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☒ ☐ ☐

1 This report recommends the delegation of Council’s functions and powers to the combined Local 
Alcohol Policy committee (the committee) to: 

 consider and endorse a draft combined Local Alcohol Policy (the draft policy) for public 
consultation 

 oversee and manage the adoption of the draft policy 

2 The Local Alcohol Policy (LAP) aims to minimise the harm arising in individuals and 
communities as a consequence of the consumption of alcohol, in terms of the Sale and Supply of 
Alcohol Act 2012 (the act).  

3 In 2016, Council adopted the combined LAP with Invercargill City Council (ICC) and Gore 
District Council (GDC).  The current LAP is included as Attachment A. The current LAP states 
that a review will occur after two years of implementing the policy.  

4 Following GDC’s advice, on 11 December 2018, that it wished to withdraw from the combined 
LAP, Council has undertaken a joint review process with ICC which has included preliminary 
consultation with reporting agencies under the act, and with the Invercargill Licensing Trust 
(ILT) and Hospitality Association NZ (HANZ).  

5 In December 2018, Council resolved to establish a joint committee with ICC to oversee and 
manage the review of the current LAP and the adoption of a new LAP. If Council agrees to the 
recommendations of this report, the committee will have the power of decision that binds the 
two councils throughout the remaining life cycle of the LAP until its final adoption.  

6 Council nominated councillors Dillon, Duffy, Harpur and MacPherson as its representatives on 
the committee. ICC has nominated Councillors Arnold, Biddle, Crackett and Ludlow.  

7 Staff are recommending that Council delegate all of its functions under part 2, sub part 2 of the 
act to the committee, with the exception of the discretion afforded under section 88.  Section 88 
gives the ability to discontinue with the LAP at any time, and this discretion should be retained 
by Council.  

 



8 Section 75 of the act states that territorial authorities may adopt a local alcohol policy. The act 
allows two or more territorial authorities to adopt a single policy for their districts (section 76).  

9 Council adopted a combined LAP with ICC and GDC in May 2016. The current LAP took three 
years to produce through a combined effort with ICC and GDC. The three councils are regarded 
as a single territorial authority with a single district for the purposes of producing a LAP under 
the act. 

10 The purpose of the current LAP is recorded as follows:  

“The policy reflects the intent of the act, which is to ensure that alcohol is sold and supplied in a 
safe and responsible manner and to ensure that the harm arising in individuals and communities 
as a consequence of the consumption of alcohol is minimised. A LAP allows Council to fine-tune 
the application of the act through its own activities and those of the Alcohol Regulatory and 
Licensing Authority, to meet the needs of individual communities.  

 The policy will help to inform the decisions of the District Licensing Committees (DLC) on 
alcohol licences for the sale of alcohol in the Southland region, providing a direction as to 
whether they should be granted, and if so, the conditions that could be imposed.” 

11 The purpose of a LAP is also to set a clear framework for the District Licensing Committee 
(DLC) and Alcohol Regulatory Licensing Authority when making decisions on licence 
applications in Southland, and to provide a guide to those applying for a licence in Southland. 



12 The current LAP states that after two years of implementing the policy, the policy will be 
reviewed.  

13 A meeting of the DLC was held in August 2017, to discuss the merits of reviewing the LAP.  
Representatives from Council (including Councillors McPherson, Duffy and Douglas), ICC and 
GDC indicated that there was support for continuing to have a combined LAP. There was a 
general consensus that the LAP has been a useful tool and the consistent approach across 
Southland is beneficial for alcohol licence applicants and agencies and also generally consistent 
with the Southland Regional Development Strategy - ease of doing business work stream. 

14 Previously, Council has committed to a combined policy to ensure consistency across Southland, 
and to deliver the objectives relating to the overall health and wellbeing of communities. It was 
also felt that a combined policy facilitates inter Council co-operation and support which is 
beneficial for growth, experience and understanding of the issues for our Council, DLC members 
and staff. At a broader level, this approach could also be seen as consistent with the Southland 
Regional Development Strategy  

15 Subsequent to GDC’s decision to remove itself from the joint review process, Council, at its 
meeting on 18 December 2018, chose to continue, resolving to join with ICC to re-establish the 
Combined Local Alcohol Committee.  Councillors Dillon, Duffy, Harpur and Macpherson were 
appointed to be Council’s representatives on the committee.  

16 Council resolved at its December 2018 meeting that the committee, with a membership of four 
councillors from each council, has the delegated authority to set its own procedure, quorum and 
rules relating to the appointment of a chairperson, whether one person for the whole process, or 
several.  

17 Delegating the authority under the act to the committee creates an efficient way of hearing and 
deciding on submissions. The alternative would be that all submitters would need to be heard by 
both councils before the councils could make a decision on the submissions and adopt the LAP. 
This could result in considerable complications and delays for both submitters and the councils, 
and possible additional costs to submitters of presenting to both councils.  

18 If Council endorses the recommendations in this report, policy content decisions will be made by 
the participating councils’ delegates to the committee. 

19 If Council chooses to continue the joint process with ICC, consideration by the committee may 
require compromises having to be made in order to produce a mutually acceptable draft endorsed 
for public consultation.  



20 Key legislative points concerning LAPs are:  

• LAPs are restricted in their content (section 77 of the act)  

• Council must not produce a draft policy without having consulted the Police, inspectors and 
medical officers of health (section 78(4) of the act). 

• if a council decides to produce a LAP it must first produce a draft policy, that has regard to a 
number of matters (section 78(2) of the act) 

• after producing a draft policy, Council must produce a provisional policy, using the special 
consultative procedure to consult on the draft policy (section 79). 

21 If a draft LAP is endorsed by the committee, Council will need to seek wider community views 
using the special consultative procedure.  

22 Preliminary discussions to review the current LAP has been undertaken with reporting agencies 
under the act and stakeholders including HANZ and the ILT.  

23 At its December 2018 meeting, Council resolved to cover the costs of its representatives on the 
committee; one half of administration and any other costs associated with meetings of the 
committee. 

24 There are no policy implications to the delegation of authority to the committee. 

25 It should be noted that any decisions made under this delegation may have future policy 
implications that can be discussed with Council if they arise.  

26 The options are as follows: 

• delegate Council’s functions and powers to the committee to: 

o consider and endorse a draft policy for public consultation 

o oversee and manage the adoption of a draft policy 

• withdraw from the joint committee and continue the LAP review, applying it only to the 

Southland District  

• propose a different way forward 



o 

o 

 a consistent approach across Southland is 
beneficial for alcohol licence applicants and 
is promoted by the Southland Regional 
Development Strategy  

 is consistent with the previous approach 
taken by Council 

 facilitates inter-Council co-operation and 
support which is beneficial for growth, 
experience and understanding of the issues 
for our Council, DLC members and staff 

 having the committee to hear and determine 
submissions will ensure that the process is 
efficient for both submitters and the two 
participating councils  

 resources and costs can be shared between 
the two councils 

 Council may have to compromise on some 
issues in order for the committee to agree 

 the LAP results in more monitoring and 
reporting. As it is not compulsory, it could 
be considered as a further administrative 
process to be undertaken (there is a cost 
associated with the time staff spend on this) 

 

 only having Council involved would make it 
simpler to complete a review 

 only having Council involved may enable 
greater focus on issues in the Southland 
District 

 Council would not have to compromise on 
any issues  

 

 This will contribute to greater inconsistency 
approach across Southland, which may make 
it harder for alcohol licence applicants and 
agencies and is less consistent with the 
Southland Regional Development Strategy 

 this would mean Council was changing its 
approach (from when the LAP was 
developed and adopted, and from its 
resolution on 18 Oct 2017) 

 this may hinder inter-Council cooperation 
and support 

 Council would incur all costs involved  

 



 would provide clarity on Council’s desired 
approach 

 

 this would mean Council was changing its 
approach to the LAP, which may be 
confusing to the public 

 this may hinder inter-Council cooperation 
and support 

27 The decision Council is being asked to make in this report has been assessed as not significant in 
relation to the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy.  

28 Staff recommend Option 1 – that Council delegates its functions and powers to the combined 
Local Alcohol Policy committee to: 

 consider and endorse a draft policy for public consultation 

 oversee and manage the adoption of a draft policy 

29 If Council confirms the resolutions, it is intended that the committee will meet to produce a draft 
policy and endorse it for public consultation.  

30 Public notice will be given on the draft policy and a submission period will follow.  

31 At the close of submissions, the committee will hear those wishing to be heard in support of their 
submissions. The submissions will be heard at times, dates and venues decided by the committee. 

32 A provisional LAP will then be prepared and ratified by the committee, taking into consideration 
the feedback received through the submission process. 

33 The provisional LAP is publicly notified and is open to appeal. Only the Police, medical officers 
of health, licensing inspectors and those who have made submissions to the draft policy may 
appeal the provisional LAP. 

34 The LAP comes into effect 30 days after it is publically notified, provided there are no appeals.  
If any appeals are lodged to the provisional LAP, it comes into effect 30 days after all appeals are 
resolved.  The committee will have the power of decision that binds the councils throughout the 
remaining lifecycle of the LAP until its final adoption. 

⇩































☒ ☐ ☐

1 The purpose of the report is to set the dog control fees for the 2019/2020 year. 

 

2 Council’s dog control fees must be prescribed by resolution.  It is proposed to continue the current 
2018/2019 fees for the 2019/2020 year.  

 



3 The Dog Control Act 1996 requires territorial authorities to set dog control fees.  Council 
currently has approximately 13,000 registered dogs within its District. 

4 The dog control service operates a register of dogs, investigates complaints about dogs, monitors 
the District, and promotes responsible dog ownership.   

5 The dog control business unit is staffed by a manager, one full-time and part-time dog control 
officer, a part-time ranger, and the customer contact centre. Support services are provided by a 
contractor (Armourguard) and via a shared service with the Invercargill City Council. 

6 Council has a combined dog pound with the Invercargill City Council.  Council has a licence to 
occupy the pound with an exclusive licence to use five of the 28 kennels.   
 

7 It is proposed to continue the dog registration fees for 2019/2020 at the same level as 2018/2019 
fees. The proposed fees for 2019/2020 are in Attachment A.   
 

8 Staff are proposing to implement a new online registration service for new dogs (dogs that have 
not been registered before), by 1 June 2019. Currently, District dog owners can only renew dogs 
online.  

9 In its meeting on 18 June 2018, Council resolved to approve the collection of less fees for new 
dogs online, the main reason being that the system cannot back calculate the puppy fee from the 
date of birth of the dog; rather it calculates it from the date of registration. 

10 Staff also recommend that the late penalty is not applied to new dogs online, as this would make 
implementation too complex.  Staff have no concerns about this, as the important goal is to have 
new dogs registered (as opposed to remaining unregistered) and make this easy for dog owners.  

11 Accordingly, a recommended resolution has been included to authorise the collection of less fees 
for new dogs registered online - repeating the same resolution of Council on 18 June 2018.  At 
that meeting, the author advised Council that the income lost may be less than $5,000, however 
this cannot be estimated accurately due to variables such as the number of dog owners who will 
register their new dogs online, or the proportion of new dogs that would be subject to the late 
penalty.   

 

12 It is proposed to offer the same incentive as last year - 20 free dog registrations are promoted as 
prizes for dog owners that apply online by 1 July 2019, with one change, to also give away one 
free iPad. Benefits are: 

 less staff time in processing an application = less cost 

 high accuracy – this also results in less cost, due to less time following up on errors. 

13 Applying online means that the dog owner, once receiving the registration pack in the post, goes 
onto Council’s website to the “Payments” shortcut, and then pays for the dog registration either 



straight from the customer’s bank account or by Visa or Mastercard.  Owners that register by this 
method are not required to send back their registration form. 

14 The number of dog owners that renew online is increasing as shown here: 

 

 

 

15 Some statistics concerning non-working dogs: 

 51% receiving the neutering discount, up from 45% the previous year 

 88% dogs chipped, up from 75% the previous year 

 94% receiving the fencing discount, up from 80% the previous year 

 48% receiving all discounts, up from 42% the previous year 

 4% receiving no discounts, down from 16% the previous year 

16 Also, 38 dog bite incidents reported, down from 42 the previous year. 
 

17 Section 37 of the Dog Control Act 1996, is concerned with fee setting, and is attached to this 
report in Attachment B.   

18 Council is legally required to set the fees by resolution and to subsequently publicly notify these 
fees.  

19 The prize draw is a ‘Sales Promotion Scheme’ under the Gambling Act 2003, as defined in 
Section 4 of that act:  

sales promotion scheme means gambling that does not involve a gaming machine nor prize 
restricted or prohibited under section 17, used by a creator, distributor, or vendor of goods or 
services to promote the sale of those goods or services if— 

(a) participation in the gambling requires a person to purchase the goods or services promoted 
for a price not exceeding the usual retail price; and 



(b) the date or period on or over which the outcome of the gambling will be determined is clear 
to the participant at the time and place of sale; and 

(c) the person is not required to pay direct or indirect consideration other than to purchase the 
goods or services promoted (except the cost, at the standard rate, incurred in submitting an 
entry into the promotion, for example, the cost of postage at the standard rate or sending a 
telecommunication by mobile telephone at the standard rate); and 

(d) the outcome is determined— 

(i)  randomly or wholly by chance; or 

(ii) partly by chance (whether chance plays the greater or lesser part) and partly by the 
application of some knowledge or skill 

20 Sales Promotions Schemes are authorised under Section 18 of that Act, and so Council’s 
incentives scheme is permitted and no licence is required.  

 

21 Members of the community will have an opportunity to express their views on the registration 
fees when they are publicly notified.   

22 The dog control service is funded mainly from registration fees, and also from infringements, and 
fees and charges.  Council has resolved that dog control is to be fully funded by fees and charges.  

23 The fee history is as follows: 

 

24 The fee discounts were introduced in 2017/2018.  

25 The dog control business unit retains its reserve, as required by the Dog Control Act.  

26 The reserve has been used to keep fees lower for longer, and also investment (e.g. online 
registration systems, replacement firearms, technology). The reserve is now currently about zero.   

27 The reserve was built up during the 2000’s, when a large number of $300 infringement fines were 
issued for unregistered dogs (so for example 1,000 unregistered dogs discovered over a several 
year period = $300,000 infringement fees). While staff continue to issue these fines, more 
recently the ‘instant fine’ approach has not been practiced, primarily for health and safety and 
related purposes.  
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28 It is likely that Council will have to consider increasing fees next year, likely by $5.   

29 During the next Long Term Plan process, the author proposes to ask Council to consider 
introducing 10% rates funding for dog control. Dog control is similar to alcohol and health 
licensing in that all these activities involve registration, education, public queries, monitoring, 
visits, and enforcement.  

 

30 There are no specific policy and plan considerations. 

31 There are no options, Council must set dog control fees by resolution and may make any changes 
to the proposed fees in Attachment A as it sees fit.   

 

 the recommended fees are considered 
suitable for the District.   

• none identified.   

32 This review is considered to be not significant in accordance with Council’s Significance and 
Engagement Policy.   

33 Not applicable.   

34 Council’s decision will be publicly notified in the Fiordland Advocate and also on Council’s 
website.   
 

⇩
⇩



 
 

 
 
 
 

 $90.00 

  

(a) The dog is spayed or neutered  -$10.00 

(b) The dog is in a fenced or controlled property  -$20.00 

(c)  Responsible owner (according to Council’s criteria) and 
microchipped dog 

 -$30,00 

 $30.00 

 $30.00 

 50% 

Registration fee for a dog that is required to be registered with 
SDC, that has been impounded by SDC, and released to a SDC 
authorised rehoming provider (initial registration only) 

 Free 

 

  

  

(a) Dog hearing lodgement fee  $100.00 

(b) Multiple dog licence application fee   $50.00 

(c) Sale of collars  $9.00 

 

(d) Withdrawal of infringement fee, per infringement  $30.00 

 

   

(a) Microchipping of a dog registered by SDC  Free 

(b) Commercial breeders that require more than four pups 
to be microchipped per registration year  

 $30.00 per dog, 

for the fifth and 

subsequent dog 

    

(a) Impounding of dogs  $100.00 

(b) Sustenance of impounded dog per day or part thereof  $20.00 

(c) Euthanasia  $40.00 
 



 
 

(1) The dog control fees payable to a territorial authority shall be those reasonable fees 
prescribed by resolution of that authority for the registration and control of dogs under 
this Act. 

