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Table 13-1: Critical Success Factors and Key Considerations for the Effective Governance of 
Council Controlled Organisations and Other Arm’s-Length Service Delivery Models

Identifiable	Critical	
Success Factor

Key Considerations Risk/Impact	if	Critical	
Success Factor is absent

Clearly established 
purpose and strategic 
direction

•		The	purpose	of	the	Council	Controlled	
Organisation governance model must 
be	clearly	identifiable,	commonly	
understood, and reviewed on a 
regular basis

•		The	reasons	and	rationale	why	a	
Council Controlled Organisation 
provides a more effective or 
appropriate form of governance 
compared with the local authority 
structure should be clearly 
identifiable

•			Purpose	should	be	clearly	aligned	
with the strategic objectives of the 
controlling local authority 

•		Important	for	Council	Controlled	
Organisations  to understand wider 
council objectives and the local 
government context in which they 
operate

•		Structure,	assignment	of	
accountabilities and resources 
must enable Council Controlled 
Organisation to deliver on clear 
outcomes sought by local authority  

•		Structure	and	form	of	Council	
Controlled Organisation needs to 
‘best	fit’	the	purpose	and	strategic	
direction of the Council Controlled 
Organisation.		In	certain	instances	
a Council Controlled Trading 
Organisation Company structure 
may be the most appropriate form 
of	governance.		In	other	instances	
a charitable trust may be more 
appropriate

•		Lack	of	direction	or	purpose
•		Council	Controlled	

Organisation purpose not 
aligned with local authority 
strategic direction

•		Council	Controlled	
Organisation and local 
authority end up with 
divergent	(and	potentially	
conflicting)	strategies	and	
plans

•		Blurring	of	lines	of	
accountability and 
responsibilities for service 
delivery

•		Potential	duplication	of	
effort or service delivery 
structures

•		Council	Controlled	
Organisations unable to 
deliver of outcomes as 
they	do	not	have	sufficient	
control or oversight of 
outputs and resources 
required	to	deliver	on	the	
outcomes set out in the 
Statement	of	Intent

•		Form	of	governance	may	
constrain ability of Council 
Controlled Organisation 
to deliver on outcomes 
sought if it is not the most 
appropriate structure
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Identifiable	Critical	
Success Factor

Key Considerations Risk/Impact	if	Critical	
Success Factor is absent

Clear�identification�of�
accountabilities and 
robust monitoring 
and performance 
management 
arrangements

•		Structure	and	establishment	need	to	
be effective to ensure separation of 
governance and management and 
effective delivery of services and 
activities on an arms-length basis

•		Structure	should	enhance	
independence and accountability of 
the governing body of the Council 
Controlled Organisation

•		Local	authorities	need	the	systems,	
structures, information and capability 
to robustly monitor and manage the 
performance of Council Controlled 
Organisations

•		Procedures	should	be	in	place	for	
evaluating the performance of 
individual directors, the governing 
body and the overall Council 
Controlled Organisation

•		Performance	expectations	and	
targets should be clearly understood, 
relevant and measurable

•		Performance	measures	should	be	
linked to strategic objectives, and 
should provide a complete picture of 
the Council Controlled Organisation’s 
performance

•		Monitoring	should	be	undertaken	
in accordance with appropriate 
methodology and documented 
procedures.	Monitoring	roles	(staff	
and	governing	bodies)	should	be	
separated from advocacy, clearly 
outlined, and appropriately resourced

•		Decisions	requiring	local	authority	
approval need to be clearly outlined

•		In	the	absence	of	a	robust	
performance framework, 
assessment of the Council 
Controlled Organisation, 
its board and management 
may	prove	difficult

•		Monitoring	and	advocacy	
functions become blurred 
resulting	in	conflicts	
of interest and lack of 
independent analysis
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Identifiable	Critical	
Success Factor

Key Considerations Risk/Impact	if	Critical	
Success Factor is absent

Right people in the right 
roles (both governance 
and management)

•		A	clear	and	transparent	process	
should be in place to appoint 
members of the governing body with 
the necessary skills and experience 
to effectively discharge its duties

•		Expected	behaviour/values	of	
directors should be articulated

•		Clarity	is	required	as	to	whether	
councillors and council employees 
may be appointed to Council 
Controlled Organisation boards. 
There is debate about whether 
the appointment of councillors 
and management create a 
potential	conflict	of	interest,	blur	
the accountability back to the 
local authority or undermine the 
effectiveness of the performance 
management framework for Council 
Controlled Organisation governance  

•		Governing	body	of	the	Council	
Controlled Organisation is responsible 
for the appointment of the chief 
executive.		In	turn,	the	Chief	
Executive should have the authority 
to appoint management and staff of 
the Council Controlled Organisation

•		If	the	process	does	not	
deliver the best candidates 
for the governing body 
role, then the ability to 
achieve the objectives 
of the Council Controlled 
Organisation may be 
compromised

•		In	the	absence	of	clear	and	
considered policy on the 
appointment of councillors 
and employees to Council 
Controlled Organisation 
boards, there is at least 
a	perception	of	conflict	of	
interest

Clearly�defined�roles�and�
responsibilities

•		Roles	and	responsibilities	of	the	local	
authority and Council Controlled 
Organisation should be clearly 
defined,	documented	and	agreed

•		The	distinct	roles	of	the	controlling	
local authority as owner/investor, 
funder/purchaser, service provider 
and/or partner should be managed 
separately and within the appropriate 
context  

•		Parameters	for	decision	making	
should also be clearly outlined and 
agreed 

•		Where	roles	are	unclear,	or	
distinct roles are bundled 
together, expectations 
become blurred

•		Local	authority	blurs	
governance/ownership 
role with day-to-day 
management, taking on 
accountability which should 
rest with the Council 
Controlled Organisation
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Identifiable	Critical	
Success Factor

Key Considerations Risk/Impact	if	Critical	
Success Factor is absent

Sufficient�appropriate�
funding arrangements 
and commitments

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
must	secure	sufficient	appropriate	
funding commitments to deliver 
contracted services and outputs

•		Funding	principles	between	the	local	
authority and Council Controlled 
Organisation need to be clearly 
defined,	agreed	and/or	understood

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
need	sufficient	appropriate	financial	
freedom and incentive to manage 
the operations in a way that best 
meets the performance and delivery 
outcomes sought

•		Sufficient	clarity	should	be	obtained	
as to the expectations of the Council 
Controlled Organisation to grow, 
expand or adapt their activities as 
appropriate.  The autonomy within 
which the governing body can deliver 
on growth strategies needs clear 
articulation

•		Funding	arrangements	must	provide	
sufficient	‘headroom’	to	enable	
Council Controlled Organisations  to 
effectively manage working capital  

•		Respective	responsibilities	for	funding	
arrangements are clearly understood, 
including expectations around timing 
and process for planning processes 
and Council Controlled Organisation 
funding proposals, changes to user 
charges, and action to be taken in 
the event of shortfall

•		Financial	and	funding	targets	
and expectations are clearly 
communicated and monitored 

•		Where	a	Council	Controlled	
Organisation is established 
with	insufficient	funding	
to	enable	financial	
independence for working 
capital purposes, this can 
severely constrain the 
ability to manage day to 
day operations, and result 
in focus on the short term 
at the risk of longer term 
objectives

•		If	respective	responsibilities	
are unclear, controlling 
local authorities risk 
becoming responsible for 
solving	financial	issues	
within Council Controlled 
Organisations		(that	is,	
additional council funding 
becomes	the	only	option)

Effective working 
relationships

•		Common	agreed	values	and	
behaviours 

•		Ongoing	two	way	dialogue	between	
local authority and Council Controlled 
Organisation

•			Collaborative,	no	surprises	approach
•		Agreed	issues	resolution	processes

•		Breakdown	of	working	
relationship results in 
greater local authority 
oversight, potentially 
blurring accountabilities 
and compromising 
achievement of outcomes

•		Lack	of	information	
from Council Controlled 
Organisations can affect 
the	confidence	of	the	local	
authority
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Identifiable	Critical	
Success Factor

Key Considerations Risk/Impact	if	Critical	
Success Factor is absent

Financial�efficiency�and�
effectiveness

•		Financial	considerations	associated	
with structure and form need to 
be contemplated, evaluated and 
assessed.		Issues	such	as	charitable	
and taxation status need to be 
taken into consideration with design 
and determination of the most 
appropriate governance model for 
the Council Controlled Organisation

•		Clear	expectations	around	use	of	
shared service functions across the 
Council Controlled Organisation 
group to determine how these 
services will be sourced or supplied 
to Council Controlled Organisations 

•		Funding	principles	and	agreements	to	
provide clarity over working capital 
management, nature and extent 
of	funding,	financial	management	
performance and use of surpluses or 
deficits	from	operation	are	required

•		Financial	efficiency	and	performance	
to be evaluated and monitored

•		Care	is	required	to	ensure	that	
the risk of duplication of roles and 
responsibilities does not reduce 
overall	financial	efficiency	and	
effectiveness

•		Clear	expectations	on	financial	
returns	(dividends,	return	of	capital	
or	efficiency	dividends)	from	the	
Council Controlled Organisation to 
local authority

•		Tax	effectiveness	of	Council	
Controlled Organisation structure

•		Financial	implications	
associated with poor 
structure and governance 
include incremental 
administration cost and 
overhead,	lack	of	efficiency	
and an overall increase in 
the cost of service delivery

•		If	the	funding	principles	
are	not	clearly	defined	
there is the risk of a lack 
of incentive to enhance 
financial	performance	–	for	
example, what incentive 
is created for the Council 
Controlled Organisation to 
deliver within budget if this 
reduced its funding levels 
from the local authority

•		Poor	structure	and	
governance may undermine 
expectations	of	financial	
returns to local authority

Principles	to	determine	the	level	of	fit	with	the	CCO	governance	model

786.	 	In	the	Panel’s	view,	the	essential	question	that	needs	to	be	considered	by	a	local	authority	
is when may an activity or service be most appropriately delivered or provided through a 
separate Council Controlled Organisation governance model, or some other form of arms-
length structure, or whether the service or activity should be provided from within the local 
authority itself.  To address this issue, the Panel has noted that there are a commonly held 
set of principles, characteristics or criteria that provide support to considerations of the 
most	appropriate	form	of	governance	or	the	most	efficient	structure	for	service	delivery.		

