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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q13.Email: not answered

Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

























Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





















Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

 





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





















Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q15.Do 





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





















Q12.Please provide your best contact phone number

and email address for council staff to contact

you to arrange a time slot.

Q13.Email:

Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.Do





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q15.Do you own the home you live in? Yes

























Q15.





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes































Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q15.Do 





Q15.













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?
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Q15.Do 





Q15.Do 
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

No

Q15.



















Q11.Would you like to present your feedback direct

to Councillors at a Representation Review

Hearing? (in person or through Zoom)

Yes

Q12.Please provide your best contact phone number

and email address for council staff to contact

you to arrange a time slot.

Q13.Email:

Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.Do





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.Do 









Q15.Do you own the home you live in? No





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q15.













Q13.Email:

Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q22.





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.Do you 













Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q11.Would you like to present your feedback direct

to Councillors at a Representation Review

Hearing? (in person or through Zoom)

Yes

Q12.Please provide your best contact phone number

and email address for council staff to contact

you to arrange a time slot.

Q13.Email:

Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.















Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes
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Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes

Q15.Do









Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?

Yes





Q14.Do you live in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower

Hutt?
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From: H & R Armishaw
To: Representation Review
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Community Boards and Maori Wards
Date: Monday, 29 July 2024 11:28:12 pm

Dear Councillors,
 
We believe that Eastbourne should continue to have a Community Board.
We have lived in Point Howard for 45 years.  First we had our own Borough Council but we
amalgamated with Hutt City.  At least with a Community Board we feel we are represented.  We
should NOT amalgamate with Petone to form a combined Board – Petone is well served by being
part of Lower Hutt.
 
We believe there is no need for a Maori Ward or specific Maori seats.  There are already Maori
on Council, elected on merit.
 
Sincerely,
Heather & Richard Armishaw

Virus-free.www.avg.com



From: EdwardMills
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Community Boards, and Maori wards
Date: Tuesday, 23 July 2024 10:50:12 am

Councilors 

The Hutt City Council resolved on 21 November 2023, in accordance with the Local Electorate
Act and in consultation with Mana Whenua,

that at least one Māori ward be established for the 2025 triennial elections,

They should have at the same time recommended that all Hutt public transport be divided

Maori sitting in the rear ,and public toilets marked Maori only and Pākehā only .

If a race based ward is justified only for Maori than surely the Asian residents should have one as
well

There is no place in NZ for this kind of institutional racism ie race based governance. I had hoped
nz had moved on.

what about the 0ther 104000 residents of the Hutt the European 69,168

Pacific Peoples13,125

Asian19,977

Middle Eastern/Latin American/African 2,214

Other ethnicity 1,104 NZ Stats 2023

I/we (people I have asked) have never been surveyed or made aware of these possible changes
until now ;

The appointment of a review board headed by Paul Swain is hardly reassuring considering his
credentials .

“Paul Desmond Swain is a former New Zealand politician. He was a Member of the New Zealand
House of Representatives

from 1990 until 2008, representing the Labour Party. From 2010 to 2019, he was a councillor on
the Greater Wellington Regional Council. Wikipedia”

Community Boards,

The so called independent boards report also argues that community boards, established in
1989, are no longer relevant in the twenty-first century.

The reverse of this is correct a local elected board provides a venue for face to face meetings
with Councillors

appointed not because of their race but because they represent the population as a whole.

We should retain the community boards, and not proceed with the Maori ward .



. Ethnic groups of people residing in Lower Hutt City, New Zealand 2023 Census

, Measure: Census usually resident population count,

Territorial authority: Lower Hutt City Ethnic group Number of people
European 69,168
Māori 21,072
Pacific Peoples 13,125
Asian 19,977
Middle Eastern/Latin American/African 2,214
Other ethnicity 1,104

Edward M Mills

Rate payer and long term resident 





From: Stuart Mossman
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Eastbourne community board
Date: Tuesday, 23 July 2024 9:59:45 pm

As an Eastbourne resident can you kindly tell me how much comes out of council rates to
maintain the function of the Eastbourne community board (understand there was a
mistake in the reporting and the posts) and secondly where this money comes from a
separate government grant or indeed from the rates of residents. Is there evidence that the
community board does not add value apart from your acknowledged concern of lack of an
egalitarian system represented across all areas?. Thirdly what would happen to the money
that is paid to the Eastbourne community board if it is disestablished.
With thanks
Stuart Mossman



From: Ana Negrulescu
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Eastbourne Community Board
Date: Wednesday, 24 July 2024 8:13:13 am

Hi,

My name is Ana Negrulescu and I would like to have my say about the proposed
disestablishment of the Eastbourne Community Board.