(2) Any resolution made under subsection (1) may— 

(a) fix fees for neutered dogs that are lower than the fee for dogs that have not been 
neutered: 

(b) fix fees for working dogs that are lower than the fee for any other dog, and may 
limit the number of working dogs owned by any person which qualify for lower 
fees under this section: 

(c) fix different fees for the various classes of working dogs: 

(d) fix fees for dogs under a specified age (not exceeding 12 months) that are lower 
than the fee that would otherwise be payable for those dogs: 

(e) fix, for any dog that is registered by any person who demonstrates to the 
satisfaction of any dog control officer that that person has a specified level of 
competency in terms of responsible dog ownership, a fee that is lower than the 
fee that would otherwise be payable for that dog: 

(f) fix by way of penalty, subject to subsection (3), an additional fee, for the 
registration on or after the first day of the second month of the registration year 
or such later date as the authority may fix, of any dog that was required to be 
registered on the first day of that registration year: 

(g) fix a fee for the issue of a replacement registration label or disc for any dog. 

(3) Any additional fee by way of penalty fixed under subsection (2)(f) shall not exceed 50% 
of the fee that would have been payable if the dog had been registered on the first day of 
the registration year. 

(4) In prescribing fees under this section, the territorial authority shall have regard to the 
relative costs of the registration and control of dogs in the various categories described in 
paragraphs (a) to (e) of subsection (2), and such other matters as the territorial authority 
considers relevant. 

(5) Where any 2 or more territorial authorities have formed a joint standing or joint special 
committee in accordance with section 7, the resolution of that committee under 
subsection (1) may fix different fees in respect of dogs kept in the different districts, 
having regard to the costs of registration and dog control in the districts concerned. 

(6) The territorial authority shall, at least once during the month preceding the start of every 
registration year, publicly notify in a newspaper circulating in its district the dog control 
fees fixed for the registration year. 

(7) Failure by the territorial authority to give the public notice required by subsection (6), or 
the occurrence of any error or misdescription in such public notice, shall not affect the 
liability of any person to comply with this Act or to pay any fee that is prescribed by the 
territorial authority under subsection (1). 



(8) No increase in the dog control fees for any year shall come into effect other than at the 
commencement of that year.” 



☒ ☐ ☐

1 The Manapouri Community Development Subcommittee (CDA) resolved to change the LTP 
project on Manapouri foreshore from play equipment for pre-schoolers to a 45m flying fox at a 
cost of approximately $42,500 plus GST. This change results in a funding shortfall of 
approximately $17,500. 

2 To resolve this shortfall, the Committee resolved to recommend to Council to utilise available 
interest from the Reserve Contributions Reserve fund of $9000 and request Council to approve 
unbudgeted expenditure for the remaining $8,500 from both the Manapouri Community 
Development Area Subcommittee General Reserve and the Frasers Beach General Projects 
Budget. 

3 The CDA included a project in the 2017/2018 financial year for new playground equipment for 
pre-schoolers. During the investigation stage, presenting various equipment options to the CDA 
through the Chair, no options were chosen which eventually led to the CDA indicating they 
would rather look into a Flying Fox at the foreshore. 

4 Any change to the LTP project like this will need a formal resolution of the CDA as well as the 
resolutions regarding unbudgeted expenditure. This resolution was sought and approved at the 
meeting held on 18 September 2018. 

5 In the interim, there have been additional projects approved that have depleted the reserve 
budget so that now there are not sufficient funds available to fully fund this project. The proposal 
is to request the shortfall comes from the Frasers Beach General Projects Budget (Operational). 

 



 

 

6 The CDA included a project in the 2017/2018 financial year for new playground equipment for 
pre-schoolers. During the investigation stage, presenting various equipment options to the CDA 
through the Chair, no options were chosen which eventually led to the CDA indicating they 
would rather look into a Flying Fox at the foreshore. 

7 Any change to the LTP project like this will need a formal resolution of the CDA as well as the 
resolutions regarding unbudgeted expenditure. 

8 The current LTP project is for new playground items suitable for toddlers. With the current 
position of the CDA to look at the option of a Flying Fox being significantly different, the 
project is required to be either cancelled and a new project created, or a resolution required by 
the CDA to change the project.  

9 A change to the project will also require additional funding so decisions around that also need to 
be made. 

10 Below are the comments of the Community Engineer about the proposed change: 

A flying fox (under the standards they are called travellers) is designed such that the seat height off the ground should 

be 400mm when loaded with 130kg, therefore due to the tension it will hang higher when not in use, as it would run 

higher with someone lighter than 130kg.  part of this reason (and with all playground equipment) is that if a small 

child cannot physically climb the equipment or get on the equipment, i.e. legs too short for a ladder, or cannot pull 

down the flying fox seat in order to get on then that child is too small. 



For the flying fox to work and best chance to be compliant it needs to be on the flattest area before the slope drops 

down significantly and it will need to transit diagonally across the whole area, a 45m would just fit, this may/or 

may not affect the view shaft. It should be lower than the road level. 

From my initial concerns over the compliance and safety of it based on the thinking it could go down the slope, I 

revisited the site on my own and then later with Shirley Mouat pointing out that for it to work it had to be on this 

flat part and stretch across the area. This was also based on discussions with the course taker for the playground 

inspection course I did. 

Her advice (and she is one of only three NZ playground inspection level 3 qualified people) was that they are best 

designed for level ground, with a platform to start from and the travel should represent a curve/banana that you speed 

up going down then it slows you down at the other end as it is going back up. 

Considering the above and to get the best experience I would recommend the 45m over the 30m option. 

11 What is covered above is that the structure’s height deals with the Health and Safety requirements 
around young users, as well as the proposed site dealing with the issues around topography. 

 

12 All playground equipment to be installed must be compliant to the New Zealand Standard, NZS 
5825:2015 Playground equipment and surfacing. The proposed Flying Fox meets these standards. 

13 The position of the CDA will be taken to represent the community. It should be noted that the 
desire to change the current LTP project to a Flying Fox is a different to the project scope that 
has been publically consulted upon. 

14 The current LTP project has a budget of $25,000 to be funded through the Manapouri General 
Reserve.  

15 The total estimated cost to supply and install a Flying Fox at the desired location if progressed is 
expected to be approx. $33,500 - $40,000 for a 45m unit or $31,500 - $38,000 for a 30m unit. A 
breakdown as below. It is recommended that the 45m unit be installed. 

16 Based on these estimates and the subsequent recommendation, unbudgeted expenditure of 
$17,500 is required. 

17 Interest on Reserve Contributions are available to fund this project to the level of $9,000, leaving 
a further $8,500 to be funded from the Manapouri General Reserve budget. The Manapouri 
General Reserve cannot fully fund this additional $8,500 due to other commitments the CDA 
have made to fund from this Reserve. Therefore it is proposed to fund $7,584.00 from the 
Reserve fund and the shortfall of $916.00 from the Frasers Beach General Projects operational 
budget. 



18 That what is being proposed or investigated is in line with the Manapouri Foreshore 
Management Plan. There is nothing in the plan that specifically contemplates the proposed Flying 
Fox. 

19 The plan does however state that the general policy statements in the District Wide Reserve 
Management Plan will be consistent with what’s required in the Manapouri Foreshore. There is a 
comment that the Manapouri Foreshore Plan will take precedence over the district wide policy 
statements. 

20 There is nothing in the Manapouri Foreshore Management Plan that prohibits a Flying Fox and 
the plan contemplates additional facilities on the reserve. The comments of the engineer are that 
the structure should be below road level thus reducing any visual impact. 

21 The general policy statements attached to the plan state that any new play equipment must meet 
the required standards, be visible to the public, cause minimum harm to neighbouring properties, 
and reflect the special visual character of the reserve. If none of these are an issue then there is 
nothing to stop the construction. 

22 If the Council are of a mind that the project change is required and considered that a Flying Fox 
meets the requirements a set out in paragraph 23 above, then the options come down to the 
length of the Flying Fox. 

 Is less cost albeit marginally than the 45m 
option 

 Less visual impact 

 Will not give the experience of a 45m ride 

 Provides the best experience for users.  Is slightly more expensive than the 30m 
option. 

 Will be longer thus having a larger visual 
impact. 

23 While the change of the project from the LTP to a Flying Fox may be considered a significant 
difference, the decision to change the project is not considered significant. 



24 Option 2- a 45m Flying Fox 

25 Approval to the unbudgeted expenditure and if approved confirm costing’s and complete project. 





 
 

 

☒ ☐ ☐

1 To inform the Council of the forecasted financial position for the year ending 30 June 2019. 

2 Seek approval for unbudgeted expenditure, deletion of some projects and the deferral to future 
years of other projects. 

3 Forecasting the financial position for the year ended 30 June 2019 is intended to provide information 
about what has changed since the budget was approved, why it has occurred and what the result is 
expected to be at the end of the year.  In considering the final position staff consider what they 
planned to do in the Annual Plan, the projects carried forward from 2017/18 that were approved by 
Council on 25 September 2018, unbudgeted expenditure requests approved by Council during the 
year and the expected year end position as a result of operational decisions and information.  

4 Forecasting enables the organisation to understand the anticipated year end position at all levels.  
It will also assist with decisions and priorities for spending across Council.  

5 The budgeted expenditure included in the Annual Plan for the 2018/2019 year was adopted in June 
2018.  Forecasting allows a formal process to communicate to the Executive Leadership Team (ELT), 
Finance and Audit Committee and Council any known or expected changes.  The net change by 
business units is shown in Attachment A. 

6 The effect of the forecast changes on the Statement of Comprehensive Revenue and Expenditure 
and Statement of Financial Position is shown in Attachment B and C. 

7 As part of this report approval is also sought for unbudgeted expenditure that has not been advised to 
Council previously.  Additionally, there are a number of projects that have been identified as needing 
to be deferred to future years.  A detailed list of these projects can be found in Attachment D.  There 
is also a list of projects that are to be deleted, or where a project is completed under budget, the 
remaining budget is to be deleted, contained in Attachment E. 

8 This report has also been presented to the Finance and Audit Committee on 26 March 2019.  The 
Finance and Audit Committee questioned why an additional $7.2 million in projects were to be carried 
forward given that Council has already approved $3.4 million of projects to be moved to the 2019/20 
year as part of the October 2018 forecasting round.  The concern for the Finance and Audit committee 
was whether there is risk for Council in not delivering the projects now as well as the ongoing issue of a 
sizeable quantity of projects constantly moving.  Staff acknowledged the concerns and noted a 
significant value of the carry forward was in relation to the Te Anau wastewater project.  Staff also 
talked about the approach they were taking to the review of the 2019-2020 Annual plan projects which 
is to ensure that the programme is realistic and relevant..  
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9 Forecasting enables transparency and Council to be informed of the anticipated year-end 
financial result. Forecasting is not intended to involve the time and effort undertaken in the 
annual budgeting process.   

10 Budget managers were requested to undertake forecasts for their business units where the 
expected overall outcome would vary from the budget in the Annual Plan by specified tolerance 
levels.  These net levels are set at: 

 $1,000 for Council-owned halls 

 $1,000 to $10,000 for townships depending on their operational expenditure in the current 
year 

 $10,000 for all District business units.  The maximum limit of $10,000 was set in line with 
the delegation held by the Chief Executive in relation to him approving unbudgeted 
expenditure. 

11 Changes due to forecasting have been included in the attachments as follows:  

 Attachment A, provides details of changes to revenue and operating expenditure and 
capital expenditure for each business unit with commentary from the budget manager. 

 Attachment B, shows the net effect of the changes to the Statement of Comprehensive 
Revenue and Expenditure for the year ended 30 June 2019. 

 Attachment C, shows the effect of changes to the Statement of Financial Position for the 
year ending 30 June 2019. 

 Attachment D, provides details of the specific projects being deferred to future years.  
Currently staff are looking to include changes to the 19/20 year in the draft annual plan for 
that year. 

 Attachment E, provides details of the specific projects being deleted. 
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12 Since the Finance and Audit Committee has been held, there has been a change made to the 

below table.  The table presented to Finance and Audit Committee included all carried forward 
numbers (not just Projects).  The below table, which is a breakdown of the movement of capital 
projects as a result of carry forwards and forecasting for the 2018/2019 year and doesn’t include 
Roading, is as follows: 

Financial Activity  Amount 

Capital projects as per the 2018/2019 Annual Plan per Project 
List (not including Roading) 

$14,456,860 

Carried forward from 2017/2018 $ 2,653,084 

Unbudgeted Council Reports  $ 2,012,325 

October Forecasting movement ($ 2,865,784) 

February Forecasting movement  ($ 7,774,087) 

Expected project costs for 2018/19 $ 8,482,398 

13 Major changes due to forecasting are shown below. Details can be found in Attachment A.  

14 Revenue - Changes in revenue from the budget has increased by $495 thousand (Attachment B).  
This is principally due to the Lotteries Grant received from MBIE towards the Around the 
Mountains Cycle Trail project. 

15 Operating Costs - Operating expenditure has increased from the budget by $566 thousand.   

16 Major changes are: 

 Increased valuer general costs and legal fees for Financial Services of $96 thousand. 

 Increase to costs in the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail, including additional mowing, 
weeding and additional minor works required following the NZTA warrant of fitness, land 
easements and tidying up costs of $338 thousand.  This is funded from a combination of 
lottery funding, MBIE, loan and roading reserves. 

 An increases in the forecasted operating costs for SIESA operations, for budget shortfalls 
in generation maintenance, fuel, freight charges, travel and temporary contractor fees, $120 
thousand. 

17 Capital 

 The forecast capital expenditure has decreased by $7.2 million due to the deferral of a 
number of projects.  Details can be found in Attachment A. 

18 The total forecast net deficit for the year is $4.5million which is $210 thousand less than the 
original Annual Plan budget. 

19 The Transport team indicated that apart from the training forecasted, no further adjustment is 
required to the roading programme with planned projects being on target for year-end budgets. 



 
 

 

20 Forecasting is part of the ongoing process to encourage better financial behaviours across the 
organisation.  This includes earlier identification of projects that will not be completed by the end 
of the current financial year.  The intention is that projects indicated to be completed in 2019/20 
will be included in the 2019/20 Annual Plan.  Additionally, any changes at year end will be 
included as part of the carry forward report to Council. 

21 Forecasting also provides an opportunity to approve anticipated unbudgeted expenditure during 
the year.  This should reduce the number of individual requests needed to be handled by Council.  
Council will still need to approve some expenditure items separately where the expenditure is 
large enough to require individual approval or where unbudgeted expenditure has been identified 
between the two rounds of forecasting.   

22 In 2017/18, $19 million of projects were moved to 2018/19 as part of the Annual Plan 
consultation process.  An additional $7 million was carried forward into 2018/19 at year end as a 
carry forward.  During the October forecasting round, $3.4 million was proposed to be deferred 
to the 2019-2020 Annual Plan.  During this forecasting round, an additional $7.2 million is 
proposed to be deferred to the 2019-2020 Annual Plan (Attachment D).   