787.	  The Panel considers that while it is conceptually possible for many services and activities 
to be provided through some form of Council Controlled Organisation or separate arms-
length	structure	it	does	not	always	follow	that	it	should	do	so.		In	fact,	the	Panel	is	of	the	
view that there are certain services and activities that should be delivered by the local 
authority itself and which the principles and framework for Council Controlled Organisation 
governance may be inappropriate.
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788.	 	The	Panel	notes	that	this	essential	question	has	been	considered	as	part	of	the	various	
independent	reports	or	reviews	identified	in	this	chapter.		While	these	reports	or	reviews	
acknowledge that there is no one single model or solution that works best for a local 
authority or community, decisions as to the most appropriate form and structure of 
governance	and	service	delivery	invariably	require	the	exercise	of	judgment	based	on	the	
particular context and individual circumstances of the time.  These reports and reviews 
generally acknowledge that there are strong indicative characteristics and principles that 
should be taken in to consideration as part of the decision making process concerning the 
form of governance that may be most appropriate. 

789.	 	In	general	across	the	public	sector,	the	panel	notes	that	public-owned	companies	and	
separate arm’s-length governance models may be established for a number of reasons 
or to achieve different objectives and outcomes.  Principal among the key reasons and 
rationale in support of separate governance models are:

•� To�maximise�returns�and�long�term�commercial�value – generally, entities established 
with these outcomes in mind would have objectives that are fully commercial in nature 
and may compete or operate in a competitive or regulated environment.  These entities 
are likely to be less dependent on the shareholder or owner for funding or revenue

•� To�advance�strategic�policy�outcomes – generally, these entities will be established to 
achieve	or	advance	significant	strategic	goals	or	outcomes.		The	entity	may	have	either	
a commercial or public good focus but will be established with clear strategic outcomes 
and objectives in mind  

•� To�enhance�the�efficient�delivery�of�services�and�activities – generally, these entities 
will	be	established	to	enhance	the	efficient	delivery	and	distribution	of	services.		It	is	
unlikely	that	these	entities	will	be	established	where	there	is	an	efficient	and	effective	
market for services operating without public sector intervention.  These entities 
therefore are not generally expected to compete with the private sector and would 
continue to have a strong public policy focus for service delivery and provision  

•� To�promote�joint�ownership – the rationale for the establishment of these entities may 
relate to any of the purposes or reasons outlined above but with the added dimension 
that politically and strategically a joint operating model best serves the interests of 
more than one shareholder or owner

790.	 	In	its	report	for	Wellington	City	Council,	What works?216 Plimmer Consulting proposed 
a broad framework for determining which form of governance may be appropriate for 
the provision or delivery of a local authority service or activity.  This central government 
model highlighted the broad structural framework within which activities operate – from 
fully commercial state-owned enterprises through to non-commercial Crown agents and 
departments. 

791.	 	As	noted	in	the	What works? report, this type of model can be applied to local government 
as follows:

216 Plimmer Consulting, What works? above n 214
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Table 13-2: Local Government organisational structure design considerations based on the 
nature and type of activity delivered by a local authority

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Strong	strategic/public	interest Mixed	objectives Service	delivery/
customer focus

Regulatory/Statutory	Function Non commercial Commercial

Regulatory	function	required	by	
statute
Key to success of long term plan or 
longer term outcomes

Council grant funding
Access	to	external	
funding	(such	as	
sponsorship)

Policy direction made by 
council 
Seeking	most	effective	
and	efficient	delivery	
mechanism
Council funder/
purchaser

Profit/growth	motive
Generates own funding

Local	Authority	/	“In-house”	service	
delivery

Council Organisation Council	In-house
Council Controlled 

Organisation or Council 
Controlled Trading 

Organisation

Council Controlled Trading  
Organisation

792.	  While indicative, the above table supports the proposition that alternative forms of 
arm’s-length governance may be considered more appropriate in certain circumstances.  
However,	there	are	a	number	of	other	factors	that	may	also	appropriately	influence	or	
inform a local authority in its deliberations on the most appropriate form of governance for 
service delivery. 

793.	  The panel has sought to provide some guidance and direction to the proposed Greater 
Wellington Council in its consideration of the framework of governance, and whether the 
establishment of arm’s-length service delivery models within the broader governance 
framework,	best	meets	the	service	delivery	expectations	and	requirements	for	the	
Wellington region. To that end, the Panel sets out below those essential principles and 
criteria	that	it	considers	are	likely	to	be	most	appropriate	or	influential	in	any	final	decision.		

794.	 	The	Panel	notes	that	the	principles	and	criteria	are	not	a	blue-print	for	any	final	decision	on	
the most appropriate form of governance, but are intended to assist or guide the proposed 
Greater Wellington Council in the decision-making process.
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Table 13-3: Principles and Criteria for Determining Whether an Arm’s-Length Governance 
Model May be Appropriate for the Wellington Region

Principles and Criteria Proposed principles for when a Council Controlled Organisation may be considered 
to be “more” appropriate

Expectations of 
commercial return

•		Where	the	local	authority	seeks	to	apply	commercial	disciplines	to	
the delivery of services or management of assets, and to produce a 
commercial rate of return

•		Where	an	improved	commercial	focus	is	necessary,	and	where	there	is	
a	revenue	making,	capital	growth	or	profit	motivation

Level of individual focus 
required	for	specific	
activity

•		Where	the	local	authority	is	seeking	to	increase	the	individual	focus	on	
a particular activity, or to ring-fence the available resources 

•		If	an	activity	is	more	closely	integrated	with	other	activities	delivered	
within the local authority, then it may be more appropriate for this to 
be delivered in-house

Regional co-operation 
and/or shared services

•		An	arm’s-length	entity	may	enable	local	authorities	to	work	together	
to provide a service or activity, while still retaining their separate 
identities, and appropriate governance and accountability for their 
respective communities

Ability	to	access	
external	funding	(such	
as sponsorships and 
donations)

•		An	arm’s-length	entity	may	be	appropriate	where	there	are	
opportunities to access additional forms of funding such as 
sponsorships and grants, that may not be available to local authorities

•		In	addition,	an	arm’s-length	entity	with	charitable	trust	status	may	
increase the potential for attracting donations

Efficiency	and	
economies of scale

•		Where	the	local	authority	identifies	potential	efficiencies	from	scale	
(joining	up	similar	activities	or	services)	

Community 
engagement and 
participation

•		An	arm’s-length	entity	may	be	appropriate	where	there	is	a	desire	
to directly increase community engagement and involvement in an 
activity, by providing a structure which enables operational separation 
from the local authority  

Long-term certainty for 
the community

•		An	arm’s-length	entity	provides	an	opportunity	for	a	local	authority	to	
demonstrate a long-term commitment to a particular activity or service 

Access	to	resources	and	
specialist expertise

•		The	ability	to	access	specialist	resources	and	expertise	may	be	
constrained within the local government environment – an arm’s-length 
entity with its own branding and identity, and a clearly communicated 
focus on the particular activity may be more attractive for recruitment 
purposes

Specialist	and	
independent 
governance

•		Where	an	activity	or	service	would	benefit	from	the	independence,	
specialist skills and governance expertise of a professional board of 
directors 

Commercial pricing 
models, governance 
and oversight

•		Where	a	local	authority	is	looking	to	introduce	a	commercial	pricing	
model for a particular activity or service

Political intervention or 
involvement in decision 
making

•		If	there	is	either	a	legislative	requirement	or	a	desire	to	deliver	a	
function or service separately from direct potential involvement in 
decision making, then an arm’s-length entity may be appropriate

Management	of	risk •		Where	it	is	important	to	ring-fence	financial,	political	or	operational	risk	

Monitoring	and	
reporting

•		An	arm’s-length	entity	may	be	appropriate	where	there	is	a	desire	
for greater transparency and emphasis on a particular service or 
activity. The formal Council Controlled Organisation monitoring regime 
(together	with	the	Local	Government	Act	2002	provisions)	provides	this	
formality in monitoring and reporting
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Principles to ensure effective relationship between a local authority and 
Council Controlled Organisation

795.	 	In	addition,	the	Panel	considers	that	for	governance	to	be	effective	there	needs	to	be	a	
strong governance relationship between the local authority and the Council Controlled 
Organisation and a clear understanding of the role and purpose of each entity.  The 
following table outlines the principles that would provide a basis of an effective governance 
relationship and provide clarity as to the respective roles and responsibilities of each entity:

Table 13-4: Principles for Maintaining an Effective Governance Relationship between a Local 
Authority and Council Controlled Organisation

Effective 
Governance 
Principle

Respective role, responsibility 
and obligation of the local 
authority

Respective role, responsibility 
and obligation of the Council 
Controlled Organisation

Strategic	
Direction	and	
Leadership

•		The	local	authority	is	responsible	
for clearly identifying the role and 
purpose of the Council Controlled 
Organisation, providing the overall 
strategic direction, specifying 
the outcomes and outputs that 
it expects the Council Controlled 
Organisation to deliver

•		Strategic	direction	and	expectations	
would be clearly set out in the 
Statement	of	Expectations	or	
Statement	of	Intent

•		Council	Controlled	Organisation	may	
advise or provide an input into the 
strategic direction setting by the 
local authority

•		Council	Controlled	Organisation	to	
provide leadership and expertise in 
determining how best to meet the 
needs of the local authority and 
deliver the outputs and outcomes 
specified

•		Council	Controlled	Organisation	
would be expected to plan, 
manage and act in a manner that 
is consistent with the strategic 
direction or expectations of the local 
authority

•		Council	Controlled	Organisation	
would provide strategic and 
operational direction and planning 
within the Council Controlled 
Organisation

Public	Service	
Focus and Ethos

•		Local	authority	should	be	clear	in	
its communication and expectations 
of the public service focus or ethos 
that it would expect from all Council 
Controlled Organisations 

•		Local	authority	has	an	overarching	
accountability to the community 
or public that it serves.  The local 
authority must ensure that each 
Council Controlled Organisation 
understands the principles that 
support this ethos and how it should 
be considered or taken account of in 
the provision or delivery of services

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
are an extension of the local 
government governance and service 
delivery model

•		While	appreciating	the	arms-length	
nature of the relationship and 
the different purposes for which 
a Council Controlled Organisation 
may be established, there is an 
overriding expectation that Council 
Controlled Organisations  would be 
expected to act and behave in a 
manner that is consistent with the 
public service focus and ethos that 
is set by the local authority. 