I've lived in a few countries in my life and nowhere else had I seen a place like Eastbourne,
where elected representatives actually reached out to the regular folk and were available to
support the local community in any way, even with little things.

Over the years, I had reached out to a member of the Eastbourne Community Board a
number of times and because he had always had a strong online presence (on the
Eastbourne Facebook page), I knew he was the person to contact for various queries about
local issues.

I can't imagine not having such key local presence like the Eastbourne Community Board,
to bridge the gap between the out-of-reach leaders on their golden thrones, somewhere up
high, and the rest of us.

I wish whoever came up with the idea to disestablish our Eastbourne community board
would stop ruining something that works beautifully and start actually dealing with serious
urgent matters in our region.

In fact, I think not all wards have the benefit of a community board, so rather than
disestablish them, we'd all be better off, with having more of them!

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Ana Negrulescu



From: Rhona Aylward
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Feedback on the disestablishment of the Eastbourne Community Board
Date: Friday, 5 July 2024 5:16:48 pm

Hi there
 
I would like to make a submission to oppose the disestablishment of the Eastbourne Community
Board.
 
The proposal to disband the Eastbourne Community Board (ECB) ignores the significant value it
brings to the Eastbourne Community and Lower Hutt City Council.
 
The ECB is a vital link between Eastbourne residents and the Council. Disbanding the ECB would
create a significant democratic deficit, leaving local residents with fewer avenues to voice their
opinions and influence Council decisions on matters such as:
 

Local services: The ECB has been invaluable in making Council aware of how important
our Summer pool is to the community. Without them it’s likely that our pool would be
operating a reduced season and an amazing facility would be underutilised.

Speed reviews: The recent debacle in Days Bay with the ever changing speed limits is case
in point on why we need a local Community Board. Without them, democratic process
would have been thwarted and an unapproved change would have been allowed to go
ahead.

Environmental initiatives: The ECB is a champion for environmental sustainability
initiatives specific to Eastbourne's needs.

Community events and services: The ECB plays a role in supporting and promoting
community events and services that contribute to the vibrancy of Eastbourne.

Of course, the information flow goes both ways and the ECB ensures the local residents are kept
informed about Council decisions and initiatives.
 
The board also provides us with a forum to express our concerns and provide feedback. In fact,
one of the best things about the board is that feedback loop.
 
Disbanding the ECB would not only be a disservice to the community it would ultimately end up
costing the Council more in time and money as it’s disestablishment would mean the Council
would need to invest in alternative methods for gathering community input and disseminating
information.
 
Kind regards
 
R. Aylward
 
 
 
 



From: Phil Benge
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposal to disestablish community boardss
Date: Thursday, 1 August 2024 10:03:23 pm

Introduction:
A panel was convened by the Hutt City Council to look at the validity of keeping
Community Boards in the Hutt City area.
My comments to this proposal are as follows:
Comments:
My name is Philip Alfred Benge – I currently live in Eastbourne since 1996.
I first lived in Eastbourne from the autumn of 1945 until my parents moved the family to
Lower Hutt in 1951.
I always wanted to live in Eastbourne and achieved this as stated in 1996.
The recommendation of the report to disable the Community Boards and especially
Eastbourne as that is where I live really concerns me.
There are 5 people elected to the Community Board to this area, plus one Councillor the
Dep. Mayor Tui Lewis.
Of this community board there are two whom I know reasonably well are namely Murray
Gibbons and Bruce Spedding. Dep. Mayor Tui Lewis I have always found very approachable
and professional as is the Mayor Campbell Barry.
The value I have on having a local community board is that as a general rule if I have a
concern of clarification about something involving the Hutt City, either as a place or its
administration I can go to either of the two community board members in the first
instance.
I much prefer going to a locally elected person in the first instance than going to the
Council – the local board members know me – we discuss – concern solved or guidance
given.
It is the factor of my being able to approach someone in this community that I value so
much.
From reading the report I find difficulty of locating structured evidence within the report
to support the disestablishment of the community boards – especially here in Eastbourne.
The factor that the boards have outlived their usefulness in this day and age I find strange
as more than ever face to face contact I believe should be encouraged as one most
important means of communication. Why take it away? What happens when one does not
have electronic capability of communication?
I could not find in the report that there is a mention of inquiries made to other cities in
New Zealand that still have community boards and a summary of their functionality within
these cities.
Is Hutt City the only city remaining with community boards?
The question therefore is are all community boards in New Zealand going to be
disestablished?
The recommendation from the panel who wrote the report was that the boards be
disestablished.
I could easily find 5 person (including myself) who really value the community board here