23 There are no legal or statutory requirements in regards to forecasting Council’s end of year 
position. 

24 Consultation was held with the community for the expenditure included in the 2018/2019 budget 
as part of the Annual Plan process and estimates meetings.  

25 Changes proposed to capital and operational expenditure for townships will be have been or will 
be reported to the relevant Community Board or Community Development Area Subcommittee.  
There are no new significant projects planned for 2018/19. 

26 Forecasting completed shows that overall net operating income and expenditure is expected to 
decrease by $70 thousand.  This is shown by business unit in Attachment A. 

27 Overall net Capital Expenditure is expected to decrease by $7.2 million. Council is requested to 
approve the expenditure, not included in resolutions, shown in Attachment A. 

28 The impact on the budgeted Statement of Comprehensive Revenue and Expenditure for the 
2018/2019 is a net operating deficit of $210K from the original Annual Plan as shown in 
Attachment B.

29 Council staff must ensure that all expenditure is carried out within approved delegations.   
The current financial delegations only allow the Chief Executive to approve unbudgeted 
expenditure up to $10,000.   
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The options are to approve or not to approve, in full or part, the forecasted adjustments to the 
expenditure in the Annual Plan.

Advantages  Disadvantages  

 Council is informed of anticipated changes 
from the Annual Plan for 2018/2019. 

 Council has had the opportunity to 
prioritise expenditure to be incurred in the 
current financial year. 

 Council staff are able to purchase services 
as required to provide services to the 
community in the most appropriate 
manner. 

 Deferral of projects which are going to be 
completed later or costing more than 
previously indicated. 

Advantages  Disadvantages  

 Council is informed of anticipated changes 
from the Annual Plan for 2018/2019. 

 Council has had the opportunity to 
prioritise expenditure to be incurred in the 
current financial year 

 Council considers that the additional 
expenditure is not a current priority and 
does not need to be incurred. 

 Processes may be delayed where further 
approval needs to be sought from Council 
before committing to additional 
expenditure. 

Advantages  Disadvantages  

 Council is informed of anticipated changes 
from the Annual Plan for 2018/2019. 

 Council has had the opportunity to 
prioritise expenditure to be incurred in the 
current financial year 

 Processes may be delayed where further 
approval needs to be sought from Council 
before committing to additional 
expenditure. 

30 The content of this report is not deemed significant under the Significance and Engagement 
Policy.   

31 Option 1 to receive the forecasted adjustments to the financial statements and approve the 
expenditure in Attachment A not included in the Annual Plan for 2018/2019.  



 
 

 

32 To advise managers of the approval of unbudgeted expenditure for the 2018/2019 financial year. 

33 Ensure that deferred projects are included in the proposed 2019-2020 Annual Plan. 

 

⇩
⇩
⇩
⇩
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☐ ☐ ☒

1. The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an overview of the financial results to 

date by the nine activity groups of Council, as well as the financial position, and the statement 

of cash flows.  

2. This report summaries Council financial results for the eight months to 28 February 2019.  

⇩





































☒ ☐ ☐

1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval from Council to allow unbudgeted expenditure by 
the Mossburn Community Development Area Subcommittee (CDA) so that they may provide a 
grant to Mossburn Community Facilities’ Inc to assist with the costs associated with its upcoming 
kitchen upgrade. 

 

2 Mossburn Community Facilities Inc (the community centre) wishes to upgrade its kitchen and 
has advised the Mossburn CDA that the approximate cost to do so will be $58,000. 

3 The community centre has supplied quotes from a builder and a joiner totalling $36,785 
(excluding GST and appliances). 

4 The CDA has funds available from the harvesting and replanting of trees at the Mossburn 
cemetery which are available to be used for the benefit of the Mossburn community centre. 



 



5 In April 2018 the Mossburn CDA recommended to Council that the trees on the property at 20 
Cemetery Road, being Mossburn cemetery, be harvested and replanted and that the net revenue 
from the harvesting and replanting process be added to the Mossburn CDA financial reserves. 

6 The Mossburn CDA also recommended to Council that the net revenue from this harvest and all 
subsequent harvests be used for the benefit of the Mossburn community centre. 

7 Council subsequently approved the recommendation of the CDA at its meeting of 18 April 2018.    

8 The total income received from the harvesting of the trees was $57,811.31, the replanting cost 
was $4,309.50, spot spraying of the Mossburn cemetery trees was $1,223.99 and removing 
additional trees of no value from the boundary at Mossburn cemetery was $3,250.00 leaving a net 
sale proceeds to date of $49,027.82 (excluding GST). 

9 The net sale proceeds of $49,027.82 currently sit within the Mossburn cemetery business unit and 
if not spent prior to 30 June 2019 will be transferred to the newly created Mossburn community 
centre reserve. 

10 There will be additional ongoing maintenance costs associated with the upkeep of the recently 
planted trees through until their next harvest.  However, Mossburn Community Facilities Inc has 
advised they will take full responsibility for these future costs. 

11 None identified. 

12 The Mossburn CDA represent the views of the community. 

13 The Mossburn CDA is forecast to have $105,000 in its general reserve at the end of June 2019.  
There are no major projects earmarked for the use of these funds during this Long Term Plan 
cycle.   

14 Quotes for the full cost estimate of $58,000 were not available at the time of writing this report 
and the Mossburn CDA resolved at its March 2019 meeting that the funds would only be paid 
out on receipt of invoice from Mossburn Community Facilities Inc.    

15 The CDA resolved to fund the grant from both the Mossburn Ccmetery business unit and the 
Mossburn general reserve.   

16 Council approval for the unbudgeted expenditure is required. 



17 The CDA must decide if it wishes to fund the full $58,000 in which case the funds will need to 
come from both the Mossburn cemetery business unit and the Mossburn general reserve.  The 
CDA must also determine how future maintenance costs for the trees will be funded – from the 
cemetery business unit, the general reserve or the Mossburn community centre reserve. 

 the Mossburn community centre will receive 
the funds they require for the upgrade and it 
will be able to proceed as planned. 

 the net sale proceeds from the felling and 
replanting of the trees at the Mossburn 
Cemetery have been earmarked for the sole 
use of Mossburn Community Facilities Inc 

 the project cannot be fully funded from the 
Mossburn cemetery business unit as there is 
only $49,072 in funds available, the 
shortfall will need to come from the general 
reserve which decreases the amount of 
funds available for other projects   

 

 none identified.  the project is not able to proceed as 
planned. 

 the CDA would have a large pool of 
reserves (almost $160,000) and no projects 
planned to spend it on. 

 

18 Not considered significant. 

19 Option 1 is the recommended option. 

20 The Mossburn CDA and Mossburn Community Facilities Inc will be advised of the outcome and 
the community centre will be advised of their requirements for uplifting the funds. 

⇩











☐ ☐ ☒

1. As part of its 3 waters review process the Department of Internal Affairs are facilitating a series 

of workshops to discuss their thinking around a new regulatory regime, including new national 

standards, for drinking water, stormwater and wastewater systems. 

2. As part of this work there has been some discussion about the potential for responsibility for 

what are currently privately owned and operated drinking water supplies (ie those which supply 

more than a stand-alone household) to become a local government responsibility. Across NZ 

there are currently some 800,000 people who receive their drinking water from unregulated 

private suppliers.   

3. Any suggestion that currently owned private water supplies should become a local authority 

responsibility raises a number of issues including those relating to how the cost of funding the 

upgrading and operation of such schemes might be funded. This issue is being actively monitored 

at a national level along with the other issues of concern.  Staff will keep Council advised of any 

further developments.  

4. As part of its work on climate change Local Government NZ commissioned Jack Hodder QC to 

provide comment on the range of legal risks that local authorities might face arising from the 

impacts of climate change on local communities. 

5. While there has been some case law in relation to a local authorities approval of development in 

at risk areas the picture has been less clear in relation to the extent to which local authorities have 

a responsibility to take proactive adaptation measures. Given the increasing risk profile and 

extent of exposure that communities face around NZ this issue will gain increasing prominence 

in communities affected by an increasing number of natural hazard events.  

6. In summary Mr Hodder concludes that there are increasing climate change litigation risks for the 

sector. The main points that he makes are:  

 there are an increasing number of climate change cases being litigated around the world 

 groups and individuals are getting more and more creative with bringing claims – unless 

central government steps in, the judiciary will likely play a greater role in developing 

legal rules in this area 



 current local government litigation risk mostly relates to decisions to limit development 

(short-term judicial review).  In the future it seems likely to extend to the consequences 

of allowing development and failing to implement adaptation measures 

 there have not yet been any large damages claims in relation to failure to implement 

adaptation measures in New Zealand.  However, it may be only a matter of time  

 in the face of such risks, with impact on most parts of New Zealand, the idea of 

national standards and solutions, and appropriate legislation, seems obvious.   

7. The findings from Mr Hodder’s work have important implications for our work as a local 

authority. In our capacity as a regulatory authority approving, for example, resource and building 

consents, we need to ensure that we take a cautious approach in considering whether to approve 

new development where there are potential risks.  

8. It will also flow into our work as an infrastructure provider. The extent to which Council has had 

regard to increased intensity and frequency of heavy rainfall events in developing and maintaining 

its stormwater infrastructure, for example, will become increasingly important.  

9. The advice also raises the question as to whether Council needs to have a more proactive 

adaptation programme in place in a number of our communities that already face natural hazard 

issues, such as coastal erosion and flooding that will only increase in intensity with climate 

change. 

10. A report recently released by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD) notes that in most OECD countries central government provides an over-arching 

policy framework within which local authorities are expected to manage the impacts of sea level 

rise. As such it creates a strong argument for a stronger policy framework to be developed within 

New Zealand. A summary of the OECD work is available at 

www.oecd.org/environment/cc/policy-highlights-responding-to-rising-seas.pdf  

11. The Local Government Commission released its decision on the appeals against Council’s final 

representation proposal in early March. 

12. In its decision the commission has: 

 endorsed the five ward structure for the election of councillors. In doing so they have 

‘tweaked’ the ward boundaries that Council had proposed to move Dipton back into the 

Oreti (currently Winton Wallacetown) ward. They have also extended the Waihopai-

Toetoe ward so that it now matches the enlarged Waihopai-Toetoe Community Board 

boundaries that had been proposed by Council. These changes are a logical amendment 

to the proposal that was released by Council 

 endorsed the establishment of nine community boards covering the whole of the 

district. In doing so the commission have also moved to establish three sub-divisions in 

the Oreti and Northern Community Board areas. The creation of a sub-division, has the 

same practical effect as wards for the election of councillors and means that the 

community board members will be elected from within those subdivisions. The three 

subdivisions for the Northern ward are Parawa-Fairlight, West Dome and Mid-Dome 

www.oecd.org/environment/cc/policy-highlights-responding-to-rising-seas.pdf


covering the Mossburn and Lumsden areas respectively. The Oreti Community Board 

sub-divisions are Hokonui (Dipton area), Midland (Winton and surrounds) and 

Makarewa (Wallacetown and Makarewa).  

13. In their decision the commission noted Council’s desire to have district-wide coverage by 

community boards. They also noted the added value and greater flexibility that local community 

group structures can bring, as compared with the current CDA subcommittee approach, to 

support the work of the new boards and Council itself.   

14. The release of this decision provides certainty as to the representation arrangements that will 

apply from the October 2019 elections. This will allow staff to progress the work needed to 

finalise the elections process and subsequent elected member induction process.  

15. Alongside of the representation review process staff have an Organisational Service Delivery 

Review project underway which has been looking at the changes that should be put in place to 

support the new community board structure.  

16. The Board of Directors for the new Southland Regional Development Agency (SRDA) was 

publicly announced on 22 March. 

17. The board is to be chaired by Ian Collier who has a background in the tourism sector having 

worked for Air New Zealand. The other members of the board are Dean Addie (Southland), 

Sarah Brown (Southland), Lucy Griffiths (Wairarapa), Maria Pera (Southland) and Joc O’Donnell 

(Southland).  

18. The Mayoral Forum have approved the letter of expectation that sets out the funding and 

ownership expectations that the shareholders have for the board. It will be used to inform 

development of a draft Statement of Intent that will need to be formally approved by the 

shareholders prior to 30 June.  

19. In August 2018 the government established an independent review of the current health and 

disability system. The review panel is being led by Heather Simpson. 

20. The focus of the review is on identifying changes which will improve the equity of outcomes. 

They are also charged with looking to the future to ensure that the system is able to meet the 

technological, demographic, workforce and other challenges that will confront the system over 

the coming years. 

21. The panel has been seeking input from the public and those actively involved in the health and 

disability sector. An online process is available for those wanting to submit their views is available 

at the following website www.systemreview.health.govt.nz/overview/give-us-your-views/ 

22. The review panel is due to produce an interim report in August 2019 with a final report due in 

March 2020. 

 

www.systemreview.health.govt.nz/overview/give-us-your-views/


23. Bella Vista is a residential subdivision development in Tauranga.  

24. In April 2018 Tauranga City Council issued dangerous and/or affected building notices for all 21 

homes in the Bella Vista development, and required immediate evacuation of the homes, 

following serious concerns about their safety and their compliance with the Building Code. In 

June 2018 the city council voted to purchase all the properties from the homeowners, and agreed 

a settlement with them in November 2018.  The city council is now in the process of repairing, 

removing, demolishing or remediating the affected houses.  

25. The Ministry for Business Innovation and Employment (MBIE) have recently completed a 

review of the Tauranga City Council building control processes and the way in which the Bella 

Vista development was managed by the council. Key findings from the review include: 

 that the council did not follow its normal processes and procedures in relation to the 

Bella Vista development and thereby lost the benefit of the inherent safeguards, checks 

and oversight provided by those processes 

 senior management intervened in and subverted normal council processes. This was, in 

part, due to undue or inappropriate pressure from the developer 

 the implementation of a single or main point of contact at the council for the 

development meant that the escalation of concerns about the Bella Vista development 

did not occur as it should 

 the council did not enter conditions on building consents or follow through on the need 

for third-party verification of compliance. For instance, where engineers were to carry out 

on-site inspections on elements of specific engineered design 

 the council did not manage departures from building consents in accordance with the 

proper procedure once work was underway 

 the council allowed building work to go ahead after earlier failed inspections had not been 

fully resolved, and it did not require building work to stop when critical documents such 

as ‘producer statements’ for third-party inspections were not provided 

 the council did not utilise the enforcement powers granted to it by the Building Act to 

stop or require remediation of non-compliant building work when this was observed 

 the council did not maintain proper records of its decisions and the reasons for decisions. 

26. One of the lessons emerging from this case, which is applicable to all local authorities, is the 

importance of ensuring that the required professional standards are met and that the relevant 

regulatory staff receive an appropriate level of support in this regard. MBIE in their report 

comment: 

Throughout interviews, the consistent view from staff sitting below senior management was that this 
decision (to appoint a single contact point to interact with the developer) was the most 
significant reason for the failure in Council functions with respect to the Bella Vista development. 
This is because it was the point in time when the checks, balances and safeguards provided by normal 
processes were set to one side, with practices emerging from the decision which were considered high 
risk. 



27. The decision to appoint a single point of contact was made as part of a meeting between the 

developer, chief executive and other relevant staff to discuss concerns being raised by the 

developer about the way in which the Bella Vista development was being managed. As noted in 

the above quote from the MBIE report, it sent an ‘inappropriate’ signal to staff about the 

standards that were expected to be met. The financial and other costs flowing from this failure 

have clearly been very significant for the Tauranga City Council and the affected homeowners. 

28. The corporate performance framework aligns Council’s high level direction to its activities and 

outcomes, and its purpose is to streamline Council planning and reporting functions.  As part of 

the corporate performance framework, Council will deliver on its legislative requirements – 

including the Long Term Plan, Annual Plan, Annual Report and activity management plans.   