•		The	board	and	management	
of the  Council Controlled 
Organisation have a responsibility 
to translate and communicate these 
expectations within the organisation 
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Effective 
Governance 
Principle

Respective role, responsibility 
and obligation of the local 
authority

Respective role, responsibility 
and obligation of the Council 
Controlled Organisation

Alignment	and	
Accountability

•		Local	authority	has	a	role	as	
shareholder/ owner as well as 
purchaser of the services and 
activities of the Council Controlled 
Organisation.  These roles and 
responsibilities need to be clearly 
defined	and	differentiated

•		The	local	authority	must	effectively	
empower the Council Controlled 
Organisation	to	fulfil	their	statutory,	
regulatory or contractual obligations

•		The	structure	of	the	Council	
Controlled Organisation should be 
clearly thought through prior to 
establishment.		Matters	to	do	with	
the	efficiency	and	effectiveness	of	
the	model	(for	example,	taxation	
effectiveness)	should	be	addressed	
prior to establishment

•		Local	authority	will	maintain	
effective oversight or monitoring 
of performance and delivery of 
services and outputs against 
expectations set

•		It	would	be	expected	that	the	
local authority would minimise the 
nature and extent of duplication 
of activities or unnecessary 
management direction in the day-
to-day operations of the Council 
Controlled Organisation 

•		Development	of	an	efficient	
and effective accountability and 
performance monitoring framework

•		Expectations	of	financial	
performance and return are clearly 
set out

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
must	be	sufficiently	empowered	
to deliver on the expectations and 
directions provided to it by the local 
authority

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations	
are accountable back to the local 
authority for the effective and 
efficient	delivery	of	activities	and	
services

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
must prepare and complete 
accountability	documents	(such	
as	annual	reports)	and	would	be	
expected to be part of the broader 
planning and accountability 
framework for local government 
(such	as	annual	planning	processes)

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
should expect to be held publicly 
accountable, directly or indirectly, 
for its performance, for the use of 
public funding or for the effective 
stewardship and management of 
public assets

Maintaining	
Transparency

•		Local	authorities	should	ensure	
that the accountability and funding 
arrangements with the Council 
Controlled Organisation  are 
sufficiently	transparent	to	enhance	
public	confidence	of	the	governance	
model

•		Local	authority	will	generally	set	out	
the structure and form of reporting 
and monitoring.  Generally, this will 
be consistent with the structure of 
the local authority’s annual plan or 
long term plan

•		There	should	be	effective,	open	
and transparent processes for 
setting direction and monitoring 
Council Controlled Organisation 
performance

•		Prima	facie,	Council	Controlled	
Organisations  would be expected 
to plan, perform and manage their 
activities in a transparent manner 
that enhances public accountability 
and	confidence

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
would carefully manage matters 
of commercial sensitivity of 
information and activities in an 
appropriate manner that still 
demonstrates a clear understanding 
of the principle of public 
accountability

•		Accountability	for	public	funding	
encompasses an obligation of a high 
level	of	transparency	in	financial	
accountability
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Effective 
Governance 
Principle

Respective role, responsibility 
and obligation of the local 
authority

Respective role, responsibility 
and obligation of the Council 
Controlled Organisation

Confidence	and	
Trust

•		An	effective	governance	relationship	
should be based on a culture of 
confidence	and	cooperation		

•		The	local	authority	must	have	
the	confidence	and	trust	in	the	
Council Controlled Organisation 
and those charged with governance 
or management to enable a 
relationship to operate effectively 
on an arm’s-length basis

•		The	local	authority	should	
appointment those directors, 
trustees or similar in which it will 
have	the	confidence	can	deliver	on	
or meet their expectations

•		Council	Controlled	Organisations		
should appreciate and accept the 
responsibility that goes with the 
assignment of accountability from 
the local authority

•		All	dealings	with	the	local	authority	
should be undertaken on a ‘no 
surprises’ basis where the Council 
Controlled Organisation keeps the 
local authority regularly informed of 
key issues or matters that the local 
authority may have an interest in

•		Clear	transparency	and	
accountability for performance will 
assist in the local authority having 
confidence	in	management’s	ability	
to meet the expectations set by the 
local authority

Service	level	
support and 
Cooperation

•		It	is	accepted	that	for	certain	
activities or services the Council 
Controlled Organisation  and/or 
the local authority may rely on 
each other respectively for various 
support or assistance

•		The	local	authority	should	clearly	
set out which services or support it 
will provide and the level of service 
that can be expected

•		The	local	authority	should	ensure	
that there is clear separation 
of responsibilities to avoid any 
duplication of cost or effort, 
that	there	are	clearly	defined	
accountabilities and to avoid any 
confusion or relationship issues that 
may arise from any lack of clarity or 
uncertainty

•		Council	Controlled	Organisation		
should agree and clarify nature 
and extent of service support from 
the	local	authority	(such	as	shared	
service	arrangement	for	finance	or	
Human	Resource	system	support)

•		Council	Controlled	Organisation		
should avoid any duplication of 
effort or resourcing that competes 
with the service support provided 
by the local authority

•		Performance	issues	should	be	
proactively	identified,	followed	up	
and dealt with directly with the local 
authority in a timely manner

The Panel’s recommendations

796.	  Recognising the complexity of the issues around Council Controlled Organisations and 
similar arm’s-length entities, the Panel’s approach has been to take a principled view on 
their use within the proposed integrated two tier model.

797.	  Our recommendation is that the decision on what functions and activities should be 
governed through a Council Controlled Organisation be determined through the transition 
process towards a new Greater Wellington Council.

798.	  To assist in this, the Panel recommends using the following framework. The framework 
will enable the proposed Greater Wellington Council to determine whether a separate 
arm’s-length governance model may be appropriate, the key elements to be considered in 
determining the most appropriate form of governance and those principles that underpin 
an effective governance model and enhance the relationship between a local authority and 
a Council Controlled Organisation.  
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Table 13-5: Proposed Framework for the Establishment of Separate Arm’s-Length Council 
Controlled Organisation Governance Models

Broad	Context	for	Effective	Governance	and	Accountability

Clarity of governance roles and responsibilities – effective, open and transparent processes – separation of regulatory and non-
regulatory roles – good employer obligations – effective relationship management

Strategic Considerations for the Establishment of Arms-Length Council Controlled Organisation Governance Models

1. Assessing	or	evaluating	strategic	fit:	
To maximise returns and long-term commercial value

To advance strategic policy outcomes
To	enhance	the	efficient	delivery	of	services	and	activities

To promote joint ownership

Strategic Considerations for the Establishment of Arm’s-Length Council Controlled Organisation Governance Models

2. Consideration of the nature and type of service or activity

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Strong	strategic/public	interest 			Mixed	objectives			 Service	delivery/customer	
focus

Regulatory/Statutory	Function    Non commercial   Commercial

Regulatory	function	required	by	
statute

Activities	key	to	success	of	long	
term plan or longer term outcomes

Council grant funding
Access	to	external	funding	
(such	as	sponsorship)

Policy direction made by council 
Seeking	most	effective	and	
efficient	delivery	mechanism

Council funder/purchaser

Profit/growth	motive
Generates own funding

Local authority ‘In-house’ 
delivery

Consider Potential for Arm’s-Length Entity Structure

Consideration	of	Organisational	/	Governance	Design	Focus

Principle of Criteria Local Authority 
Inhouse

Council	Controlled	Organisation		/	
Arm’s-Length entity

Expectations of commercial return Lower Higher

Level	of	individual	focus	required Lower Higher

Regional co-operation and/or shared services Lower Higher

Ability	to	access	external	funding	(eg	sponsorships	and	
donations)

Lower Higher

Drive	for	efficiency	and	economies	of	scale Lower Higher

Opportunities for community engagement and participation Lower Higher

Longer term certainty of service provision Lower Higher

Access	to	resources	and	specialist	expertise Lower Higher

Specialist	and	independent	governance Lower Higher

Use	of	commercial	pricing	models,	governance	and	oversight Lower Higher

Political intervention or involvement in decision making Higher Lower

Management/ring-fencing	of	risk Lower Higher

Monitoring	and	reporting Lower Higher

Determining Structure, Form of Governance and Control

1. Consideration of Council Organisation/Council Controlled Organisation/ Council Controlled Trading Organisation Governance 
Model	

2.	Determination	of	appropriate	legal	and	structural	form	–	company,	trust,	joint	venture	arrangement

Principles for Maintaining Effective Governance Relationships between Local Authorities and Arm’s-Length Entities

Strategic	direction	and	leadership	–	public	service	focus	and	ethos	–	alignment	and	accountability	–	maintaining	transparency	–	
confidence	and	trust	–	service-level	support	and	cooperation
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Table 14-1: Resource management functionaries in Wellington

Functionary type Councils or body Roles and duties in Wellington 

Ministers	of	the	
Crown

Minister	for	the	
Environment

National policy statements and national 
environmental standards
Monitoring	the	effectiveness	of	the	Resource	
Management	Act,	including	local	authority	
performance
Call-in of applications
Directing	regional	or	territorial	councils	to	prepare	
plan changes

Minister	of	
Conservation

New	Zealand	coastal	policy	statement
Approval	of	regional	coastal	plans

Crown Entity Environmental 
Protection	Authority

Facilitates the decision making process for 
proposals	of	national	significance	under	the	
Resource	Management	Act

Regional Council Wellington Regional 
Council	(Greater	
Wellington Regional 
Council)

Integrated	management	of	the	natural	and	physical	
resources of the region
Developing	objectives	and	policies	but	not	rules	for	
use, development and protection of land of regional 
significance
Primary regulatory authority for 
Soil	conservation
Water
Natural hazards
Coastal marine area
Contaminated land
Discharges	to	the	environment
Hazardous	substances
Air	quality
Preparation of regional policy statement and 
regional plans
Resource consent processing for activities 
associated with water, coastal marine area, 
discharges, soil conservation
Inspection,	compliance	and	enforcement
Monitoring	and	review

Territorial authority Wellington City 
Council 
Hutt	City	Council	
Upper	Hutt	City	
Council 
Porirua City Council 
Kapiti	Coast	District	
Council 
South	Wairarapa	
District	Council	
Carterton	District	
Council 
Masterton	District	
Council 

Integrated	management	of	the	effects	of	the	use,	
development and protection of land
Control of the use of land
Control of subdivisions
Noise
Preparation of district plan
Resource consent processing for land use and 
subdivision activities
Inspection,	compliance	and	enforcement
Monitoring	and	review

14.	 	Appendices	
Appendix	One	-	Information	Supporting	the	
Planning Chapter
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Functionary type Councils or body Roles and duties in Wellington 

Other	requiring	
authorities

There are many 
organisations 
with Resource 
Management	Act	
designation powers 
including water 
companies, transport 
organisations, 
electricity and 
telecommunication 
companies 

Lodgement	of	notices	of	requirement	and	decisions	
on proposed capital works

NB:	Table	adapted	from	a	table	in	a	report	prepared	for	the	Royal	Commission	on	Auckland	
Governance	by	Hill	Young	Cooper	Ltd	(2008)	entitled The Resource Management System in 
Auckland: A situational Analysis for the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance.  