29. Council produces an interim performance report, undertaken three times a year – for the four 

month periods of July-October, November-February and March-June, with the third being 

produced to inform the Annual Report. The second interim performance report was presented 

on 26 March 2019 to the Finance and Audit Committee. It is still a work in progress with the 

new CAMMs software with continuous improvements being made.  The March report had two 

attachments which showed the off target key performance indicators and the on target key 

performance indicators.  The June year end results will also inform the Annual Report which will 

be formally adopted in September.  

30. This framework requires Council activity managers to provide meaningful explanation of the 

level of performance compared to what was planned, and an opportunity for conversation 

around performance with the committee.  

31. Council has also introduced team business plans that cover each financial year and provides 

officers and elected members with the linkages between Council’s wider vision, as outlined in the 

Long Term Plan and Annual Plan and the programmes, projects and operational requirements to 

deliver effectively on these promises. Team business plans for 1 July 2019 implementation are 

currently being developed throughout Council teams. 

32. The Local Government Act 2002 requires Council to prepare and adopt an Annual Plan in the 

second and third years between the development of the Long Term Plan.  The purpose of the 

Annual Plan is to consider and approve any variations to the Long Term Plan for that financial 

year.  Once finalised the direction given for 2019-2020 will be used to set rates for the year 

beginning 1 July 2019 and deliver any additional projects identified. 

33. Consultation on the Annual Plan was not undertaken for this round as there was no significant 

variance from the Long Term Plan 2018 – 2028.  This is aligned with Council’s Significance and 

Engagement Policy that determines whether an issue is significant and the level of community 

consultation required.  



34. The Annual Plan work programme is currently being finalised and will be considered by the 

Finance and Audit Committee in May, prior to seeking Council approval in June 2019. 

35. In March the first of the Long Term Plan 2031 workshops was held with councillors and Youth 

Council. The purpose of the workshop was to begin the development of the next strategic 

framework while considering the current strategic context and trends of the District.  

36. The next workshop is scheduled for 21 May 2019 and will examine and discuss the activities that 

Council undertakes and consider the financial and infrastructure strategies.  

37. Council continues to identify the need to invest in and develop its risk management processes 

and approach. The objective of the risk management framework is to create a framework to 

effectively understand, plan for, and mitigate risk across all levels and activities within the 

organisation that can provide assurance to Council, the Southland District community and 

stakeholders that critical risks are identified and managed effectively.  

38. The framework document was adopted by Council in February 2019, and work has begun to 

transition from the current quarterly risk update approach to implementing the risk management 

framework. It is anticipated to be finalised by June 2019.  

39. Council supports the continuation of research and analysis work to support its decision making 

in preparation for the Long Term Plan 2031. This work will assist in leading the development of 

Council’s overall approach to the management of change and preparation for what the future 

might hold for the District and its communities, and identify priorities for investing in 

community future planning.  

40. The executive leadership project team comprising of the chief executive, chief financial officer, 

group manager services and assets, group manager environmental services and group manager 

community and futures determine prioritisation, and is facilitated by the strategy and policy 

manager.     

41. High level project plans have been developed to help determine what is required to deliver 

priority projects within the District, and will help inform assumptions leading into the Long 

Term Plan 2031. Update reports on all work streams will be provided to the Community and 

Policy Committee between February and June 2019.    

42. The on-going work streams include:  

 socio-demographic projects (where are we now, where are we heading, and where do we 

want to be)  

 climate change and implications for the Southland District (risks and impacts on the 

District) 

 service delivery framework – District vs local service provision and levels of service (an 

assessment and evaluation of Council services and determine the most appropriate level 

of service to meet community needs in the future)  



 rating affordability planning and implications (to understand income levels in our 

communities and affordable measures for delivery of activities and services – and 

implications of decisions on rating affordability for the district)  

 land and water plan implications (to understand the implications of compliance standards 

on the future provision of services to local communities)  

 community facility provision framework (how, what and when are facilities used and 

needed) 

 community partnerships assistance and funding alignment approach (multi agency 

community partnership opportunities, and Council’s funding and grants schemes to 

support community organisations) 

 technological change impacts on communities and implications for Southland District 

Council 

43. Much of this work has a long term focus to support future decision making, and will be 

considered in relation to Council’s overall approach over the next 1-5 years.   

44. There are a number of Council bylaws and policies currently being reviewed and updated, and a 

number of bylaws due for review in the next 12-18 months.  

45. The draft delegations manual was presented to the Finance and Audit Committee in March, and 

will be presented to Council in April 2019 for adoption.  Further work on the delegations manual 

will include work on the terms of reference and delegations for community boards and the 

Council’s governance structure for the 2019-2022 term.  

46. The review of the Board (TAB) Venue and Gambling Venue Policies has begun, with a report 

due to the Community and Policy Committee on 9 August 2019 to discuss a draft policy 

approach.  

47. Council will also begin to investigate options around abandoned vehicles and unkempt properties 

that may lead to fire hazards. 

48. As noted in the last report, work is progressing on arrangements to support the community 

governance project. This will build upon the information contained in the reference document 

that Council produced in April 2018.   

49. The new representation arrangement does signal a large change for the District with no longer 

having gaps or grey areas in locally-based decision-making.  Community boards will have a much 

broader focus and Council will work to support the change. 

 

 



50. The local authority elections will be held in October 2019.  They will be conducted by postal vote 

with election day being Saturday, 12 October 2019.  The elections this year will be based on the 

outcome of the representation review determination noted above.  Information will be 

distributed closer to election date.  Elections will be held for the mayor, ward councillors and 

community board members. 

51. Nominations open Friday 19 July and close at 12 noon on Friday 16 August.  Voting will begin 

on Friday 20 September and close at 12 noon on Saturday 12 October.  People are encouraged to 

make sure they are on the electoral roll.  There will be information sessions scheduled for 

intending candidates prior to nominations closing.   

52. Further information will be made available on Council’s website. 

53. The community partnership leaders are working to finalise the project plan for the delivery of 

nine community board plans across the District.  It is intended that these plans will be developed 

in conjunction with existing community board and community development area subcommittee 

members, key stakeholders in the community, youth councillors and the wider public via a variety 

of different engagement mediums.  This process will also inform other important Council work 

streams such as the development of activity management plans and the 2031 Long Term Plan. 

54. Several staff attended a recent Connections and Collaboration Workshop facilitated by Inspiring 

Communities.  The workshop focused on discussions around community-led development, the 

community engagement wheel, and asked key questions about why we are trying to connect with 

our communities.  The workshop also looked at stakeholder mapping, why people don’t 

participate, trust, social needs, the working together continuum and different models for 

collaboration.   

55. Over the last couple of months the CPLs have meet with stakeholders from Internal Affairs, 

Community Trust South, ILT, ILT Foundation, ICC, GDC, Age Concern, a cyber-safety expert, 

Sport Southland, Emergency Management Southland, aged care providers, Environment 

Southland, District Health Board staff, representatives from regional sports organisations, MBIE, 

Presbyterian Support and Ministry of Education as part of the CPLs role to foster links between 

Council and the community.  These meetings have been used as information gathering exercises 

to inform key projects and information sharing in order to update our community on activities 

being undertaken around the District.   

56. An application is being prepared to the Tourism Infrastructure Fund for replacement of the Ulva 

Island jetty and development of Golden Bay’s jetty and facilities. It is intended the application 

will be made to the August funding round. The Stewart Island/Rakiura Community Board and 

jetties committee has provided valuable input to the proposed design of the Ulva Island jetty and 



contributed to the design work for the Golden Bay development which is now being scoped and 

costed.  Public consultation is currently taking place for the Ulva Island jetty design and when the 

final designs have been received for the Golden Bay development public consultation will also be 

held. 

57. A cultural toolkit has been developed by Anna Kirkwood and Kate Wilkinson from the 

Awareness Project (diversity and inclusion specialists) 

58. The cultural toolkit contains key practical tips on what needs to be placed to ensure an inclusive 

approach is adopted to welcome new people to our communities. 

59. All four councils have met and the concept discussed with key staff. 

60. Funding for the welcoming communities pilot project has had seed funding made available 

through to December 2019 from central government. 

61. The Predator Free Rakiura Leadership Group (PFR LG) has met within the last month with 

senior national level DoC Management and also with representatives of Predator Free 2050, the 

national entity leading this work in conjunction with DoC at a national level. Feedback from both 

agencies has been positive, and DoC continues to provide very significant managerial and 

technical support for this project.  

62. The Leadership Group held a public meeting on Rakiura on the evening of 26 March to inform 

the community of the current project status and progress, which was well attended by 

approximately 60 persons. The community feedback received at this meeting was mostly very 

positive. The PFR LG has been working on a Memorandum of Understanding between the 

participant parties. This will come through to Council, as a participant in the PFR LG, for 

consideration in the near future. 

63. Councillors have previously been advised of the generally positive outcome of the IANZ audit, 

and a formal report was presented to the Regulatory and Consents Committee at its 27 March 

meeting.  

64. Staff have now developed an IANZ Clearance Plan and forwarded this to IANZ by the required 

date of the end of March 2019, and are in the process of fully embedding the required changes. 

This is required by mid-May.  

65. If IANZ is satisfied that all non-compliance items have been fully addressed, then the Council 

will be reaccredited for two years (the maximum period) as low risk.  

66. Somewhat connected to this, the chief executive section of this report covers the Ministry of 

Business Innovation and Employment Bella Vista review process extensively in his comments 

above. As he comments, this is a very useful and sobering report for the building control sector, 



and the relevant learnings will be socialised with Building Solutions team.  One important 

element the report emphasised was the need for councils to ensure that work is not allowed to 

continue on when significant non-compliance items are identified. 

67. Representatives of the Earthquake Commission visited Southland during March for a combined 

councils’ session hosted by SDC. EQC is the New Zealand Crown entity investing in natural 

disaster research, education and providing insurance to residential property owners.  

68. EQC representatives explained their role and how this has been applied in various situations 

around New Zealand and spoke about current and future risk issues. This was a very useful 

session and some good networking contacts with EQC were also established to continue future 

liaison. 

69. Council hosted representatives of the Ministry of Primary Industries (MPI) policy team in mid–

March to illustrate on the ground the concerns which Council had previously communicated in 

writing regarding the practical implications of the National Environmental Standard for 

Production Forestry on the Council's roading network.  

70. The MPI representatives appreciated the opportunity to view these issues on the ground, and said 

that these concerns would be factored into future thinking, while obviously not providing any 

guarantees of future changes.  

71. The Regulatory and Consents Committee at its March meeting considered and granted a resource 

consent for the expansion of the Ohai coal mine by Greenbriar Limited the current operator of 

the mine. No submitters in opposition wished to be heard. Consent was granted for a 10 year 

period subject to extensive conditions including reinstatement requirements. 

72. The Regulatory and Consents Committee have approved the preliminary consultation to occur 

on the proposed Dark skies plan change. The change to the District Plan has been sought to 

create some rules around future lighting on the island in order to maintain the existing quality of 

the dark skies. Meetings for key stakeholders will be held on Raikura on 13 and 14 May and it is 

intended to publicly notify the plan change in the last quarter of 2019. 

73. Council has teamed up with Environment Southland, Gore District Council and Invercargill City 

Council to undertake high level region wide assessments on Climate Change, Biodiversity, 

Landscapes and Natural Character.  

74. These reports have been progressing well. It is anticipated that the Climate Change report will be 

released to the councils and the general public by the middle of 2019. The other reports are still 

being completed and are unlikely to be released in 2019. 



75. A lot of work is going into increasing the number of dog owners who register online. Staff hope 

to have the new dogs online registration operating by 1 June. Other projects include a 

communications drive to promote dog owners notifying changes (to ensure online registration 

goes smoothly for them) and exploring emailing registration forms.  

76. The team is working with the Te Anau Community Board following its consultation about local 

dog rules. A report will be presented at their next meeting at which decisions can be made.  

77. The Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) completed an onsite review of Council’s functions 

under the Food Act 2014, on 6 March.  When the report is released, this will be presented to a 

Committee of Council. Feedback from the MPI Officer conducting the review was that SDC is 

in a good position moving forwards. 

78. The department have received 82 building consent applications for the month.  This is up about 

17% on the previous three year average and 24% on the same period as last year, the past two 

months have seen a higher than average application count. The increase was most noted in R1 

(residential category 1) consents up 37% on the previous three year average.  

79. The value of consent applications are down slightly on the previous three year average from $8.6 

million to $8.2 million.  This is also up on the same period as last year, up from $4.5 million to 

$8.2 million.  

80. There was a noted increase on the three year average in applications from the Mararoa Waimea 

Ward up from 22 to 30 and Waiau Aparima up from an average of 16 to 25 which is also an 

increase on the same period as last year. There was a reduction in applications received from 

Winton Wallacetown which were a noted decline on the three year average down from 23 to 19 

applications received.    

81. The department issued 70 consents for the month, this is up from 59 consents for the same 

period as last year. The increase in consent numbers reflected a 31% increase in the value of 

consented work.  

82. For the year-to-date the total number of consents issued are down from 641 to 551 on the same 

period in 2017-18. The value of consented work for the month was $7,130,494 up from 

$5,424,250 for the same period as last year. The value of consents for the 2018/2019 financial 

year to date $57,626,377 down from 65,780,184 for the same period as last year. The consent fees 

generated for the month was $167,482.40 up from $87,157.73 for the same period as last year. 

The consent fee for the year to date is $1,149,778.41 up from $1,103,997.22 for the same period 

as last year.  

83. The average length of time to issue a building consent was 19.75 days.  The department issued 33 

CCCs and refused 16 CCCs.  This has contributed to a slight reduction of the number of active 

consents for which no Code Compliance Certificate has issued which currently sits at 4,377. 

84. The Christchurch based Solutions Team continue to process some of the Council’s building 

consent applications, in order to maintain customer service and timeliness and ease pressure on 



in-house staff and there is also currently an additional contractor inspector engaged for similar 

reasons. 

85. The team are supporting a number of internal and external projects across Council.  All involve 

trying to improve business processes for staff and customers.  We have also been involved in 

sharing our knowledge with Gore District Council staff as we share many of the same types of 

issues.   

86. We have also been involved with the transition of Destination Fiordland to become its own 

entity and are working through a similar process as Venture Southland moves to the new 

Southland Regional Development Agency (SRDA). 

87. We have welcomed Renee Bull to the team on a full-time basis after an internal promotion for 

another team member and recruited Nikki Ladd as a casual customer support partner. 

Total number of calls to 0800 732 732 4282 

Abandonment rate  0.16% 

Request for Service received 814 

Top three requests types Building inspections, change of address and 
water leaks 

Payments processed by Council 17792 

Cash 

Cheques 

Direct Credit 

Direct Debit 

Eftpos 

1.3% 

9.5% 

52.8% 

28.1% 
8.3% 

Number of visitors to our Libraries and 

Council Service Centres* 
11921 

*Excludes Invercargill, Stewart Island, Wyndham and Book Bus 

88. We have welcomed Sherree Simpson and Sarah Hickson to the Te Anau library as 

librarian/customer support partners.  They are passionate about the library and have a goal to see 

if every book in the collection can be issued to a borrower over the next 12 months.  In Otautau, 

Diane Fetter has joined the team as a casual customer support partner as Jenny Marshall is 

leading the training for dog registration processes for staff this year. 

89. We have continued to offer the range of programs for library patrons but would love to hear 

from people not using the library about how we can meet their needs.  Please feel free to contact 

our district library manager, Mark Fraser via email on mark.fraser@southlanddc.govt.nz or via 

0800 732 732. 



90. The table below shows the number of individuals checking out items from a branch library each 

month.     