Figure 14-1: Hierarchy of Plans under the Resource Management Act

Resource	Management	Act

National Policy 
Statements	and	National	
Environmental	Standards

Regional Policy 
Statements

Regional Plans District	Plans
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Table 14-2: Status of Resource Management Act plans in the Wellington region

Local 
authority

Resource 
Management 
Act Plan 
(date 
notified)

Plan changes
(including 
private plan 
changes)

10-year 
review 
date for 
provisions 
not 
previously 
amended

Status of review

Greater 
Wellington 
Regional 
Council 

Proposed 
Regional Policy 
Statement	
(decisions	
released 22 
May	2010)

n/a n/a RPS	is	under	appeal.		All	appeals	
resolved,	but	awaiting	finalisation	
of consent order process. 
Operative	date	is	imminent	(late	
2012	or	early	2013)		

Regional 
Freshwater 
Plan	(17	
December	
1999)

n/a December	
2009

Plan review process began in 
2010. 
Decision	made	to	combine	all	
regionals plans into one plan.
GWRC anticipates releasing a 
draft	regional	plan	in	June	2013,	
containing region wide provisions.  
Expect	a	notified	plan	to	follow	
which may include an additional 
tier	of	provisions	(based	on	five	
identified	catchments)		

Regional 
Air	Quality	
Management	
Plan	(8	May	
2000)

n/a May	2010

Regional 
Coastal Plan 
(19	June	
2000)

n/a June	2010

Regional Plan 
for	Discharges	
to	Land	(17	
December	
1999)

n/a December	
2009

Regional 
Soil	Plan	(9	
October	2000)

n/a October 2010

Wellington Wellington City 
District	Plan	
(27	July	2000)

74	plan	
changes
9 variations

July	2010 Council began a rolling review 
process in 2006, which involved 
“whole of chapter” plan changes.  
The Council remains committed to 
the rolling review programme  

Hutt	City Hutt	City	Plan	
(18	March	
2004)

30 plan 
changes

March	2014 Active	rolling	review	programme.		
All	chapters	expected	to	be	
completed by 2014/2015.  
Currently preparing an urban 
growth strategy, expected to be 
consulted on in 2013 

Upper	
Hutt

Upper	Hutt	
City	Plan	(1	
September	
2004)

30 plan 
changes

September	
2014

Have	commenced	a	rolling	review	
process, addressing the plan 
section by section.  
Have	begun	a	review	of	utilities	
chapter	in	tandem	with	Hutt	City	
Council with goal of having the 
same utility provisions in both 
plans 
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Local 
authority

Resource 
Management 
Act Plan 
(date 
notified)

Plan changes
(including 
private plan 
changes)

10-year 
review 
date for 
provisions 
not 
previously 
amended

Status of review

Porirua Porirua City 
District	Plan	
(1	November	
1999)

15 plan 
changes

November 
2009

Commenced a rolling review 
programme.		Anticipate	having	
hearings	held	for	final	plan	
changes in 2016 
Council actively exploring 
opportunities for collaborative 
work on planning issues with 
other councils.  This may result in 
some work being done on hazards 
planning initially 

Kapiti Kapiti Coast 
District	Plan	
(30	July	1999)

83 plan 
changes

July	2009	 District	Plan	review	programme	
almost complete.  
Anticipated	notification	date	for	
proposed plan is November 2012 

South	
Wairarapa

Wairarapa 
Combined 
District	Plan	
(25	May	2011)

4 plan changes May	2021 Second	generation	plan	still	new		
Councils are actively monitoring 
the Plan and preparing plan 
changes	as	required.		
Councils currently working 
together to combine bylaws 

Carterton

Masterton

Table 14-3: Iwi Management Plans in the Wellington region

Iwi Management Plan General Description

Nga	Tikanga	Whakahaere	mo	Te	Tai	Ao	o	Poneke	–	
Takiwa	Policy	statement	for	the	Wellington	Harbour	
and	Environs	(2005)

Covers a broad range of topics including fresh air, 
fresh water, soil and mineral resources, sacred 
reserves, marine resources, land and inland 
waterways resources 

Ngati Kahunungu ki Wairarapa Environmental Policy 
Statement	(2000)

Covers a broad range of topics including water 
quality,	rivers	and	river	resources,	land,	flora	and	
fauna, coastal environments, heritage

Ngati	Raukawa	Otaki	River	and	Catchment	Iwi	
Management	Plan	(2000)

Targeted catchment management plan for the 
Otaki River  

Greater Otaki Community Freshwater Vision Provides management regime for all of the 
freshwater resources in the Otaki area  

Policy	Statements	Manual	for	Kapakapanui	te	
Runanga	o	Ati	Awa	ki	Whakarongotai	Inc.	(2000)

This version principally included provisions on 
disposal	and	treatment	of	effluent,	stormwater	and	
runoff, heritage management and protection, and 
representation.		It	also	identified	further	policy	that	
would be developed
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Table 14-4: Number of resource consent applications processed.  Source: Ministry for the 
Environment Resource Management Act Survey of Local Authorities 2011

Group Local authority 2001/2002 2003/2004 2005/2006 2007/2008 2010/2011

Group 1 Carterton District Council 49 66 74 106 47

Central	Hawke’s	Bay	District	
Council

124 150 177 150 80

Clutha	District	Council 75 108 121 133 71

Gore	District	Council 83 79 48 75 51

Grey	District	Council 61 105 144 161 95

Hurunui	District	Council 143 256 220 258 109

Kaikoura	District	Council 104 103 97 87 69

Kawerau	District	Council 8 11 17 18 5

Mackenzie	District	Council 43 113 98 97 58

Masterton District Council 140 196 176 234 77

Opotiki	District	Council 40 49 62 75 35

Otorohanga	District	Council 54 87 115 92 85

Rangitikei	District	Council 96 66 89 Not provided 45

Ruapehu	District	Council 69 121 133 171 103

South	Waikato	District	Council 97 90 107 112 56

Stratford	District	Council 36 52 92 93 50

Tararua	District	Council 59 64 92 107 34

Waimate	District	Council 47 56 51 70 46

Wairoa	District	Council 38 44 41 62 38

Waitomo	District	Council 51 66 87 62 28
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Group Local authority 2001/2002 2003/2004 2005/2006 2007/2008 2010/2011

Group 2 Ashburton	District	Council 177 216 231 310 183

Buller	District	Council 86 88 150 130 117

Central	Otago	District	Council 206 424 454 519 300

Hauraki	District	Council 126 134 212 185 121

Horowhenua	District	Council 186 239 298 332 123

Invercargill	City	Council 232 244 233 345 192

Kaipara	District	Council 190 251 226 271 126

Kapiti Coast District Council 298 323 379 317 225

Manawatu	District	Council 147 270 315 294 189

Matamata–Piako	District	
Council

214 184 225 281 193

Napier City Council 310 354 351 339 222

Porirua City Council 358 305 372 331 258

Selwyn	District	Council 529 591 496 494 295

South	Taranaki	District	Council 164 195 268 272 151

South Wairarapa District 
Council

170 191 136 238 114

Southland	District	Council 246 253 233 395 280

Taupo	District	Council 511 659 419 399 191

Timaru	District	Council 286 276 Not provided 368 242

Upper Hutt City Council 200 241 248 291 176

Waimakariri	District	Council 402 790 608 596 201

Waitaki	District	Council 116 169 144 157 121

Wanganui	District	Council 215 195 280 249 155

Western	Bay	of	Plenty	District	
Council

414 655 541 431 271

Westland	District	Council 93 148 155 183 123

Whakatane	District	Council 229 313 311 287 122

Whangarei	District	Council 747 570 471 487 287

Group 3 Far	North	District	Council 763 827 815 609 350

Hamilton	City	Council 588 782 795 669 354

Hastings	District	Council 466 569 523 632 331

Hutt City Council 622 641 551 597 411

New	Plymouth	District	Council 414 600 624 532 564

Palmerston North City Council 447 641 489 344 371

Rotorua	District	Council 536 530 664 564 334

Tauranga City Council 526 607 450 677 417

Thames–Coromandel	District	
Council

565 602 565 562 349

Waikato	District	Council 472 577 517 721 460

Waipa	District	Council 484 645 554 603 421

Group 4 Dunedin	City	Council 780 1,073 879 1,010 674

Christchurch City Council 2,489 2,721 2,520 2,535 1,201

Queenstown–Lakes	District	
Council

964 1,029 1,095 1,246 910

Wellington City Council 1,323 1,423 1,200 1,051 867
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Group Local authority 2001/2002 2003/2004 2005/2006 2007/2008 2010/2011

Regional 
councils

Bay	of	Plenty	Regional	Council 732 1,022 1,115 1,200 1,088

Environment Canterbury 
Regional Council

2,390 2,420 3,381 3,373 1,726

Environment	Southland 731 621 749 868 841

Greater Wellington 
Regional Council

691 748 697 703 591

Hawke’s	Bay	Regional	Council 811 629 825 671 945

Horizons	Regional	Council 450 284 300 334 519

Northland Regional Council 931 1,076 867 904 1,284

Otago Regional Council 675 784 819 734 492

Taranaki Regional Council 478 568 433 401 376

Waikato Regional Council 1,192 1,091 1,384 1,216 987

West Coast Regional Council 1,520 554 493 662 540

Unitary	
authorities

Auckland	Council 14,356 16,920 14,688 13,808 9,715

Chatham	Islands	Council 2 5 2 4 9

Gisborne	District	Council 576 676 554 525 409

Marlborough	District	Council 2,037 1,955 1,939 1,934 1,100

Nelson City Council 408 507 572 472 445

Tasman	District	Council 1,187 1,165 912 1,135 913

Note: Auckland Council data for the past four surveys are the total number of consents processed by the eight former councils in the 
Auckland region.
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Table 14-5: Percentage of resource consent applications processed on time and use of 
Section 37.  Source:  Ministry for the Environment Resource Management Act Survey of Local 
Authorities 2011

Group Local authority 2005/06 2007/08 2010/11 Use of s37 
(2010/11)

% on time % on time % on time % of total 
consents 
processed

Group 1 Carterton District Council 88 42 100 4%

Central	Hawke’s	Bay	District	
Council

83 79 100 6%

Clutha	District	Council 69 75 100 0%

Gore	District	Council 69 81 98 4%

Grey	District	Council 53 69 97 7%

Hurunui	District	Council 94 83 98 3%

Kaikoura	District	Council 49 75 96 7%

Kawerau	District	Council 88 72 100 0%

Mackenzie	District	Council 97 76 88 14%

Masterton District Council 91 71 99 3%

Opotiki	District	Council 77 89 97 6%

Otorohanga	District	Council 99 78 99 5%

Rangitikei	District	Council 93 Not provided 100 0%

Ruapehu	District	Council 44 80 98 3%

South	Waikato	District	
Council

53 56 98 0%

Stratford	District	Council 100 100 100 0%

Tararua	District	Council 90 93 91 0%

Waimate	District	Council 80 41 78 2%

Wairoa	District	Council 73 77 100 3%

Waitomo	District	Council 97 95 100 0%
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Group Local authority 2005/06 2007/08 2010/11 Use of s37 
(2010/11)

% on time % on time % on time % of total 
consents 
processed

Group 2 Ashburton	District	Council 90 70 98 3%

Buller	District	Council 69 100 100 12%

Central	Otago	District	
Council

90 72 98 5%

Hauraki	District	Council 79 68 99 15%

Horowhenua	District	Council 61 60 98 5%

Invercargill	City	Council 91 81 99 15%

Kaipara	District	Council 23 79 93 72%

Kapiti Coast District 
Council

75 99 93 4%

Manawatu	District	Council 100 97 94 1%

Matamata–Piako	District	
Council

96 99 96 8%

Napier City Council 81 88 93 0%

Porirua City Council 100 82 99 3%

Selwyn	District	Council 48 62 99 2%

South	Taranaki	District	
Council

81 94 100 1%

South Wairarapa District 
Council

56 90 92 0%

Southland	District	Council 65 53 95 12%

Taupo	District	Council 85 92 100 5%

Timaru	District	Council Not provided 54 100 2%

Territorial 
authorities 
group 2

Upper Hutt City Council 91 76 97 6%

Waimakariri	District	Council 63 82 74 4%

Waitaki	District	Council 72 99 98 5%

Wanganui	District	Council 84 69 99 17%

Western	Bay	of	Plenty	
District	Council

91 99 100 5%

Westland	District	Council 55 30 99 12%

Whakatane	District	Council 89 45 90 7%

Whangarei	District	Council 56 66 91 17%

Territorial 
authorities 
group 3

Far	North	District	Council 51 37 95 3%

Hamilton	City	Council 97 99 94 6%

Hastings	District	Council 71 81 95 2%

Hutt City Council 88 83 99 2%

New	Plymouth	District	
Council

89 94 98 9%

Palmerston North City 
Council

93 93 77 1%

Rotorua	District	Council 80 95 98 3%

Tauranga City Council 56 82 98 9%

Thames–Coromandel	District	
Council

76 78 98 13%

Waikato	District	Council 83 65 96 16%

Waipa	District	Council 97 98 96 7%
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Group Local authority 2005/06 2007/08 2010/11 Use of s37 
(2010/11)

% on time % on time % on time % of total 
consents 
processed

Territorial 
authorities 
group 4

Christchurch City Council 88 67 90 10%

Dunedin	City	Council 97 57 99 5%

Queenstown–Lakes	District	
Council

62 76 96 0%

Wellington City Council 81 73 99 9%

Regional 
councils

Bay	of	Plenty	Regional	
Council

95 74 100 27%

Environment Canterbury 
Regional Council

72 29 92 27%

Environment	Southland 68 74 92 8%

Greater Wellington 
Regional Council

97 99 99 18%

Hawke’s	Bay	Regional	
Council

100 96 98 15%

Horizons	Regional	Council 100 74 98 42%

Northland Regional Council 98 99 99 46%

Otago Regional Council 81 67 99 23%

Taranaki Regional Council 100 100 100 28%

Waikato Regional Council 84 81 90 40%

West Coast Regional Council 87 93 98 14%

Unitary	
authorities

Auckland	Council 92 9%

Chatham	Islands	Council 100 100 100 0%

Gisborne	District	Council 68 50 96 13%

Marlborough	District	Council 56 53 95 6%

Nelson City Council 41 57 89 19%

Tasman	District	Council 67 90 99 32%
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Table 14-6: Number of resource consents processed by councils in the Wellington region
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Table 14-7: Percentage of consents processed on time, by council

Percentage of consents processed on time

Source: MfE
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Table 14-8: Use of s37 to extend timeframes as a percentage of total consents processed by 
council

Use of s37 to extend timeframes as a percentage of
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223			 Fees	information	sourced	from	Schedule	of	fees	listed	on	council	websites.	Non-notified	consents	selected	for	comparison	as	the	level	of	
work	required	in	this	type	of	consent	is	similar	across	all	councils.	

224		 Funding	information	sourced	from	each	council’s	Revenue	and	Financing	Policy	(required	as	part	of	the	Council’s	Long	Term	Plan).		
Some	councils	split	funding	policy	into	discrete	areas	of	resource	management	activities	(for	example	policy,	consents,	monitoring	and	
enforcement)	while	others	did	not.		

Table 14-9:  Resource consent fees and funding of resource management activities in the 
region

Non-notified	
resource consent 
deposit fees 223

Additional information Ratio of funding 
(general rates 
v	fees/user	
charges)224

Greater 
Wellington 
Regional 
Council

Range from 
$362.50 to 
$2,087.25	
depending on type 
of consent

Planner rate $110/hour Policy development: 
100%	rates
Resource consents: 
up	to	90%	user	
charge, balance from 
rates
Compliance and 
monitoring:	50%	
rates,	50%	user	
charges

Wellington 
City Council

$1,500 Including	9	hours	for	planner,	1.5	
hours	administration.	Additional	
planner time at $150/hour

50%	rates
50%	user	charges

Hutt	City		
Council

$1,200 Including	7	hours	for	planner,	1	hour	
monitoring.	Additional	planner	time	
at $150/hour

40-50%	user	charges

Upper	Hutt	
City Council

$640 Including	6	hours	for	planner,	30	
minutes administration, additional 
planner time at $100/hour

65-90%	rates
10-35%	user	charges

Porirua City 
Council

$1,310 Including	10	hours	for	planner,		
additional planner time at $131/hour

45-60%	rates
40-55%	user	charges

Kapiti Coast 
District	
Council

Range from $513 to 
$968 depending on 
activity status 

Including	5-8	hours	for	planner,		
additional planner time at $131/hour

70%	rates
30%	user	charges

South	
Wairarapa 
District	
Council

Range from $400 
- $1500 depending 
on activity status

n/a  Resource 
management policy: 
95%	rates,	5%	user	
charges
Resource consents: 
95%	user	charges	
and	5%	rates
Appeals:	50/50	split

Masterton	 Range from $400 
- $1500 depending 
on activity status

Additional	planner	time	at	$85/hour Fees set to recover 
20%	of	costs

Carterton $1000 Including	5	hours	for	planner,		
additional planner time at $85/hour

100%	balance	of	
funds from rates 
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Table 14-10: Porirua City Council Village Planning Programme Principles

Village Planning Programme Principles
These are the principles that council applies within the Village Planning Programme.  

Collaboration: 
Communities, council and other parties work in partnership to identify and achieve solutions to 
community issues.  The skills and knowledge that each group brings to this process are valued.  
The process aims to enhance relationships both within and between groups.

Community driven: 
Community members are active participants who identify their vision for their community and 
the ways to achieve it.  They then work to improve their place though collective action and 
collaboration with other groups and organisations.  Village plans are community documents.  
Council provides guidance about the process for developing plans and what they might contain; 
communities determine the content. 

Inclusion: 
Village	plans	reflect	a	broad	consultation	process	within	the	community	with	community	members	
being given a range of opportunities to participate and contribute to village planning.

Flexible	and	community	specific:	
The	programme	recognises	the	unique	characteristics	of	each	community	and	is	structured	to	
allow	for	flexibility	so	that	each	community	can	determine	actions	and	approaches	that	are	
appropriate to them. 

Local control: 
There are many things that communities have always ‘just got on with’.  The programme aims to 
enhance	and	encourage	local	community	action.		It	should	not	inhibit	decision	making	on	issues	
that can be determined at the local level.  

Innovation: 
The programme encourages creative, collaborative and innovative solutions to problems.  Thinking 
‘outside	the	square’	is	valued.

Integrity: 
The Council works in good faith with communities this includes:
Council being transparent about what it can and can’t do within the village planning process.  
Council being up-front in the early stages of planning regarding the on-going implications 
of projects for council and the community, such as maintenance costs, ongoing voluntary 
commitment.

The Council works in good faith with communities this includes:

•	 Council	being	transparent about what it can and can’t do within the village planning 
process  

•	 Council	being	up-front in the early stages of planning regarding the on-going 
implications of projects for council and the community, such as maintenance costs, 
ongoing voluntary commitment



189

Appendix	Two:	Current	Local	Government	
Arrangements	with	Mäori
Masterton District Council 

Masterton	District	Council	has	a	memorandum	of	understanding	with	iwi.		It	also	has	a	Mäori	
Liaison	Task	Force	comprising	five	council	members	and	–six	to	seven	iwi	representatives.	This	
acts	as	an	advisory	group	that	provides	for	communication	between	Masterton	District	Council	
and	local	Mäori.	Each	year	the	task	force	distributes	a	small	amount	of	funding	to	the	wider	Mäori	
community by way of grants. 

South Wairarapa District Council 

South	Wairarapa	District	Council	has	a	Mäori	Standing	Committee	which	has	two	representatives	
from each of the marae in the district, one representative from the two iwi, two councillors and 
the	mayor.	The	Mäori	Standing	Committee	advocates	for	and	represents	the	interests	of	their	
respective marae and iwi, and works with the Planning and Environment Group on resource 
consents.  The committee is chaired by an iwi member. 

Carterton District Council 

Carterton	District	Council	has	a	relationship	with	Hurunui	o	Rangi	marae	but	there	are	no	formal	
governance arrangements in place.  The council works with an advisory committee to plan and 
organise	functions	of	national	significance,	such	as	Waitangi	Day.	

Upper Hutt City Council 

Upper	Hutt	City	Council	has	no	separate	Mäori	standing	committee,	or	Mäori	representation	on	
existing standing committees. 

Hutt City Council 

Hutt	City	Council	has	no	separate	Mäori	standing	committee,	or	Mäori	representation	on	existing	
standing	committees.		It	has	a	memorandum	of	understanding	with	the	Port	Nicholson	Block	
Settlement	Trust,	which	sets	out	engagement	principles	and	processes.

Wellington City Council 

Wellington	City	Council	has	formal	relationships	with	Ngäti	Toa	and	Port	Nicholson	Block	
Settlement	Trust,	as	recognised	mana	whenua	iwi.		Representatives	of	the	trust	and	Te	Runanga	
o	Toa	Rangatira	Incorporated	are	non-voting	members	of	the	council’s	Strategy	and	Policy	
Committee.		The	council	has	previously	had	Mäori	standing	committees	(it	was	the	first	council	in	
the	country	to	establish	such	a	committee	in	1989).	No	standing	committee	currently	exists.	The	
Council	and	Port	Nicholson	Block	Settlement	Trust	have	a	co-management	arrangement	for	Point	
Dorset	–	Te	Oruaiti	Reserve.