Bookbus 350 

Lumsden 88 

Otautau 77 

Riverton 180 

Stewart Island 49 

Te Anau 393 

Winton 563 

Wyndham 69 

91. Use of the PressReader application is below.   

February 2019 4548 22969 

92. Our Library service has new books each month, these can be viewed online through our 

catalogue on https://www.southlanddc.govt.nz/my-southland/libraries/ 

93. The team have had a busy February.  With 32 LIMs for February and 130 property file requests 

this is reflecting a busy property market. Also over the month the team have been working on 

integration of RM8 and Pathway, two of our main systems for frontline staff to use to issue 

consents, licenses or register dogs.   

94. The team is working on developing training material resources for Records Manager and 

legislative requirements.  This includes material to reflect the people’s different learning style.  

95. We continue to receive archives research requests from the public which are very time intensive 

and manual.  As yet we do not charge for this service. This will be reviewed in the next long term 

plan.  There were six requests in February and March 2019. 

96. The team have welcomed a new helpdesk analyst which has allowed existing staff to start work 

on stabilising our environment. With pressure on our GIS resource to complete the 

representation review and deliver on the GIS software upgrades we have identified the need for 

further resource.  

97. The business solution analysts have been working hard on CAMMS reporting and have identified 

a number of limitations in the current CAMMS Insights product which they are now 

investigating to see if we can amend these locally, or need further support.  

98. Our program of work includes: 

 Network Security, configuring the new firewalls appliances to replace our ageing 

equipment which will improve the perimeter security 

https://www.southlanddc.govt.nz/my-southland/libraries/


 Infrastructure, we continue to review and base-line our infrastructure so that we can have 

a better understanding of what needs to be replaced including our server room hardware, 

networking and end user equipment 

 Phones, the configuration of the back office connections for the new phone system has 

started and user requirements are being gathered 

 GIS Mapping, the GIS team have completed the Apollo upgrade and have started 

upgrading the GeoMedia platforms, this project is expected to be completed in April.   

 Pathways, we have begun to configure E-Pathways and Pathways for new dog 

registrations. 

99. The team is also looking at the way that Council manages its software, hardware, networks and 

integration points. This information will be used to form the base Disaster Recovery Plan for the 

organisation from a technology perspective. 

100. Health, Safety and wellness continues to be a focus within Council.  Health and Safety Audits and 

Safety observations on our contractors are continuing.  This includes traffic management audits.  

The pre-approval process for our contractors has been updated and the process of collecting 

information for re-approval has begun.  Health and Safety e-learning and team activities are 

continuing.   

101. The project delivery manager recruitment is well underway with a decision on the appointment of 

the role expected shortly. 

102. The first quarter of 2019 has rapidly disappeared and has largely been consumed with the 

structural changes to the Services and Assets Group and the resultant works programme 

resourcing. There has been significant focus on the capacity each team has to undertake the 

works programmes committed to. This focus has been particularly relevant given the 2019/2020 

Annual Plan development process. Through this process the team is looking beyond next year to 

ensure the theme of over-committment and under-delivery is not continued. 

103. There is still significant effort required to improve the way in which we engage and work with 

our elected representative structures. This is a learning curve for both our staff and elected 

representatives. Clarity and communication around our delivery framework and legislative 

timelines is needed to ensure expectations are clear. 

104. Internally, we still have some work to do regarding the removal of silos to ensure that we are 

united in our messaging and efficient in our delivery. Further work is also required on some of 

our delivery requirements including our procurement and contract management processes. This 

work has been prioritised this year.  

105. 2019 is the year that we need to revisit our Infrastructure Strategy to better understand and guide 

the strategic context for the activities and services we provide. The strategy is required to ensure 



we are planning for the future in the work that we undertake today. It is anticipated that this 

work will need to commence in April/May to ensure completion by the end of the calendar year. 

106. On 25 February the start batteries on Unit 1 failed with what is suspected to be a hydrogen gas 

explosion, this is likely to have been caused by overcharging of a failing battery. No damage was 

caused apart from the damage to the batteries themselves, replacement batteries are being 

sourced. 

107. The intercooler associated with Unit 4 that failed during December has been repaired and 

returned to service; the Unit 4 radiator was also flushed and repainted during this repair. Now 

that Unit 4 is back in service pricing will be obtained to replace the rear main crankshaft seal on 

Unit 5 which has developed an oil leak.  

108. Peter Petchy is currently working through the archaeological global authority which will enable a 

quicker connection time. 

109. Forestry activity for this period has included silvicultural pruning in Gowan Hills and pre-plant 

land preparation in Ohai and Waikaia Forests. Heritage NZ have now approved the 

archaeological consent for future works in Waikaia. Financial results are still tracking well above 

budget. 

110. An onsite meeting is to be held with Southroads, Opus and Southland District Council for mark 

out of the toilets and shelters. The toilets have been delayed but are expected to be shipped prior 

to April, we are also waiting on a building consent exemption for a shelter at Mavora Lakes.  

111. Additional signs have been ordered and received, and will be programmed with other works 

expected to take place in April. An application has been made to the Maintaining Great Ride 

fund for $100K, this includes funds for water tanks along the trail as well as tables, benches and 

interpretation panels for stage one. An application for $50K has been lodged resulting in this 

work having no impact on Southland District Council as it will be 100% funded.  

112. The initial review of the speed limits across the District for local roads has been completed. The 

Transport team have been undertaking discussion with communities where changes are 

proposed. Feedback to date has been positive and supportive of the proposed changes. 

113. This engagement will continue during April, with any relevant feedback incorporated into the 

proposed changes at which point a report will be presented to Council, with the objective of 

starting the formal public consultation process needed to formally change the bylaw.  



114. Reseals – All programmed work for the annual District wide road resurfacing program have been 

completed for the 2018 -2019 season. 

115. Pavement Rehabilitation – The Roading Company are making good progress with all sites. The 

Ohai Clifden Highway and Otapiri Gorge Road sites along with the first section of Otautau 

Tuatapere Road have all been sealed. 

116. The remaining sections of Otautau-Tuatapere Road and Shand Road are on track to be 

completed by Easter. 

117. Footpath renewal – the footpath renewal programme has been finalised with a package of works 

currently out to tender. Sites have been selected on asset condition along with Long Term Plan 

budget availability.  

118. The annual restricted bridge inspections by Council’s structural engineering consultants, Stantec 

are nearing completion. The outcome of these inspections along with updated bridge restriction 

list will be presented to Council at the June meeting.  

119. Council staff also met with the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) to raise awareness 

about Council’s concerns with the volume of its ageing bridging network and the availability of 

funding support that Council could attract from NZTA to support an enhanced renewals 

programme. The meeting was positive with NZTA suggesting potential avenues which Council 

could explore and apply for additional funding and in particular for the critical bridges. 

120. An audit of Council’s Distributed Unmetered Load (DUML) database and processes was 

conducted, in accordance with Electricity Industry Participation Code as required by the 

Electricity Industry Act 2010. The audit was conducted in accordance with the audit guidelines 

for DUML. Audit timeframes range from three months to 36 months based on levels of future 

risk rating. 

121. The purpose of this audit is to verify that the volume information is being calculated accurately, 

and that profiles have been correctly applied.   

122. Meridian moved to using the Southland District Council data in June 2018, with the first audit 

being carried out in March 2018. The second audit has now been completed and found a high 

level of accuracy in this data and all but one of the previous non-compliances recorded in the last 

audit report have been cleared.  

123. Currently the data is being maintained in an excel spreadsheet but is being loaded to RAMM as 

soon as possible and no later than June 2019. 

124. There were no specific issues raised as part of the audit however a recommendation was made on 

investigating tracking and recording of festive lighting being connected to the unmetered 

streetlight circuit.  

125. As a result of the audit outcome the next round of auditing has indicatively been extended out to 

be in 18 months’ time.  



126. Following Council resolutions from the 23 October 2018 meeting, when it was resolved to 

proceed with a sub-surface drip irrigation as disposal route, staff have been progressing work on 

a number of fronts including development of resource consents for the sub-surface drip 

irrigation field, as well as advancing towards a detailed design.  

127. Staff have also met with Environment Southland consenting staff, to develop a strategy to allow 

early lodgement of the application.  At this stage it is expected that an application will be able to 

be lodged towards the end of April.  

128. The tender for the pipeline element of the contract has now been released to four pre-qualified 

contractors. Tender returns close on 12 April.  

129. Environment Southland released their proposed Land and Water Plan last year. 

130. In total 25 appeals were received by Environment Southland of which Council has identified 10, 

which it will join as a section 274 party. Council has also lodged an appeal to the decision.  

131. The basis of Council’s appeal, is largely around the ‘non-complying’ activity status on wastewater 

discharges to water. The latest direction issued from the Environment Court outlines a proposed 

path, where appeals to objectives will be heard ahead of mediation, by grouped topic on policies 

and rules. Evidence in support of the appeals was filed with the Environment Court on 22 

March. 

132. The WasteNet Southland Waste Management Group has rolled over the Bond Contract for 

waste collection on the same rates and terms and conditions.  

133. WasteNet has also put out a tender for the provision of the recycling acceptance contract.  The 

Request for Proposal was issued in December, with a number of tenders having been evaluated 

and requests for clarifications issued.   

134. In 2018, staff prepared a consent application for the renewal of the Tokanui wastewater discharge 

proposing a minor upgrade, on the basis that monitoring showed no significant impact on the 

receiving water, based on comparison of upstream and downstream monitoring.  

135. The application is the first one to be assessed under the new Proposed Southland Water and 

Land Plan which indicates that discharges to water will be considered as a non-complying 

activity. Environment Southland have produced their report recommending that the application 

is declined on the basis that the impact of any leakage through the base of the ponds is not 

sufficiently managed.  

136. As this has a significant implication for other pond based systems, Council requested a delay in 

the hearing process to allow the wider implications of this issue to be scoped and a strategy for 



addressing the issues developed. Advice from Commissioners received in February granted this 

request until May 2019. 

137. Work is ongoing with finance staff in the review of the Council Fixed Asset Register. This will 

ensure that the fixed asset register is correct and allow it to be used as the basis, for the 

identification of strategic assets or not, and which of the non-strategic assets are surplus. 

138. Staff have also been involved in preparing Environment Southland resource consent applications 

for the Tourism Infrastructure Fund projects at Clifden Bridge and Waikawa. 

139. Property administration agreements that have been finalised of interest are Ringaringa Road 

deviation, easement agreement with Landcorp for access to and the pipeline on their land for the 

Kepler disposal field, land acquisition for the Clifden bridge Tourism Infrastructure Fund 

development, landowner agreement related to the Orawia water take site. 

140. Work has commenced on the 2018 - 2019 projects, to be completed this financial year.  There are 

a number of projects that have been started, with the remaining projects having been quoted for. 

Once the quotes have been confirmed and approved, the work will be programmed to 

commence for those that are under budget. There has been a focus on getting all of the project 

information into CAMMS, so that we having a better understanding of the project commitments 

that remain to be completed before the end of the financial year. This has then been carried 

through to the final forecasting round. 

141. We are currently in discussion with a number of consultants who are providing quotes to 

complete work associated with Master Data and Meta Data standards and also minimum levels of 

service for the community facilities portfolios. 

142. Progress is being made towards pulling together a Tourism Infrastructure Fund application for 

the Stewart Island jetties project. The application was to be submitted for the next funding round 

that started on the 1 March 2019. However it has been decided to delay this until the next round 

in August so that a more robust application can be presented. 

143. The application consists of two projects, the Ulva Island wharf and associated on-shore 

infrastructure and the Golden Bay wharf and associated on-shore infrastructure. We are working 

with Venture Southland, the Stewart Island Community Board, Department of Conservation and 

Opus to put together the application. Although the scope of work has been increased from an 

original project to upgrade the Ulva Island wharf, there is a clear understanding from the local 

community for the need to include the Golden Bay project as it will mitigate current health and 

safety issues that have been identified. 

144. The Riverton wharves still have two outstanding issues associated with licence compliance. An 

amicable resolution could not be reached with one of the jetty owners so this has been put in the 

hands of Council’s lawyer to be resolved. There are also ongoing discussions with one of the 

other jetty owners who dispute the length of jetty that they purchased. A possible resolution has 



been identified that will potentially resolve this situation. The upgrade to the main long wharf has 

been completed. The damaged navigation light in Riverton harbour has been replaced. 

145. The Project Delivery Team are well underway with the projects from the first allocation from the 

current list of committed projects from the Long Term Plan and Annual Plan with a value of 

$4,650,000. We currently have 33 projects in progress with six projects completed. The balance 

of our projects are in the consenting or approval stage, it is anticipated these will move to 

delivery phase within a month. The Project Delivery Team are working with the Activity 

Managers to pick further projects from the 2018 - 2019 projects and starting to plan the 2019 - 

2020 projects.

146. The Southern Scenic Route Tourism Infrastructure Fund projects are well underway. The four 

projects are all in progress, Waikawa, Monkey Island, Clifden Bridge and Te Anau toilets are in 

the final stage of consenting and the contracts has been awarded.  

147. The new facilities have been ordered, the works program will start as we receive the new 

buildings, the first is due in the last week of April. Now that we have design, consent and delivery 

times set we will be conducting community discussions starting in Tuatapere on 5 April, followed 

by the other sites.  

148. Main projects completed by Work Scheme over the last month have been: 

• dismantling, moving and erecting of desks and furniture at Forth Street office 

• repairs along coastal track at Riverton 

• mowing throughout District 

• noxious control at Andersons Park for Invercargill City Council 

• Wyndham Hall Repairs 
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1 The purpose of this report is to present the draft Delegations Manual to Council for adoption. 

2 Council has been working towards the development of a manual that consolidates delegations 
across the organisation since early 2018.  

3 Currently, delegations and terms of reference for committees of Council and community boards 
are contained in various documents across activities and groups.  The draft Delegations Manual 
will provide a ‘one stop shop’ for elected representatives, staff and customers to access:  

 Council’s delegations of governance activities to Council committees and community 
boards  

 Council’s delegations of management activities to the chief executive  

 the chief executive’s delegations to Council staff, including the executive leadership team. 

 
4 The executive leadership team at its 11 February 2019 meeting endorsed the draft Delegations 

Manual and resolved to recommend to Council that it adopt the draft Delegations Manual as 
attached.  

5 The draft Delegations Manual was presented to the Finance and Audit Committee for feedback 
at its 26 March 2019 meeting.  

6 Staff are requesting that Council revoke all existing instruments of delegation and adopt the draft 
Delegations Manual. 

7 It is recommended that formal review of the draft Delegations Manual once adopted, be 
undertaken in line with triennial elections. 



 

 

8 Council has been working towards the development of a manual that consolidates Council’s 
delegations since early 2018.   

9 The purpose of the Delegations Manual is to define and authorise the scope of:  

 Council’s delegations of governance activities to Council committees and community 
boards 

 Council’s delegations of management activities to the chief executive 

 the chief executive’s delegations to Council staff, including the executive leadership team.  

10 The draft Delegations Manual provides for specific delegations relating to finance, regulatory 
functions and specific statutory responsibilities devolved to Council through legislation. 

11 The executive leadership team at its 11 February 2019 meeting endorsed the draft Delegations 
Manual and resolved to recommend to Council that it adopt the draft Delegations Manual as 
attached.  

12 The draft Delegations Manual was presented to the Finance and Audit Committee for feedback 
at its 26 March 2019 meeting.  

13 To ensure the success of the implementation of the draft Delegations Manual, it is important that 
elected representatives and staff are involved and supportive to achieve the objectives of making 
this document meaningful, accurate and current.   



14 In order for the draft Delegations Manual to be an organisation wide reference document, it is 
necessary for Council to revoke all existing instruments of delegation when adopting the draft 
Delegations Manual.   