Porirua City Council

Porirua	City	Council	has	an	established	relationship	with	Ngati	Toa	(tangata	whenua	of	Porirua)	
both at a governance and management level, with Te Runanga O Toa Rangatira. The Council and 
Te	Runanga	O	Toa	Rangatira	share	a	Charter	of	Understanding	that	sets	out	the	principles	of	the	
relationship between the two organisations, and the mechanisms by which the relationship is 
supported. Te Runanga o Toa Rangatira also assists with ensuring Council's Ngati Toa kaumatua 
support.	The	Council	also	works	with	Ngati	Toa	to	ensure	the	participation	of	other	Maori	in	Council	
decision-making	processes	and	has	working	relationships	with	other	Marae	such	as	Maraeroa	
Marae	in	Waitangirua. 
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Kapiti Coast District Council 

Te	Whakaminenga	o	Käpiti	is	the	primary	partnership	between	the	three	iwi	of	the	region	(Ngäti	
Raukawa,	Whakarongotai,	and	Ngäti	Toa)	and	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council.	There	are	two	per	iwi	
(with	voting	rights),	and	one	councillor	and	the	mayor.	This	is	not	a	standing	committee	of	the	
council.  The committee manages projects and formulates work plans and sets strategic direction:  
water, economic development and the review of the district plan are the most current issues being 
considered.

Greater Wellington Regional Council 

The	Economic	Wellbeing	Committee,	Environmental	Wellbeing	Committee	and	Social	&	Cultural	
Wellbeing Committee each have one appointed member to represent the interest of mana whenua 
iwi of the Wellington region.

The	Regional	Transport	Committee,	in	accordance	with	the	requirements	of	the	Land	Transport	
Management	Act	2003	has	one	person	appointed	to	“represent	cultural	interests”.217 The 
Wellington	Regional	Strategy	Committee	has	one	person	appointed	to	represent	the	interests	of	
Mäori.

The	Te	Upoko	Taiao	Natural	Resource	Management	Committee	has	seven	non-councillor	members,	
each appointed by council for their skills, attributes and knowledge relevant to the work of the 
committee, including their knowledge of the rohe of the relevant iwi authority to which they 
belong.

The	Hutt	Valley	Flood	Management	Subcommittee	has	an	appointed	member	nominated	by	the	
Port	Nicholson	Block	Settlement	Trust.

Appointments	to	the	first	three	committees	listed	above	are	done	through	nominations	
recommended	by	the	Ara	Tahi	inter-iwi	representative	group.	Appointments	to	the	final	two	
committees are done by direct nomination from the relevant iwi authorities.

Ara Tahi

The	Ara	Tahi	inter-iwi	representative	group	is	not	a	committee	of	council.		It	is	a	joint	leadership	
group.	Each	of	the	region’s	six	iwi	authorities	(there	were	formerly	seven,	prior	to	the	
establishment	of	the	Port	Nicholson	Block	Settlement	Trust)	is	represented	on	Ara	Tahi	with	two	
members.		Greater	Wellington	Regional	Council	also	has	two	members	on	Ara	Tahi	(the	Council	
Chair	and	Deputy	Chair).	Each	party	appoints	its	own	representative	on	Ara	Tahi.

217	The	Land	Transport	Management	Amendment	Bill	proposes	that	the	mandatory	requirement	to	appoint	objective	and	interests	members	
to the Regional Transport Committee be revoked.
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Appendix	Three	-	Function	Assessment	table	
for	New	Governance	Model	Chapter		
This framework starts with the premise that all local government functions should be delivered 
locally.	It	then	challenges	this	premise	through	a	series	of	criteria	aimed	at	drawing	out	functions	
and activities better delivered in a more consolidated manner. 

All	functions	are	carried	out	at	the	local	level	unless:

•	Network	and	integration – the activity relates to a wider network or is part of an 
integrated	system	where	coordination	with	other	activities	or	agencies	is	required	to	
ensure effective delivery and decision making

•	Wider	affected	community – decision making on the activity at the local level results 
in	costs	or	impacts	on	communities	and	environments	further	afield

•	Scale	and	efficiency	–	the	activity	is	either	large	in	scale	(geographic	and	resources)	
or	a	small	scale	activity	duplicated	across	the	region	that	would	benefit	from	regional	
coordination 

•	Capability	and	expertise	–	the	activity	spans	the	region	or	requires	specialist	
expertise not able to be provided at the local level     

Activity Local 
function

Regional 
function

Either or both

Affordable	housing	advocacy X

Air	quality	control	(environmental	and	
health)

X

Animal	control,	impounding,	welfare X

Art	galleries X

Arts	and	culture X

Asset	and	liability	management X

Regional holdings X

Beach	control X

Beautification X

Biosecurity X

Broadband X

Brothels	–	control	of	location	and	signage X

Building	consents	processing,	advice,	and	
compliance

X

Business	support X

By-laws	(wide	variety)	and	enforcement X

Cemeteries X

Citizen and customer contact

Citizenship services X

Civil defence emergency management X

Climate change X

Coastal environment development control X

Coastal planning and management X

Community centres, halls, and facilities X



192

Activity Local 
function

Regional 
function

Either or both

Community development, partnerships, 
services, and support

X

Community grants and levies X

Community notice boards X

Community planning X

Corporate services X

Council controlled organisations X

Council owned housing X

Crematorium X

Crime prevention X

Cultural heritage conservation X

Democracy	services X

District	planning X	(policy) X	(consents	and	
compliance)

District	promotion X

Dog	control X

Economic development X

Education and employment advocacy X

Entertainment and cultural venues X

Environmental health control X

Environmental monitoring X

Events promotion X

Farming in parks X

Film facilitation X

Fire protection X

Flood protection X

Food premises licensing X

Forests X

Gambling and gaming machine policy X

Gardens X

Graffiti	control	and	removal X

Grants X

Harbourmaster X

Hazard	register X

Hazardous	substances	controls X

Hazards	management X

Health	–	advocacy	and	programmes X

Holiday	parks X

Land development X

Land drainage X

Land	information	memoranda	(LIMs) X

Land management X
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Activity Local 
function

Regional 
function

Either or both

Land use planning X

Landfills X

Libraries X	(operation) X	(strategic	and	
funding)

X

Liquor	licensing X

Mäori	relations X

Marina	operations X

Migrant	settlement	facilitation X

Museums X	(operation) X	(strategic	and	
funding)

X

Natural heritage conservation X

Noise control X

Parking control X

Parking places X

Parks and reserves X

Passenger transport policy and facilities X

Pensioner housing X

Planning X

Playgrounds X

Pollution response X

Pounds X

Property	information	memoranda	(PIMs) X

Property management X

Public information X

Public transport planning X

Quarries X

Rating X

Recreation and sport programmes X

Recreation centres X

Recycling X

Refuse transfer stations X

Regional and district leadership X

Regional growth planning X

Regional parks X

Regional planning X

Regional social development strategy X

Resource consents processing and 
monitoring

X

Revenue collection and management X

Road asset management X

Road construction X

Road maintenance X
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Activity Local 
function

Regional 
function

Either or both

Road safety X

Safety in public places X

Shareholdings	and	investments X

Sister	city	programmes X

Sports	grounds	and	venues X

Stormwater	management X

Street	furniture	and	trees X

Swimming	pools X

Toilets – public X

Tourist facilities and information X

Town centre and business precincts 
promotion

X

Transport network management X

Transport policy and planning X

Treasury and debt management X

Urban	and	rural	design X

Vehicle testing station X

Visitor services X

Walking and cycling strategy X

Walkways X

War memorials X

Waste management X

Wastewater X

Water	quality	monitoring X

Water supply X

Wharf management X

Zoo X

Port X
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Appendix	Four	–	Summary	of	Wellington	
Region Council Controlled Organisations

Table 14-11: Summary of Wellington Region Council Controlled Organisations218

CCOs by Local 
Authority*

Purpose Form Governance/
ownership

Scale** Receives local 
operational 
funding?

Wellington City Council 

Wellington	Zoo	
Trust,
Established 2003

Manages	the	
assets and 
operations of 
Wellington	Zoo

Trust All	trustees	
appointed by 
Wellington City 
Council	(includes	
one	councillor)

Small Yes, Wellington 
City Council 
is funder 
(operational	
grants)	and	minor	
purchaser	(of	
services)

Capacity	(Capacity	
Infrastructure	
Services	Limited)
Established 2003

Manages	the	
provision of 
water services 
(water	supply,	
stormwater and 
wastewater)	to		
residents and 
businesses 

Company -
 Council 
Controlled Trading 
Organisation

WCC	and	Hutt	
City Council have 
equal	voting	rights	
in this Council 
Controlled Trading 
Organisation, and 
between them 
appoint all of the 
board	(made	up	
of two councillors 
(one	from	each	
council)	and	four	
independent 
directors)	
Wellington City 
Council	owns	63%	
of the shares, and 
Hutt	City	Council	
37%		
Each council 
continues to own 
its respective 
assets and 
determines the 
standard of 
services 

Small Revenue is 
received from 
councils for 
contracted 
services 
(Wellington	City,	
Hutt	City	and	
Upper	Hutt	City	
councils)

Basin	Reserve	
Trust
Established 2005

Manages	and	
operates	the	Basin	
Reserve

Trust The Trust was 
jointly established 
with Cricket 
Wellington. There 
are four trustees, 
of whom two are 
appointed by 
Wellington City 
Council	(including	
one	councillor)	
and two by 
Cricket Wellington

Small Yes, Wellington 
City Council 
is funder 
(operational	
grants)	

Positively 
Wellington 
Tourism 
(Partnership	
Wellington	Trust)
Established	1997

Markets	
Wellington as a 
visitor destination 
nationally and 
internationally

Trust All	trustees	
appointed by 
Wellington City 
Council	(includes	
one	councillor)

Medium	(based	on	
revenue)

Yes, Wellington 
City Council 
is funder 
(operational	
grants)	and	minor	
purchaser	(of	
services)

*						Some	local	authorities	in	the	region	also	own	shares	in	the	Local	Government	Funding	Agency	(LGFA),	a	CCO	which	was	established	
in	2011	to	facilitate	the	efficient	and	cost	effective	raising	of	debt	funding	for	local	authorities.	This	is	excluded	from	the	analysis.

**  Key to scale: 
						Small	–	total	assets	<	$10m;	total	revenue	<$10m
						Medium	–	total	assets	$10m	to	$100m;	total	revenue	$10m	to	$20m
      Large – total assets > $100m; total revenue >$20m

218	 	Information	in	respect	of	CCOs	controlled	or	managed	by	local	authorities	has	been	sourced	from	the	30	June	2012	or	30	June	2011	
Annual	Reports	of	each	local	authority.		Excludes	local	authority	joint	venture	arrangements.



196

CCOs by Local 
Authority*

Purpose Form Governance/
ownership

Scale** Receives local 
operational 
funding?

Positively 
Wellington Venues 
(Wellington	
Venues	Limited)
Established 2011

Wellington Venues 
Limited began 
trading on 1 
February 2011, 
merging the 
operations of the 
St	James	Theatre	
Charitable Trust 
and the Wellington 
Convention Centre

Company - 
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

Wellington City 
Council is the 
100%	shareholder	
Directors	
appointed by the 
council	(includes	
two	councillors)

Medium	(based	on	
revenue)

Yes, Wellington 
City Council  is 
purchaser	(of	
services)	

Wellington 
Museums	Trust
Established 1995

Promotes and 
manages the 
City Gallery 
Wellington, 
the	Museum	
of Wellington 
City	&	Sea,	the	
Colonial Cottage 
Museum,	Carter	
Observatory, 
Capital E, the 
Wellington Cable 
Car	Museum,	and	
the	New	Zealand	
Cricket	Museum

Trust All	trustees	
appointed by 
Wellington City 
Council	(includes	
one	Councillor)

Medium	(based	on	
revenue)

Yes, Wellington 
City Council  
is funder 
(operational	
grants)	and	minor	
purchaser	(of	
services)

Wellington 
Waterfront Limited
Established	1987

Implements	
the Waterfront 
Development	
Project 

Company - 
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

Wellington City 
Council	is	100%	
shareholder 
and appoints all 
directors	(includes	
one	Councillor)

Large	(based	on	
assets)

Yes, management 
fee paid by 
Wellington City 
Council

Wellington Cable 
Car Limited
Established 1991

Maintains	and	
operates the cable 
car and trolley bus 
overhead wires

Company - 
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

Wellington is 
100%	shareholder	
and appoints all 
directors

Small Yes, Wellington 
City Council  is 
purchaser	(of	
services)

Hutt City Council***

Seaview	Marina	
Limited
Established 2004

Owns, operates 
and develops the 
marina

Company
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

Hutt	City	Council	
is 100 shareholder 
and appoints all 
directors

Small No operational 
funding – loan 
from	Hutt	City	
Council to 
Seaview	Marina

Urban	Plus	
Limited
–Re-established 
2007

Owns and 
operates a 
portfolio of rental 
housing, develops 
property in
preparation for 
sale or lease and 
manages council 
property and 
building assets

Company
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

Hutt	City	Council	
is 100 shareholder 
and appoints all 
directors

Medium	(based	on	
assets)

Yes,	Hutt	City	
Council is 
purchaser	(of	
services)

***	HCC	also	has	a	subsidiary,	Hutt	Valley	Youth	Health	Trust,	which	has	not	been	consolidated	into	the	financial	statements	of	the	HCC		
Group on the basis that the entity is immaterial.  For the purposes of this analysis, we have noted the existence of the subsidiary but 
have	not	separately	analysed	the	CCO	Structure.
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CCOs by Local 
Authority*

Purpose Form Governance/
ownership

Scale** Receives local 
operational 
funding?

Capacity	(Capacity	
Infrastructure	
Services	Limited)
Established 2003

Manages	the	
provision of 
water services 
(water	supply,	
stormwater and 
wastewater)	to	
the residents and 
businesses in the 
areas served by 
Wellington City 
Council	and	Hutt	
City Council

Company -
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

Wellington City 
Council	and	Hutt	
City Council have 
equal	voting	rights	
in this Council 
Controlled Trading 
Organisation, and 
between them 
appoint all of the 
Board	(made	up	
of two councillors 
(one	from	each	
council)	and	four	
independent 
directors).	
Wellington City 
Council	owns	63%	
of the shares, and 
Hutt	City	Council	
37%.	
Each council 
continues to own 
its respective 
water, stormwater 
and waste water 
assets and 
determines the 
level and standard 
of services to be 
provided to its 
customers and 
ratepayers

Small Revenue is 
received from 
councils for 
contracted 
services 
(Wellington	City	
Council,	Hutt	City	
Council	and	Upper	
Hutt	City	Council)

Upper Hutt City Council 

Expressions	Arts	
and Entertainment 
Centre Trust
Established 2003

Manages	the	
Expressions	Arts	
and Entertainment 
Centre

Trust All	trustees	
appointed by the 
council

Small Upper	Hutt	City	
Council is funder 
(operational	
grant)

Greater Wellington Regional Council 

WRC	Holdings	
Limited
Established	1987

Investment	
holding company

Company
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

100%	owned	
by Greater 
Wellington 
Regional Council 
(appoint	all	
directors, 
including 4 
councillors)

Large Greater Wellington 
Regional Council 
is purchaser 
(of	services)	or	
shareholder /
owner. No 
separate funding 
required

Greater Wellington 
Transport Limited
Established 2006

Purpose is to hold 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council's 
interest in 
transport
infrastructure 
assets other than 
rail rolling stock 
and the trolley 
bus overhead 
network

Dormant	
Company -
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

100%	owned	by	
WRC	Holdings	
Limited(appoint	
all directors, 
including 4 
councillors)

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

Entity being 
deregistered – no 
separate funding 
required

Greater Wellington 
Infrastructure	
Limited
Established 2006

Purpose is to hold 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council's 
interest in the 
trolley
bus overhead 
network

Dormant	
Company

100%	owned	by	
WRC	Holdings	
Limited	(appoint	
all directors, 
including 4 
councillors)

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

Entity being 
deregistered – no 
separate funding 
required
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CCOs by Local 
Authority*

Purpose Form Governance/
ownership

Scale** Receives local 
operational 
funding?

Greater Wellington 
Rail Limited
Established 2006

Owns investments 
in metro rail 
assets

Company 
- Council 
Controlled Trading 
Organisation

100%	owned	by	
WRC	Holdings	
Limited	(appoint	
all directors, 
including 4 
councillors)

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

Receives 
operational 
grants for rolling 
stock and station 
maintenance

Receives capital 
grants for rolling 
stock and station 
purchase and 
upgrades

Pringle	House	
Limited
Established 1985

Owns and 
operates the 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council 
Centre at 
Wakefield	Street,	
Wellington

Company - 
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

100%	owned	by	
WRC	Holdings	
Limited(appoint	
all directors, 
including 4 
councillors)

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

Port	Investment	
Limited
Established 1991

Investment	
holding company 
-	Owns	76.9%	of	
Centreport. Note 
that Centreport is 
a commercial port 
company which is 
excluded from the 
Council Controlled 
Organisation 
definition	in	the	
Local Government 
Act	2002

Company - 
Council Controlled 
Trading 
Organisation

100%	owned	by	
WRC	Holdings	
Limited	(appoint	
all directors, 
including 4 
councillors)

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

See	WRC	Holdings	
Limited

Grow Wellington 
Limited
Established	2007
 

Acts	as	an	
economic 
development 
agency to 
implement the 
regional strategy

Company 100%	owned	
by Greater 
Wellington 
Regional Council

Small Yes, Greater 
Wellington 
Regional Council 
is funder 
(operational	
grants)

Creative	HQ	
Limited
Established 2009

Acts	as	an	
incubator to 
support growing 
companies

Company 100%	owned	by	
Grow Wellington 
Limited(Grow	
Wellington appoint 
all	directors)

See	Grow	
Wellington Limited

See	Grow	
Wellington Limited

Kapiti Coast District Council 

There	are	no	Council	Controlled	Organisations	within	the	Kapiti	Coast	District	Council	Group	Structure

Porirua City Council 

There	are	no	Council	Controlled	Organisations	within	the	Porirua	City	Council	Group	Structure

Masterton District Council 

There	are	no	Council	Controlled	Organisations	within	the	Masterton	District	Council	Group	Structure

South Wairarapa District Council 

There	are	no	Council	Controlled	Organisations	within	the	South	Wairarapa	District	Council	Group	Structure

Carterton District Council 

There	are	no	Council	Controlled	Organisations	within	the	Carterton	District	Council	Group	Structure

In	addition	to	the	Council	Controlled	Organisations	entities	outlined	in	Table	14-11	above,	there	
are	a	number	of	other	significant	(non-	Council	Controlled	Organisations)	entities	in	which	local	
authorities across the Wellington region currently hold an ownership or governance interest.  For 
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completeness, and to ensure that there is a complete overview of the arm’s-length entities in 
which local authorities have an interest in the Panel has set out in the following table those arms-
length	entities	that	are	material	and/or	significant.	

Table�14-12:�Other�significant�(non-�Council�Controlled�Organisations)�arm’s-length�entities�
within the Wellington region

Name Purpose Form Relationship to 
local authority

Scale Receives local 
operational 
funding?

Wellington 
International	
Airport	Limited

Airport	company Company Wellington City 
Council owns 
34%	shareholding	
(remaining	66%	
is owned by New 
Zealand		Airports	
Limited)

Large
(Wellington	City	
Council share 
of	assets	$270	
million)

No

Centreport 
Limited

Port company Port Company
Specifically	
excluded from 
definition	of	
Council Controlled 
Organisations

Greater Wellington 
Regional Council 
owns	76.9%	
shareholding 
through WRC 
Holdings	
Limited and 
Port	Investment	
Limited

Large
Total	assets	$376	
million

No

Wellington 
Regional	Stadium	
Trust

Owns, operates 
and manages the 
Westpac	Stadium	

Trust
Specifically	
excluded from 
Council Controlled 
Organisations 
definition

Established by 
Wellington City 
Council and 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council 
under Wellington 
Regional Council 
(Stadium	
Empowering)	
Act	1996.	All	
trustees are 
jointly appointed 
by Wellington 
City Council and 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council. 
The board 
includes one 
councillor from 
each council

Large 
Assets	$99m
Revenue $19 
million

No
Loans of $15 
million from 
Wellington City 
Council and $25 
million from 
Greater Wellington 
Regional Council

Karori Wildlife 
Sanctuary	Trust

Manages	
Zealandia	native	
wildlife sanctuary

Trust Wellington City 
Council appoints 
three of the seven 
trustees including  
the chair

Medium
Assets	$21	million	
Revenue $3 
million

Small	operational	
grant and interest 
free loan from 
Wellington City 
Council
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Appendix	Five	-	List	of	stakeholders	engaged	
by the Panel
Bryce	Johnson Ian	Barbour

Kerry Prendergast David	Robinson

Roger Tweedy Jim	Quinn

Kate	McNaught Iain	MacLean

Maureen	Gillon Frances Russell

Bill	Day Blair	O'Keeffe

Marion	Blake Sir	Noel	Robinson

Martyn	Pinckard Colin Gibbs

Brent	Slater Richard	Stone	and	Jeremy	Harding

Ray	Henwood Ian	Cassels	and	Grant	Corleison

Vivien Twyford Alick	Shaw

Peter Richardson Linda	Sissons

Euan	Murdoch Professor	Natalie	Jackson

Barry	Houston Councillor	Jenny	Brash

Dame	Margaret	Bazley Paul Cameron 

Peter	Allport Porirua	Mayor	Nick	Leggett

Kapiti	Coast	District	Councillors Horowhenua		District	Council	Mayor	Brendan	
Duffy	and	CEO	David	Ward