15 It is significant to note to that the development of the draft Delegations Manual has provided an 
opportunity to make corrections and changes to some of the existing instruments of delegation 
which were out of date. These changes have occurred primarily in the following areas: 

 Environmental Services and Services and Assets activity areas (updating) 

 Building Act 2004 delegations (as per instrument presented for adoption to Council at its 
7 February 2019 meeting) 

 finance and expenditure delegations (as per recently adopted Council Debt Recovery 
Policy as well as Services and Assets restructure) 

 corrections to role titles where possible throughout (including the recent Services and 
Assets restructure).   

16 As there is currently no Delegations Manual, the process for making efficient amendments on an 
as needed basis will be a new initiative.  The governance and democracy team will oversee the 
draft Delegations Manual once adopted. The governance and democracy team is well placed to 
undertake this given the team’s role as a liaison between Council and staff.  Practically, this means 
the Governance and Democracy team will amend the draft Delegations Manual once adopted to:  

 give effect to any Council resolution  

 give effect to any written instruction given by the chief executive  

 make any typographical or grammatical corrections. 
 

17 Whilst the document has been reviewed extensively, staff note that it may require amendments 
that will not come to light until the draft Delegations Manual is adopted and in use. In addition, 
once adopted, the draft Delegations Manual should be viewed as a living document that changes 
along with Council decision making.  

18 It is recommended that the terms of reference section be reviewed after the triennial election in 
2019, as there is reasonable change given that the proposed new board structure has been 
accepted through the Representative Review process. 

19 Going forward, formal review of the draft Delegations Manual once adopted will be undertaken 
in line with triennial elections. 

20 There are no specific legal or statutory requirements identified with regards to the development 
and adoption of the draft Delegations Manual.   



21 Community views have not been sought in relation to the draft Delegations Manual project as it 
relates to organisation wide operational practices. It can be expected that the community would 
expect Council to operate in accordance with recognised good practice standards in this regard. 

22 Costs associated with staff time have been met within current budgets.   

23 From a risk management perspective, having an organisation wide Delegations Manual is 
prudent, to ensure that the correct delegations are followed. 

 

24 There are no policy implications identified through the recommendation to adopt the draft 
Delegations Manual. 

25 If adopted, the draft Delegations Manual will be an accessible, ‘one stop’ resource for elected 
representatives, staff and customers.   

26 There are two options for Council to consider:   

Option 1: Adopt the draft Delegations Manual and revoke existing delegations. 

Option 2: Not adopt the draft Delegations Manual or revoke existing delegations. 

 provides clarity as to delegations regarding 
Council activities for elected 
representatives, staff and customers.    

 in line with best practice from a risk 
management perspective.   

 Services and Assets restructure has 
highlighted the need to update delegations 
for this group. 

 allows six months to put Delegations 
Manual into practice prior to 2019 election 
in order to make any necessary changes.   

 terms of reference for Council committees 
and community boards require review after 
2019 triennial election.  



 there are no advantages identified.  further delay puts at risk current risk 
management practice and associated 
operational requirements.  

 failure to have a Delegations Manual does 
not represent best practice.  

 will result in confusion over organisation 
wide delegations.   

27 This decision is not considered significant in relation to Council’s Significance and Engagement 
Policy. 

28 It is recommended that Council select option 1, adopt the draft Delegations Manual and revoke 
existing delegations. 

29 The draft Delegations Manual project has highlighted that the next step is an examination of the 
relationship between financial delegations and the broader procurement policy and expenditure 
approval processes.  This is a separate piece of work related to the recommended review of the 
terms of reference and is already underway.   

⇩









































































































































































































































☒ ☐ ☐

1 The purpose of the report is to seek a decision on the order of candidate names as they appear 
on the voting documents and provide an update on the triennial elections. 

2 The Local Electoral Regulations 2001 provide the opportunity for Council to choose the order 
that candidate names appear on the voting documents.  If no decision is made, the order of 
names reverts to alphabetical. 

3 There are three options – alphabetical, pseudo-random – the order of names is drawn out of a 
hat with all voting documents using the same order, and random – where each voting paper has a 
different order of candidate names.  This report is recommending that random order be used.   

 



4 The triennial elections will be held on Saturday 12 October 2019 and are required to be 
undertaken according to the Local Electoral Act 2001, the Local Electoral Regulations 2001, the 
New Zealand Public Health and Disability Act 2000, and to a lesser extent, the Local 
Government Act 2002.   

5 One of the pre-election tasks provided for under Regulation 31 of the Local Authority 
Regulations 2001 is for Council to decide the order of candidate names to appear on the voting 
documents.  

6 There are three options to choose from – alphabetical, pseudo-random and random.  If Council 
does not choose an option then the order of candidate names will be alphabetical. 

7 Alphabetical – names are listed in alphabetical order.  Some arguments made for alphabetical is 
that it is easier to use, it has traditionally been used in local and parliamentary elections, it used to 
cost less than random order, and the order of names matches the order listed in the candidate 
profile statements.  Comment has been made that voters will often look at the first part of the 
alphabet or at the end, particularly for issues with a number of candidates.  

8 Pseudo-random order – surnames are randomly selected (out of a hat or similar receptacle) for 
each position and the same order is used on all voting documents for that issue.  There is 
possible voter criticism or confusion as specific candidate names are not easily found especially 
where there are a number of candidates.  In 2016 eight councils used pseudo-random order.  

9 Random order – all surnames are randomly selected and are listed in a different order on every 
voting document.  There is possible voter criticism or confusion as specific candidate names are 
not easily found especially where there are a number of candidates.  However, the argument in 
favour of random order is that it can be seen as fairer to all candidates as there is not a tendency 
to choose the candidates at the top or bottom of the list and voters make a conscious choice of a 
particular candidate. 

10 There is no longer any additional cost associated with pseudo-random or random order.  In the 
2016 elections there was almost the same number of councils that chose alphabetical and random 
order.  

11 The determination for the representation arrangements for Southland District was released by the 
Local Government Commission on Monday 11 March 2019.  A copy of the determination is 
attached.  In addition to the Mayor, elections will be held in October 2019 for 12 councillors 
elected from five wards being: 

 Mararoa-Waimea (3) 

 Waiau-Aparima (3) 

 Oreti (3) 

 Waihopai-Toetoe (2) 

 Stewart Island/Rakiura (1). 



12. There will be district-wide coverage of community boards with 56 members elected to nine 
community boards. The new community boards are: 

 Oreti (7) 

 Waihopai-Toetoe (7) 

 Ardlussa (6) 

 Fiordland (6) 

 Northern (6) 

 Oraka-Aparima (6) 

 Tuatapere-Te Waewae (6) 

 Wallace-Takitimu (6) 

 Stewart Island/Rakiura (6) 

13. Two of the community boards will be divided into subdivisions for electoral purposes – the 
Northern and Oreti community boards.  This will mean that the people in the particular 
subdivisions will be electing people for that particular subdivision.  Once elected on to their 
respective community boards they will represent the whole of the community board area.   

14. The subdivisions are: 

 Oreti Community Board area: 

o Hokonui (1) 

o Midlands (4) 

o Makarewa (2) 

 Northern Community Board area: 

o Parawa Fairlight (1) 

o West Dome (2) 

o Mid Dome(3) 

15. This determination signals a large change for the District – both for elected members and staff.  
There are no longer any areas that will not have local decision-making.  Localism was one of the 
principles that the representation review was based on.  This determination gives effect to that.  
Community boards will need to have a much broader focus given they cover multiple 
communities including rural areas.  The determination and what this means for the role and 
relationship that community boards will have with the communities they represent and Council 
will be promoted in the District.   



16 In addition to the above, elections will also be held for members of Environment Southland, the 
Southern District Health Board, the Mataura Licensing Trust and the Gore and Districts Health.  

17 Nominations for all positions will open on Friday 19 July and close at 12 noon on Friday 16 
August 2019.  The election will be conducted by postal vote and voting documents will be 
delivered from Friday 20 September 2019.  Voting closes at 12 noon on Saturday 12 October 
2019. 

18 A number of councils were working on a proposal to trial online voting alongside postal voting 
for the 2019 elections.  The proposed trial was halted due to costs.  Work on a collaborative 
approach with relevant government sectors is continuing.   

19 People will be encouraged to ensure their enrolment details are up to date and an enrolment 
campaign is being organised by the Electoral Commission which is supported by all councils.  
The number of electors in the Southland District is expected to be over 20,000.  

20 A separate ratepayer roll campaign has commenced.  This includes information on the 
qualification for this roll being sent to all ratepayers as well as a national advertising campaign. 

21 Each local authority is required to prepare a pre-election report.  This report provides information 
to promote public discussion about issues facing the District.  

22 The Local Government Regulatory Systems Amendment Bill (which is expected to be passed prior 
to the election will include a duty to each chief executive of a local authority to promote the election 
process (including candidates standing for election) and encourage greater participation.  The 
organisation will support this.  

 

23 The decision regarding the order of candidate names meets the statutory requirements of the 
Local Electoral Act. 

24 Council is required to make this decision on behalf of its community.  

25 Funding for the elections is provided for in the 2018 – 2028 Long Term Plan. 

26 There are no policy implications associated with the decision. 

27 As noted and discussed in paragraphs 6 to 10 of this report there are 3 options.  



 Council has previously used alphabetical 
order 

 perception that it is easier to understand as 
all candidates for each issue are in order 

 matches the list in the candidate profile 
statements 

 perception that it is not as fair as random 
order. 

 perception that candidates with surnames at 
the beginning and end of the alphabet have 
an advantage 

 same order on all voting documents  possible voter confusion as candidates 
surnames are not as easily found. 

 perception it is fairer to all candidates 

 no additional cost 

 can be seen as confusing if there are a large 
number of candidates for each issue 

28 Not significant 

29 Option 3 – Random order 

30 The option chosen will result in the voting documents printed accordingly.   

⇩



 

 

 

 

 

Determination 

of representation arrangements to apply for 
the election of the Southland District Council 

to be held on 12 October 2019 

Background 
1. All territorial authorities are required under sections 19H and 19J of the Local Electoral 

Act 2001 (the Act) to review their representation arrangements at least every six years.  
These reviews are to determine the number of councillors to be elected, the basis of 
election for councillors and, if this includes wards, the boundaries and names of those 
wards.  Reviews also include whether there are to be community boards and, if so, 
membership arrangements for those boards.  Representation arrangements are to be 
determined so as to provide fair and effective representation for individuals and 
communities. 

2. The Southland District Council (the council) last reviewed its representation 
arrangements prior to the 2013 local authority elections.  Therefore it was required to 
undertake a review prior to the next elections in October 2019. 

3. At the time of the last review, the council’s initial and final proposals were to retain a 
council comprising the mayor and 12 councillors. However, the 12 councillors were to 
be elected from five wards rather than the previous 12 single-member wards. It was 
also proposed initially to reduce the number of community boards to seven from the 
previous 12 boards, then to eight in the final proposal.  Six appeals were received 
against the council’s final proposal. 

4. After considering the appeals, the Commission determined that the council would 
comprise a mayor and 12 councillors elected from the five proposed wards as follows. 
These arrangements applied for the 2013 and subsequent 2016 elections. 

Wards Population* Number of 
councillors 
per ward 

Population 
per 

councillor 

Deviation from 
district average 
population per 

councillor 

% deviation 
from district 

average 
population per 

councillor 

Mararoa Waimea 6,891 3 2,297 -75 -3.16 

Waiau Aparima 7,830 3 2,610 +238 +10.03 

Winton Wallacetown 8,124 3 2,708 +336 +14.17 

 

Local Government Commission 

Mana Kāwanatanga ā Rohe 



Waihopai Toetoe 5,217 2 2,609 +237 +9.99 

Stewart 
Island/Rakiura 

396 1 396 -1,976 -83.31 

Total 28,458 12 2,372   

 * Based on 2006 census statistics 

5. The Commission also upheld the council’s broad proposals for community boards. 

Preliminary consultation on current representation review 
6. In preparation for this review, the council in 2015 commenced a community 

governance review project aimed at achieving a representation structure that was 
effective and equitable for Southland District. It was also aimed at empowering and 
growing local communities in the district. For the representation review process, the 
council reconvened the community governance - elected representatives working 
group comprising the mayor, three councillors, two community board chairpersons 
and two community development area (CDA) sub-committee chairpersons, to provide 
feedback and inform the development of options. 

7. The council and working group undertook a preliminary consultation phase for the 
representation review. This included council workshops, discussion at community 
board and CDA meetings, presentations and discussions at a series of 18 community 
conversations and a community fete. These activities were attended by a total of 300 
people. In addition, information was provided in ‘First Edition’ distributed to most 
households in the district and a survey was available online and at the community 
conversations and council offices. Feedback sessions were also held for community 
board and CDA members. 

8. The preliminary consultation found: 

 66% of respondents supported the council comprising 12 councillors 

 56% of respondents thought councillors should be elected by wards 
(compared with 18% who supported an at large system and 25% who 
supported a mix of at large and wards) 

 80% of respondents thought Stewart Island/Rakiura should continue to be a 
separate ward. 

9. The council also reported there was consensus for the principle of district-wide 
coverage of community boards.  

The council’s initial proposal 
10. At a meeting on 20 April 2018, the council resolved its initial representation proposal. 

This proposal was for retention of a council comprising the mayor and 12 councillors 
elected from five wards (with some alterations to existing ward boundaries to achieve 
closer compliance with statutory fair representation requirements) as follows. 



Wards Population* Number of 
councillors 
per ward 

Population 
per 

councillor 

Deviation from 
district average 
population per 

councillor 

% deviation 
from district 

average 
population per 

councillor 

Mararoa Waimea 7,803 3 2,601 +131 +5.30 

Waiau Aparima 8,139 3 2,713 +243 +9.84 

Winton Wallacetown 7,890 3 2,630 +160 +6.48 

Waihopai Toetoe 5,421 2 2,711 +241 +9.76 

Stewart 
Island/Rakiura 

384 1 384 -2,086 -84.45 

Total 29,637 12 2,470   

* Based on 2013 census statistics 

11. The initial proposal was also for the constitution of eight communities to cover, for the 
first time, the whole district represented by the following community boards: 

 Fiordland (six elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Northern (six elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Ardlussa (six elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Taramea Te Waewae (six elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Takitimu (six elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Oreti (eight elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Waihopai Toetoe (seven elected members plus one appointed member) 

 Stewart Island/Rakiura (four elected members plus one appointed member. 

12. The council notified its initial proposal on 30 April 2018 including the following reasons 
for its decisions on community boards: 

 council wishes to see equity of representation across Southland District by 
having district-wide coverage of community boards, enabling local decision-
making across the district 

 council believes this model better reflects the community feedback on 
communities of interest and effective representation. 

13. By the deadline of 6 June 2018, the council had received 153 submissions. 

The council’s final proposal  
14. Following the hearing of submissions by a hearings panel, consisting of the full council 

and members of the elected representatives working group, the panel recommended 
some amendments to the initial proposal. These recommendations were: 



 divide the Taramea Te Waewae community board area in two (subsequently 
named Tuatapere Te Waewae and Oraka Aparima) 

 increase the number of elected members on the Stewart Island/Rakiura 
Community Board from four to six 

 some boundary changes to reflect communities of interest between the 
proposed Oreti and Waihopai Toetoe community board areas 

 change the name of the Takitimu Community Board to Wallace Takitimu. 

15. At a meeting on 11 July 2018, the council adopted its initial proposal as its final 
representation proposal subject to the above changes. 

16. The final proposal was publicly notified on 20 July 2018. 

Appeals/objections against the council’s final proposal 
17. Six appeals and two objections against the council’s final proposal were received by 

the deadline of 22 August 2018. 