Heather	Shotter	and	Richard	Didsbury Bob	Harvey

Derek	Battersby	and	David	Haigh Mark	Ford,	Rob	Fisher	and	David	Hawkins

David	Rankin Angela	Dalton,	Lindsay	Waugh	and	Bruce	Hucker

David	Taipari,	Glen	Tupuhi	and	John	Tamihere Hon	Peter	Salmon

Pukerua	Bay	Residents	Assn	Committee Ian	Shearer

Geoff	Dangerfield Porirua City Councillors

Margaret	Armour Alan	Gray	and	Christine	Stanley

Benjamin	Knight Chair Fran Wilde

David	Ogden Katrina	Shanks	MP

Charles	Chauvel	MP Hon	David	Carter

South	Wairarapa	District	Councillors Carterton	District	Councillors

Masterton	District	Councillors Group	of	Wairarapa	key	stakeholders	-	Shane	
McManaway,	Bob	Francis,	Peter	Munn,	Anders	
Crofoot,	Paul	McGill

Business-led	discusssion	on	local	government	
amalgamation, organised by Porirua Chambers of 
Commerce

Fa'amatuainu Tino Pereira

Vice	Chancellor	Pat	Walsh	and	Deputy	Vice	
Chancellor	Tony	Smith

Wairarapa Governance Review Working Party

Greater Wellington Regional Councillors Auckland	Councillor	Richard	Northey

Roger	Blakeley Grant Taylor

Andrew	McKenzie Laila	Harre

Stephen	Selwood Auckland	Mayor	Len	Brown

Auckland	Deputy	Mayor	Penny	Hulse Paekakariki	Community	Board	Meeting

Chris	Faafoi	MP Nathan	Guy	MP

Hutt	Chamber	of	Commerce Annette	King	MP

Sir	John	Anderson Eugenie	Sage	MP

Gareth	Hughes	MP Jan	Logie	MP

Upper	Hutt	Mayor	Wayne	Guppy Hon	Peter	Dunne
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Lawrence	Yule,	President	LGNZ Wellington	City	Mayor	and	Councillors

Round	Table	Discussion	Hutt	Park Upper	Hutt	City	Councillors

Hutt	Rotary	Club Andrew	McKenzie	CFO	Auckland	Council

Labour Wellington Caucus Kapiti	Mayor	and	Councillors

Stephanie	Gundersen-Reid	CEO	Wairarapa	
Chambers

Tararua	Mayor	and	CE

Round	Table	Discussion	Kilbirnie Wellington Crs Paul Eagle and Leonie Gill

Hui	with	Wairarapa	Iwi Phil O'Reilly

Federation of Wellington Progressive and Residents 
Association

Tawa	Community	Board

Wellington	City	Mayor	Celia	Wade-Brown Local Government Reform Conference

Dr	Chrstine	Cheyne Hutt	City	Mayor	and	Councillors

Wellington Employers Chamber of Commerce 
members

Mayoral	Forum

Wellington	Cr	Andy	Foster Prof	Philippa	Howden	Chapman	and	Associate	
Prof Ralph Chapman

Phil	Gurnsey	New	Zealand	Planning	Institute Newtown public meeting

Wairarapa Chamber of Commerce Wellington Civic Trust

Tawa community meeting Wellington Employers Chamber of Commerce 
breakfast

Horizons	Chair	Bruce	Gordon	and	CE	Michael	
McCartney

Murray	Sherwin

Youth Forum in Porirua Sir	Richard	Taylor

Nigel Taptiklis Future of Wellington and Local Government 
Reform Forum

NZ	Federation	of	Multi-Cultural	Councils	-	Tayo	
Agunlejika,	Sheryn	Elborn	and	Rattan	Prakash

Property Council  Committee

SMART	Governance	Group Panel	Engagement	Advisory	Group:	Roger	
Tweedy,	Moira	Lawler,	David	Robinson,	Benjamin	
Knight,	Marion	Blake,	Margaret	Mayman,	Dave	
Henderson

Panel	Reference	Group:	Chris	Mackenzie,	Matene	
Love,	Dave	Henderson,		Paul	Cameron,	Ian	
Shearer,	Jim	Sherwin

Hutt	City	Deputy	Mayor	David	Bassett

Linda	Meade,	Cobus	Scholtz	and	Stefan	Collins	 Jude	Munro

SCPI-	Governance	Meeting	-	John	Cody,	Margaret	
Maymen,	David	Robinson,	Mike	Sukolski,	Helen	
Bichan,	Margaret	Faulkner,	Maureen	Gillon
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Appendix	Six:	List	of	submitters

1 Barry Houston 118 Jim & Ruth Mansell

2 Aldous MacIvor 119 Pat Hanley

3 Chris Turver 120 Adrienne Staples

4 Max Shierlaw 121 D I Matheson

5 Derek Shepherd 122 Helene Donaldson

6 Dave Johnston 123 Doug Bracewell

7 Perry Cameron 124 Doug Weir

8 Tim Edmonds 125 Warwick Taylor 

9 Pieter  Koedijk 126 Basil Gladwell

10 Laura Newcombe 127 Margaret Aitken

11 David Ambler 128 Shane McManaway

12 Stan Andis 129 Robyn Moore & Julian Meadow

13 Mike Grigg 130 Geoffrey L Mann

14 David Edmonds 131 Judy Whitcombe
15 Angus Gibb 132 Zoe Doole

16 Peter Sullivan 133 John Groombridge

17 Derek Rayner 134 Tony Athfield

18 Peter Allport 135 Derek Wilshire

19 Gary Roberts 136 Nelson Rangi

20 Gail Powell 137 Rosemary Barrington

21 Brent Goodwin 138 Elaine Hampton

22 Allan and Leonie Eastergaard 139 Ralph & Margaret Pannett

23 Rufus Hallam-Eames 140 Karen Apperley

24 Ian Bardsley 141 Marama Broughton & Kathryn Nicholas

25 Alwyn Parry 142 Bruce Carruthers

26 Patrick Waddington 143 Janet Burgess

27 Robin Allen 144 Ian Cassels

28 Ray Stewart 145 Malcolm Sparrow

29 Patrick Murdoch 146 Jeremy Harding

30 Mike Grigg 147 Malcolm Sparrow

31 Keith Johnson 148 Alex	Metcalfe

32 Mike Grigg 149 Robert Tredger

33 Christine Winstanley 150 Bronwyn Kropp

34 Kilian V de Lacy 151 Blair O'Keeffe

35 Mike Grigg 152 Robert Davies

36 Aldous MacIvor 153 Stephanie Gundersen-Reid

37 Judy Lawrence 154 Mike Grigg

38 Trevor Daniell 155 Phil Guernsey

39 Lynne McLellan 156 Peter Gibson

40 Theo Muller 157 Pam Hanna

41 Neil Tonkin 158 Iain MacLean

42 A.R Branson 159 Jill Greathead

43 James Dearsly 160 Lyn Patterson

44 Alan Smith 161 John Tiley
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45 B E F Cribb 162 Michael Wearne

46 Kevin Chamberlain 163 Brian Colegate

47 Jemma Adams 164 Mary Stenton

48 Rex McKay 165 Bernie Harris

49 Roy Hughes 166 Nigel Taptiklis

50 John Robinson 167 Helene Donaldson

51 Trevor Wright 168 Helene Ritchie

52 John Gibson 169 Judith Waugh

53 Chris Mackenzie 170 N W Pryor

54 Andrew Hutson 171 David Robinson

55 Peter Foothead 172 Graeme Ebbett

56 Ian Swift 173 Stephen Selwood

57 Wayne King 174 Pat Walsh

58 Barbara Williams 175 Len Cook

59 Richard Halliday 176 Tom Law

60 Maxwell Taylor 177 Paki Maaka

61 Norman Wilkins 178 Paul Tipping

62 Jill Stansfield 179 Graham Ford

63 Gerald Davidson 180 R J Martin

64 J & E Mackay 181 Peter Dyer

65 John Taonui Haar 182 Geoff Cole

66 E A Grant 183 Barbara Heaton

67 Mike Grigg 184 Mike Welch

68 Chris MacKay 185 David Weinstein

69 Murray McElhinney 186 Trevor Daniell

70 Perry Cameron 187 Peter Graham

71 Mike Grigg 188 John Green

72 Peter Davies 189 Johan Brounts

73 Mike Grigg 190 Curtis Nixon

74 Mike Grigg 191 Bob Maysmor

75 Carolyn Parris 192 Geoff Henry

76 Michael Garlick 193 P Windsor

77 David Rutherford 194 George Tyler

78 Ralph Chapman, Philippa Howden-Chapman 195 C C Hoole

79 Yvonne Curtis 196 Philippa Boardman

80 Richard Balejko 197 David Belcher

81 Robyn Smith 198 Ian and Jean Gunn

82 Jenny Brash 199 Murray Forsdyke

83 Lynne McLellan 200 Margaret Cole

84 Richard Halliday 201 Kin Kwok Wong

85 Chris Turver 202 Brian Mosen

86 Peter & Dorothy Drake 203 E Crampton

87 Alan Smith 204 Dave Elliott

88 Graeme Osborne 205 Bridget Canning



204

89 Aldous MacIvor 206 Carolyn Nimmo

90 B Donaldson, P Glensor, P Lamason & N Wilson 207 Jenny Laidlow

91 Peter DF Cooke 208 Dave Elliott

92 Murray Gibb 209 Kara Lipski

93 Harold Thomas 210 Ian and Jean Gunn

94 Deborah Rolston 211 Merv Ransom

95 Beryl Hawthorne 212 Simon Shaw

96 Jan Watkins 213 Bryan Hall

97 Tim Goode 214 Mark Petersen

98 Bryan Helm 215 Jeanette Brunton

99 Leanne Pelabon 216 Yvonne Ting

100 Alan Gray 217 David Thorp

101 Carolyn Adams 218 Helen Chapman

102 Rex Brady 219 Chris Cosslett

103 Eric A Sidoti 220 Charles Finny

104 Malcolm Faulls 221 Gary Caffell

105 Chris Ineson 222 K. Gnanasampanthan

106 Roy Hewson 223 Keith Davis

107 Mike Grigg 224 Julian N Paton

108 Theo Muller 225 Debbie Duncan

109 Bev Abbott 226 Barrie Saunders 

110 Betty van Gaalen 227 Tony Heyward

111 Kevin Baker 228 Carol Comber

112 Chris Parker 229 Mary Beth Taylor

113 Sian Williamson 230 Mike Brunner

114 Rhys Phillips 231 Kate Timlin

115 Diana Ranger 232 Jennifer Margaret

116 Alan Smith 233 Glenn Kingston

117 Elizabeth Pack 234 Dave Currie 
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