18. In summary, these appeals and objections were against: 

 replacement of the CDA subcommittees by community boards either 
generally or in particular areas 

 the boundary between the Northern and Oreti community board areas 

 combining the existing Wallacetown Community Board with the Winton 
Community Board in a wider Oreti Community Board. 

Hearing 
19. The Commission met with the council and those appellants/objectors who wished to 

be heard at a hearing held in Invercargill on 5 December 2018. 

20. The council was represented by Mayor Gary Tong, Councillor Julie Keast, Chief 
Executive Steve Ruru and Governance and Democracy Manager Clare Sullivan with 
each reading a prepared statement. 

21. The appellants/objectors appearing at the hearing were: 

 Chris Henderson 

 Rob Scott 

 Alanna Barrett 

 Rae Wilson representing Wallacetown Community Board and supported by 
Mick Lester Chairman of the NZ Community Boards Executive Committee 

 Frank Shearing 

 Treena Symons 



Matters raised in appeals/objections and at the hearing 
Southland District Council 

22. Mayor Gary Tong provided an overview of Southland District and the context for the 
council’s representation review. This included the separate but related community 
governance review process the aim of which was to modernise the council’s approach 
to community governance and, in particular, to recognise the need to empower 
communities to do things for themselves rather than have an ongoing reliance on the 
council. This review arose in part from the community questioning the bureaucracy 
and length of time it takes for things to happen when they get caught up in the 
formality of council processes. At the same time other communities, outside of the 
present structures, can get on and make things happen. He said, as part of the process, 
the council had gone out to the community with a blank sheet to identify communities 
of interest and from this information the council had identified its initial proposal. 

23. Council chief executive Steve Ruru introduced the guiding principles on which the 
representation review was based. He described the council’s approach to community 
development as being community-led and this was a key pillar along with 
representative leadership. The broad strategic change the council was trying to 
achieve was about empowering and encouraging communities to contribute to their 
own futures outside of formal council structures. This is reflected in the principle of 
‘small council big community’. The council was also aiming to achieve representation 
equity by way of district-wide coverage of community boards thereby enabling 
democratic local decision-making by and on behalf of the district’s communities.  

24. Council Governance and Democracy Manager Clare Sullivan outlined the process the 
council had gone through from the informal pre-engagement phase through to the 
formal representation review final proposal. This included the changes made in the 
final proposal as a result of submissions. 

25. Councillor Julie Keast provided comment on the way the council works with 
communities and community groups. This included examples of local community 
initiatives carried out in areas where no council governance structures currently exist. 
She also outlined the history of the CDAs which were originally set up as rating areas 
providing services to local areas which are now provided on a district-wide basis. She 
said it was intended that community boards have a wider role under the new model 
working with and supporting the range of groups in their community.  

Appellants/objectors appearing at the hearing 

26. Chris Henderson described the proposal in relation to the CDAs as a pre-emptive strike 
effectively making them redundant. She said she had 40 years’ experience with the 
Lumsden community, a small community which practised grassroots democracy but 
this was now being eroded by amalgamation of power and big vested interests. She 
said the CDAs needed more power and autonomy, without the need to keep referring 
issues back to the council which resulted in a lot of bureaucracy and frustration. 

27. Rob Scott said the council’s proposal does not reflect community needs and won’t 
achieve what is intended. The council had reduced the effectiveness of CDAs including 
removing the right for them to make submissions. These issues needed to be sorted 
out. He said he was also speaking on behalf of other CDA chairpersons. He described 



the council’s consultation as ineffective with poor quality information and only one 
option being put to the community. While change was required, the status quo was 
still better than the council’s proposal. 

28. Alanna Barrett said she was not currently on an elected body but was concerned 
about local groups and their relationships with the council, including CDAs not being 
able to make submissions on the representation review. She said the demographics of 
the district were misaligned and suggested the council office should be in Winton. She 
was also concerned about what she considered to be misuse of funds by the council 
including those relating to the former Ohai Railway Board. 

29. Mick Lester, on behalf of Wallacetown Community Board, read a statement appealing 
against the amalgamation of that board with the Winton board. This was on the basis 
of a clear Wallacetown community of interest with very little, if any, connection with 
Winton. The Wallacetown board had been in existence since 1989 and the current 
board unanimously opposes the amalgamation. Given its size, Winton (population of 
5,100 compared to 560 for Wallacetown) would dominate on any such combined 
board including issues raised. The board’s appeal against the proposal was supported 
by a petition signed by 303 Wallacetown residents. Rae Wilson, a Wallacetown 
Community Board member also spoke in support of retaining the current board to 
make local decisions for local people on local issues. 

30. Frank Shearing spoke against the amalgamation of the Wallacetown Community Board 
with Winton. He said he had had 20 years’ experience on the Wallacetown board and 
had a good knowledge of this community which he described as having nothing in 
common with Winton. He also suggested that the rest of New Zealand was jealous 
about Southland’s CDAs but that their performance was hindered now by health and 
safety and other regulations in terms of the activities they can be responsible for. 

31. Treena Symons, a new member of the Wallacetown Community Board, described the 
council’s proposal as resulting in unfair representation with the coverage of the 
proposed new community board being too large, and with small communities losing 
their identity as a result. She said ratepayers needed to feel that they are being heard 
and are being represented. 

Matters for determination by the Commission 
32. Section 19R of the Act makes it clear that the Commission, in addition to consideration 

of the appeals and objections against a council’s final representation proposal, is 
required to determine, in the case of a territorial authority, all the matters set out in 
sections 19H and 19J which relate to the representation arrangements for territorial 
authorities. This interpretation was reinforced by a 2004 High Court decision which 
found that the Commission’s role is not merely supervisory of a local authority’s 
representation arrangements decision. The Commission is required to form its own 
view on all the matters which are in scope of the review. 

33. Given this requirement, any concerns expressed by appellants/objectors relating to the 
council’s review process are not matters that the Commission needs to address. We 
may, however, comment on a council’s process if we believe it would be of assistance 
to the council in a future review. 

34. The matters in scope of the review include: 



 whether the council is to be elected from wards, the district as a whole, or a 
mix of the two 

 the number of councillors 

 if there are to be wards, the area, boundaries and names of wards and the 
number of councillors to be elected from each ward 

 whether there are to be community boards 

 if there are to be community boards, the area, boundaries and names of their 
communities, and the membership arrangements for each board. 

Key considerations 
35. Based on legislative requirements, the Commission’s Guidelines for local authorities 

undertaking representation reviews identify the following three key factors when 
considering representation proposals: 

 communities of interest 

 effective representation of communities of interest 

 fair representation for electors. 

Communities of interest 
36. The Guidelines identify three dimensions for recognising communities of interest: 

 perceptual: a sense of identity and belonging to a defined area or locality as a 
result of factors such as distinctive geographical features, local history, 
demographics, economic and social activities 

 functional: ability of the area to meet the needs of communities for services 
such as local schools, shopping areas, community and recreational facilities, 
employment, transport and communication links 

 political: ability to represent the interests of local communities which includes 
non-council structures such as for local iwi and hapū, residents and ratepayer 
associations and the range of special interest groups. 

37. We note that in many cases councils, communities and individuals tend to focus on the 
perceptual dimension of communities of interest. That is, they focus on what 
intuitively they ‘feel’ are existing communities of interest. While this is a legitimate 
view, more evidence may be required to back this up. It needs to be appreciated that 
the other dimensions, particularly the functional one, are important and that they can 
also reinforce the ‘sense’ of identity with an area. In other words, all three dimensions 
are important but should not be seen as independent of each other. 

38. In addition to evidence demonstrating existing communities of interest, evidence also 
needs to be provided of differences between neighbouring communities i.e. that they 
may have “few commonalities”. This could include the demographic characteristics of 
an area (e.g. age, ethnicity, deprivation profiles) and how these differ between areas, 
and evidence of how different communities rely on different services and facilities. 



39. In the case of Southland, the district is the largest in New Zealand but with large areas 
uninhabited including the approximate half of the district comprising Department of 
Conservation estate. The main economic base is primary production and tourism. The 
population is scattered across the district centred on more than 30 small towns, 
villages and settlements. Te Anau and Winton, with populations just over 3,000, are 
the largest of these. Stewart Island/Rakiura is also within the district. The geography 
and settlement patterns of the district were reflected in the 12 wards which were 
established with the constitution of the district in 1989. While these could be seen to 
reflect the most local communities of interest, there are also commonalities between 
certain communities as reflected in the move to the current five wards introduced for 
the 2013 elections. Particular areas of the district can also be seen to have a 
community of interest with Invercargill City a separate neighbouring territorial 
authority. 

Effective representation of communities of interest 
40. Section 19T of the Act requires the Commission to ensure that: 

 the election of members of the council, in one of the ways specified in section 
19H (i.e. at large, wards, or a mix of both) will provide effective representation 
of communities of interest within the city 

 ward boundaries coincide with the boundaries of the current statistical 
meshblock areas determined by Statistics New Zealand and used for 
parliamentary electoral purposes 

 so far as is practicable, ward boundaries coincide with community boundaries 
(where they exist). 

41. ‘Effective representation’ is not defined in the Act, but the Commission sees this as 
requiring consideration of factors including the appropriate total number of elected 
members and the appropriate basis of election of members for the district concerned 
(at large, wards, or a mix of both). 

42. Southland District has been divided into wards since its constitution in 1989 and we 
see this as appropriate given the size and geography of the district. While there was 
some support for at large or a mixed system of representation during the review 
process, we note there was majority support for retention of the ward system from 
the community. 

43. While not a prescribed statutory requirement, the Guidelines suggest that local 
authorities consider the total number of members, or a range in the number of 
members, necessary to provide effective representation for the district as a whole.  In 
other words, the total number of members should not be arrived at solely as the 
product of the number of members per ward, if there are to be wards. 

44. Section 19A of the Act provides that a territorial authority shall consist of between 5 
and 29 elected members (excluding the mayor), i.e. councillors.  The council has 
comprised a mayor and 12 councillors since the 1995 local authority elections. This 
number of councillors is therefore well established and appears to be largely 
supported by the community. It is also within a range that is appropriate for the 
population of the district compared to other districts in the country. 



45. The Commission’s Guidelines note the following factors need to be considered when 
determining effective representation: 

 avoiding arrangements that may create barriers to participation, such as at 
elections by not recognising residents’ familiarity and identity with an area 

 not splitting recognised communities of interest between electoral 
subdivisions 

 not grouping together two or more communities of interest that share few 
commonalities of interest 

 accessibility, size and configuration of an area including access to elected 
members and vice versa. 

46. The current five wards, replacing the previous 12 wards, were established as a result of 
the 2013 representation review. These appear generally to be well accepted by the 
community as providing effective representation for the communities of interest 
making up the district. There were submissions, however, on some particular ward 
boundaries in response to the council’s initial proposal and the council responded to 
these (discussed below). There are no appeals or objections in relation to the wards. 

Fair representation for electors 
47. For the purposes of fair representation for the electors of a district, section 19V(1) of 

the Act requires that the population of each ward divided by the number of members 
to be elected by that ward must produce a figure no more than 10 per cent greater or 
smaller than the population of the district divided by the total number of members 
(the ‘+/-10% rule’). 

48. However, section 19V(3)(a) permits non-compliance with the ‘+/-10% rule’ for 
territorial authorities in some circumstances. Those circumstances are: 

 non-compliance is required for effective representation of communities of 
interest within island or isolated communities 

 compliance would limit effective representation of communities of interest by 
dividing a community of interest 

 compliance would limit effective representation of communities of interest by 
uniting two or more communities of interest with few commonalities. 

49. We note, with the exception of the Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward, the wards in the 
council’s final proposal do comply with the ‘+/-10% rule’. 

50. The Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward does not comply with the ‘+/-10% rule’ being 84.45% 
based on 2013 census statistics. The retention of this ward was endorsed by the 
Commission in its 2012 determination and again is proposed by the council in the 
current review. As an island community, we believe this is appropriate to ensure 
effective representation of this distinctive community of interest. We also note the 
significant level of support for retention of this ward across the district. 



51. We note the wording of section 19V(3)(a) provides that if it is agreed one ward not 
comply with the ‘+/-10% rule’, then wards (generally) may be defined and membership 
distributed between them in a way that does not comply with the rule. We see this as 
reflecting the likely need for there to be some compensation for the either over- or 
under-representation in the non-complying ward. However, we consider the principle 
of fair and effective representation still generally applies. 

52. Currently the Winton Wallacetown Ward does not comply with the ‘+/-10% rule’. As a 
result, the council made a number of alterations to this ward’s boundaries to ensure 
compliance is achieved. In the council’s initial proposal, these adjustments involved 
exclusion of an area around Dipton, Dipton West and Benmore, (proposed to become 
part of the Mararoa Waimea Ward) and some other small alterations to the 
boundaries with the Waimea Aparima and Waihopai Toetoe wards. 

53. While we commend the council for its endeavours to achieve compliance, we consider 
the proposed alterations need to be carefully considered so as to ensure not only 
compliance with fair representation requirements, i.e. the ‘+/-10% rule’, but also 
achievement of effective representation of communities of interest. In particular, will 
the final proposal result either in dividing communities of interest between electoral 
subdivisions and/or the grouping of communities with few commonalities? 

54. In making the proposed adjustments to the Winton Wallacetown Ward boundaries, 
the council conceded these did negatively impact on communities of interest with, for 
example, the community of interest of the Dipton area being to the south with Winton 
Wallacetown. It considered this could be addressed by the proposed community board 
boundaries in the area as good reflections of the communities of interest.  

55. In addition to the council acknowledging that community board arrangements in this 
area better reflect communities of interest, two submissions were received on the 
council’s initial proposal requesting that the Dipton area remain in the Winton 
Wallacetown Ward. 

56. We note further that section 19T(1)(c) provides that, so far as is practicable, ward 
boundaries should coincide with community boundaries. We see this as desirable to 
assist public understanding of electoral arrangements and to not create barriers to 
participation such as at elections by not recognising residents’ familiarity and identity 
with an area. We believe this provides support for retention of the existing Winton 
Wallacetown Ward boundaries in the Dipton area and for these to also coincide with 
community boundaries, so as to better reflect communities of interest. 

57. The exceptions to the fair representation requirement, so as to avoid splitting 
communities of interest or unifying communities of interest lacking commonalities, 
were included in the Act after the council’s last representation review in 2013. To our 
mind they increase the importance of communities of interest in the representation 
review process and are justifiably applied in this case. Accordingly, we determine that 
the existing ward boundaries in the Dipton area remain as currently defined. 

58. We understand that the proposed small boundary alteration with the Waimea 
Aparima Ward was also designed to assist achievement with the ‘+/-10% rule’ rather 
than to better reflect communities of interest. Accordingly, we also determine that this 
boundary alteration should not proceed. 



59. The proposed small boundary alteration between the Winton Wallacetown and 
Waihopai Toetoe wards is encompassed by other suggested boundary alterations 
arising out of submissions on the council’s initial proposal which we address next. 

60. The council received submissions on its initial proposal suggesting that certain areas 
including Te Tipua, Mabel Bush, Roslyn Bush, Rakahouka and Grove Bush move from 
the Winton Wallacetown Ward to the Waihopai Toetoe Ward.1 The suggested change 
was based on communities of interest considerations reflected in the use of schools, 
kindergartens, sports grounds and local halls.  

61. The council decided not to adopt the suggested boundary changes between the two 
wards as they were seen to result in quite significant non-compliance with the ‘+/-10% 
rule’ (approximately +24%) for the Waihopai Toetoe Ward. However, the council did 
adopt the suggested changes in respect of community board boundaries in this area 
accepting resident views in respect of communities of interest. 

62. In adopting these changes, the council’s hearings panel considered the proposed 
altered community board boundary for this area was appropriate “as that is where 
local community decisions will be made and the board will be able to reflect the 
interests of the people in that community at a local level”. We see this as accurately 
reflecting the community of interest in the area and, as we have argued in relation to 
the Dipton area, we believe the ward boundary should also coincide with the 
community boundary for the area in accordance with section 19T(1)(c) of the Act. We 
believe this will achieve effective representation of communities of interest and, 
despite it not complying with the ‘+/-10% rule’, we determine accordingly. 

63. One of the appeals sought a small alteration to the boundary between the Oreti and 
Northern community board areas (involving two meshblocks2) to ensure the 
Josephville area was completely within the Northern community. The council advised 
us that it supported this adjustment. Given the two community board areas are in 
different wards (Winton Wallacetown and Mararoa Waimea), again we believe, in 
accordance with sections 19T(1)(c), the ward boundary should also be altered to 
reflect this change and we determine accordingly. 

64. Given the above changes and the result that Winton Wallacetown Ward will now 
coincide with the area of the proposed Oreti community (addressed in the next 
section), we believe it would be appropriate to rename the Winton Wallacetown Ward 
the Oreti Ward and we determine accordingly. 

65. Subject to the above changes to the area of the Winton Wallacetown Ward (now the 
Oreti Ward), to better balance fair and effective representation requirements, we 
uphold the decision of the council in respect of ward boundaries for Southland District. 
In summary, this will result in the following ward arrangements. 

1 The meshblocks concerned for the Te Tipua area are: 3087302, 3087400 and 3087600 (population: 99); and 
for the remaining areas: 3089000,3089100, 3089200, 3089300, 3089400, 3092000, 3092100, 3092200, 
3092300, 3092401 and 3091201 (population: 609). 
2 The two meshblocks are 3045001 and 3046001 (population: 18). 



Wards Population* Number of 
councillors 
per ward 

Population 
per 

councillor 

Deviation from 
district average 
population per 

councillor 

% deviation 
from district 

average 
population per 

councillor 

Mararoa Waimea 7,215 3 2,405 -65 -2.63 

Waiau Aparima 7,767 3 2,589 +119 +4.82 

Oreti 8,166 3 2,722 +252 +10.20 

Waihopai Toetoe 6,105 2 3,053 +583 +23.58 

Stewart 
Island/Rakiura 

384 1 384 -2,086 -84.45 

Total 29,637 12 2,470   

* Based on 2013 census statistics 

Communities and community boards 

66. Section 19J of the Act requires every territorial authority, as part of its review of 
representation arrangements, to determine whether there should be community 
boards in the district and, if so, the nature of those communities and the structure of 
the community boards.  The territorial authority must make this determination in light 
of the principle in section 4 of the Act relating to fair and effective representation for 
individuals and communities. 

67. The particular matters the territorial authority, and where appropriate the 
Commission, must determine include the number of boards to be constituted, their 
names and boundaries, the number of elected and appointed members, and whether 
the boards are to be subdivided for electoral purposes.  Section 19W also requires 
regard to be given to such of the criteria as apply to reorganisation proposals under 
the Local Government Act 2002 as is considered appropriate.  The Commission sees 
two of these criteria as particularly relevant for the consideration of proposals relating 
to community boards as part of a representation review: 

 Will a community board have an area that is appropriate for the efficient and 
effective performance of its role? 

 Will the community contain a sufficiently distinct community of interest or 
sufficiently distinct communities of interest? 

68. There have been communities and community boards in Southland District since its 
constitution in 1989. Initially there were six community boards covering six of the 
twelve wards, with a further six boards for other designated communities within the 
district. In addition to community boards, the district has also had a structure of CDAs 
for particular communities in the district with there being at times up to 19 CDAs. 

69. CDAs were established as subcommittees of the council and as such have the role and 
powers determined by the council, are subject to the direction of the council in all 
matters and can be disestablished by the council at any time. It is not clear to us 
whether the continued existence of the CDAs was in fact regularly reviewed by the 
council at each triennium, which the council is entitled to do, but in any event the 
CDAs have remained in place for many years. As such they are a very familiar structure 



to residents of the district and as one appellant suggested, something over which 
residents of other districts are jealous. 

70. We note that the continued existence of CDAs is not a matter for us to determine as 
they do not fall within the scope of a representation review under the Act. Rather, the 
matter is one for the council of the day to resolve. 

71. Having said this, we note the current council has been very clear throughout the 
review process it wishes to see community boards covering the district. In light of this, 
the continued existence of the CDAs and, more particularly, their role vis-à-vis 
community boards has understandably been seen by some as in question. We note 
simply that if community boards are to cover the district that, given the size of the 
district and the relatively few number of boards proposed i.e. nine, there could still be 
scope for additional local community structures in parts of the district representing 
particular communities.  These structures could work with and complement the role of 
the proposed community boards. 

72. In respect of those appellants and objectors expressing concern about what is seen as 
the imminent demise of the CDAs, we suggest they continue to engage with the 
council and, where they presently exist, community board in their area, on the best 
arrangements for that area. This may include for the larger community board areas, 
the need/retention of more localised structures for community representation and 
advocacy in the interests of the communities concerned. We believe such structures 
will actually have more flexibility to work in the interests of their communities than the 
current CDAs as subcommittees of the council. 

73. Apart from those relating to CDAs, the appeals and objections relate to two aspects of 
the community board proposals: 

 the proposed combining of the current Wallacetown Community Board with 
the Winton Community Board as part of a wider Oreti Community Board 

 the boundary between the Northern and Oreti community boards. 

74. One appeal and two objections relate to the proposed combining of the Wallacetown 
and Winton community boards. These are based on the well-established nature of the 
Wallacetown board; the perceived lack of community of interest between 
Wallacetown and Winton; concern about effective representation for Wallacetown 
given its size in relation to Winton; and the level of support for retention of the board 
from the Wallacetown community. 

75. We understand the concerns expressed by the appellants/objectors given the well-
established nature of the board and the support for its continued existence from the 
Wallacetown community. 

76. We note the perceived lack of community of interest between Wallacetown and 
Winton expressed by appellants/objectors. However, we also note that the two areas 
were combined in the Winton Wallacetown Ward in 2013, suggesting at least a degree 
of commonality of interest, and that there are no appeals/objections on this aspect of 
the council’s proposal. 

77. Some of the appellants/objectors commented they are far more likely to travel to 
Invercargill than Winton for services. We observe the city is a separate territorial 



authority and to that extent, consideration of any associated community of interest 
between Wallacetown and Invercargill is beyond the scope of a representation review. 

78. To us, the issue comes down to the council’s overall goal in respect of district-wide 
coverage of community boards; what is then equitable community board 
representation across the district; and, related to these matters, what is a practical 
number of boards with which the council can establish efficient and effective working 
relationships. In this regard, the council representatives made it clear to us that if the 
Wallacetown Community Board was to be retained this would raise questions about 
the retention/establishment of further boards in the district. In relation to this point, 
we note the number of proposed community boards with areas larger than the 
proposed Oreti board encompassing both the Wallacetown and Winton areas. 

79. As part of the goal to achieve district-wide coverage by community boards, the council 
made it clear it wishes to establish boards for areas extending beyond the towns and 
villages covered by a number of boards at present. Accordingly, we did consider the 
option of retaining the Wallacetown Community Board but extending its boundaries. 
However, we were not provided with evidence to suggest such a board covering a 
wider area would have a community of interest that is sufficiently distinct to warrant 
the establishment of another board additional to that proposed by the council. 

80. Having weighed the above factors along with the matters raised by the appellants/ 
objectors, we have decided to uphold the council’s proposal for nine community 
boards across the district, generally with the membership as proposed by the council. 

81. We do understand concerns about the relative sizes of Wallacetown and Winton and 
related issues about ensuring an effective voice on the proposed Oreti Community 
Board. As a result, we sought the advice of the council on possible electoral 
subdivisions for this board area.  

82. We note the council’s proposal is for eight elected members for the Oreti Community 
Board. However, given community board subdivisions are subject to the ‘+/-10% rule’, 
we believe an appropriate balance of both fair and effective representation 
requirements, is for a total of seven elected members elected from three subdivisions, 
suggested by the council, as set out in the following table.3 

Subdivisions Population* Number of 
members 

per 
subdivision  

Population 
per member 

Deviation from 
community 

average 
population per 

member 

% deviation 
from 

community 
average 

population per 
member 

Hokonui 1,071 1 1,071 -96 -8.23 

Midlands 4,917 4 1,229 +62 +5.31 

Makarewa 2,178 2 1,089 -78 -6.68 

Total 8,166 7 1,167   

* Based on 2013 census statistics 

3 The Hokonui subdivision is the northern and eastern area of the community including Dipton, the Midlands 
subdivision includes Winton and the Makarewa subdivision in the south includes Wallacewtown. 



83. Similar concerns about an effective voice for small communities in the area of the 
proposed Northern Community Board, such as Mossburn and Lumsden which currently 
have CDAs, were also raised by several appellants. Given the size of this proposed 
board area, its geography and the existence of CDAs at present in the area, we also 
sought advice from the council on possible subdivisions for this board area. 

84. In light of the advice we received, we believe it would be appropriate to establish three 
subdivisions for this board area. We note the council’s proposal for the Northern 
Community Board to comprise six elected members, in line with similar sized boards in 
the district. Accordingly, we believe a board comprising six elected members elected 
from three subdivisions, suggested by the council, and set out in the following table 
would be appropriate.4 We note these arrangements do not comply with the ‘+/-10% 
rule’, but consider they provide an appropriate balance between both fair and 
effective representation requirements. 

Subdivisions Population* Number of 
members 

per 
subdivision  

Population 
per member 

Deviation from 
community 

average 
population per 

member 

% deviation 
from 

community 
average 

population per 
member 

Parawa-Fairlight 216 1 216 -74 -25.52 

West Dome 723 2 362 +72 +24.83 

Mid Dome 855 3 285 -5 -1.7 

Total 1,794 6 290   

* Based on 2013 census statistics 

85. Finally, as noted above, one of the appeals raised the matter of the boundary between 
the Oreti and Northern community boards in the Josephville area. The council 
supported the suggested boundary alteration to better recognise the community of 
interest of the area lies with the Northern community rather than the Oreti 
community. We determine that this community board boundary alteration be made.  

86. In light of all our decisions, the nine community boards will coincide with the five 
wards, in accordance with section 19T(1)(c), as follows: 

 Maraora Waimea Ward: Fiordland, Northern and Ardlussa community boards 

 Waiau Aparima Ward: Tuatapere-Te Waewae, Wallace-Takitimu and Oraka-
Aparima community boards 

 Oreti Ward: Oreti Community Board 

 Waihopai Toetoe Ward: Waihopai-Toetoe Community Board 

 Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward: Stewart Island/Rakiura Community Board.  

87. With the exception of the Oreti Community Board, the boards will have the 
membership as proposed by the council including appointed members. 

4 The Parawa-Fairlight subdivision is the north-eastern area of the community including Garston and Athol, the 
West Dome subdivision is the western area including Mossburn and the Mid Dome subdivision is the eastern 
area including Lumsden. 



Commission’s determination 
88. Under section 19R of the Local Electoral Act 2001, the Commission determines that for 

the general election of the Southland District Council to be held on 12 October 2019, 
the following representation arrangements will apply: 

a) Southland District, as delineated on LGC-073-2019-W-1 deposited with the 
Local Government Commission, will be divided into five wards. 

b) Those five wards will be: 

i. Mararoa Waimea Ward, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-
2019-W-2 deposited with the Local Government Commission  

ii. Waiau Aparima Ward, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-
2013-W-4 deposited with the Local Government Commission  

iii. Oreti Ward, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-W-3 
deposited with the Local Government Commission  

iv. Waihopai Toetoe Ward comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-
2019-W-4 deposited with the Local Government Commission  

v. Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward comprising the area delineated on SO 
Plan 11492 deposited with Land Information New Zealand. 

c) The Council will comprise the mayor and 12 councillors elected as follows: 

i. 3 councillors elected by the electors of Mararoa Waimea Ward 

ii. 3 councillors elected by the electors of Waiau Aparima Ward 

iii. 3 councillors elected by the electors of Oreti Ward 

iv. 2 councillors elected by the electors of Waihopai Toetoe Ward 

v. 1 councillor elected by the electors of Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward. 

d) There will be nine communities as follows: 

i. Fiordland Community, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-
2019-Com-1 deposited with the Local Government Commission 

ii. Northern Community, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-
2019-Com-2 deposited with the Local Government Commission 

iii. Ardlussa Community, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-
2019-Com-3 deposited with the Local Government Commission 

iv. Tuatapere Te Waewae Community, comprising the area delineated 
on LGC-073-2019-Com-4 deposited with the Local Government 
Commission 

v. Wallace Takitimu Community, comprising the area delineated on LGC-
073-2019-Com-5 deposited with the Local Government Commission 

vi. Oraka Aparima Community, comprising the area delineated on LGC-
073-2019-Com-6 deposited with the Local Government Commission 

vii. Oreti Community, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-
Com-7 deposited with the Local Government Commission 



viii. Waihopai Toetoe Community, comprising the area delineated 
on LGC-073-2019-Com-8 deposited with the Local Government 
Commission 

ix. Stewart Island/Rakiura Community, comprising the area of the 
Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward. 

e) The Northern Community will be divided into three subdivisions as follows: 

i. Parawa-Fairlight, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-S-1 
deposited with the Local Government Commission 

ii. West Dome, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-S-1 
deposited with the Local Government Commission 

iii. Mid Dome, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-S-1 
deposited with the Local Government Commission. 

f) The Oreti Community will be divided into three subdivisions as follows: 

i. Hokonui, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-S-2 
deposited with the Local Government Commission 

ii. Midlands, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-S-2 
deposited with the Local Government Commission 

iii. Makarewa, comprising the area delineated on LGC-073-2019-S-2 
deposited with the Local Government Commission. 

g) The membership of each community board will be as follows: 

i. Fiordland Community Board will comprise six elected members and 
one member appointed to the community board by the council 
representing Mararoa Waimea Ward 

ii. Northern Community Board will comprise: 

1. one member elected by the electors of the Parawa-Fairlight 
subdivision 

2. two members elected by the electors of the West Dome 
subdivision 

3. three members elected by the electors of the Mid Dome 
subdivision 

4. one member appointed to the community board by the council 
representing Mararoa Waimea Ward 

iii. Ardlussa Community Board will comprise six elected members and 
one member appointed to the community board by the council 
representing Mararoa Waimea Ward 

iv. Tuatapere Te Waewae Community Board will comprise six elected 
members and one member appointed to the community board by the 
council representing Waiau Aparima Ward 

v. Wallace Takatimu Community Board will comprise six elected 
members and one member appointed to the community board by the 
council representing Waiau Aparima Ward 



vi. Oraka Aparima Community Board will comprise six elected members 
and one member appointed to the community board by the council 
representing Waiau Aparima Waimea Ward 

vii. Oreti Community Board will comprise: 

1. one member elected by the electors of the Hokonui subdivision 

2. four members elected by the electors of the Midlands 
subdivision 

3. two members elected by the electors of the Makarewa 
subdivision 

4. one member appointed to the community board by the council 
representing Oreti Ward 

viii. Waihopai Toetoe Community Board will comprise seven 
elected members and one member appointed to the community board 
by the council representing Waihopai Toetoe Ward 

ix. Stewart Island/Rakiura Community Board will comprise six elected 
members and one member appointed to the community board by the 
council representing Stewart Island/Rakiura Ward. 

89. As required by sections 19T(b) and 19W(c) of the Local Electoral Act 2001, the 
boundaries of the above wards, communities and subdivisions coincide with the 
boundaries of current statistical meshblock areas determined by Statistics New 
Zealand and used for Parliamentary electoral purposes. 
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