From: Historical Society of Eastbourne
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Representation review submission
Date: Thursday, 1 August 2024 4:18:54 pm

to: haveyoursay@huttcity.govt.nz

Representation review

Submission to Hutt City Council on proposed abolition of Community Boards

1 August 2024

We the committee of the Historical Society of Eastbourne wish to object strongly to
the proposed changes in Council representation of the community, and specifically
the abolition of the Eastbourne Community Board. To remove this important
community forum from the consultation and decision-making process of our City
Council is totally inappropriate and could lead to very poor outcomes and
unintended consequences.

Our reasons are as follows.

- The Eastbourne Community Board acts as an effective forum for discussion
of local matters. Its members are widely representative of the residents and
are able to be reached easily and promptly when Eastbourne and Bays issues
arise.
- Because of its accessibility, the Community Board is able to hear from far
more residents than an individual councillor. Members have extensive local
knowledge and networks. Further, it can get a good idea for community
consensus on important matters and effectively advise the Council as to the
true extent of local feeling.
- As a local community organisation which frequently explores the historical
aspect of local issues, we have found the Community Board to be an effective
and informed voice at local body level and its members to be critically
important in explaining Council decisions. This leads to better relations
between Council and community.
- It saves an individual councillor an enormous amount of time and research.
Community Board members put in vast amounts of unpaid work dealing with
local problems and concerns, thus saving the Hutt City Council enormous
amounts of staff time and money. The Board is very cost-effective.
- We are concerned that, in the absence of the Community Board, the
pressure that would come upon the single Harbour Ward councillor to hear
from all parties to a local issue would be unbearable, and as a result their
advice and decision-making on Council could be seriously deficient.

Signed: Dennis Davidson

President





From: Ezra Keddell
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Representation Review
Date: Thursday, 1 August 2024 10:38:26 pm

Re: https://haveyoursay.huttcity.govt.nz/representation-review

I am writing to express my strong belief in the importance of maintaining local
representation through community boards like the Eastbourne Community Board. Our
board has been a successful and vital voice for our community, ensuring that local issues
are addressed with a deep understanding of our residents' needs.

Centralizing governance risks losing this close connection with the community. Larger,
more distant bodies may not fully understand or prioritize local concerns, leading to
decisions that do not reflect our unique needs. Additionally, centralization often results in
increased bureaucracy and inefficiencies.

The preservation of local boards is crucial for keeping the voices of our communities heard
and ensuring that decisions are made in their best interest.

Thank you for considering these points.

Warm regards,

Ezra Keddell





From: alicarewnz@gmail.com
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Submission re Community Boards
Date: Thursday, 1 August 2024 10:27:14 pm

Submission to Hutt City Council:

We wish to object strongly to the Council’s proposal to disestablish the Community
Boards.

To claim the boards are no longer relevant is far from the truth: in the hi-tech world
we live in, where the mechanisms of government can seem remote and
impersonal, we need local representation and face-to-face communication more
than ever.

The Eastbourne Community Board forms an important bridge between the
community and the City Council. Because its members are local and accessible,
they can respond quickly to local problems and concerns. Conversely, their
involvement in the community puts them in an excellent position to advise Council
on the extent of local feeling on important issues. The result is a more positive,
constructive relationship between the Council and the community.

The Eastbourne Community Board is essential to our resilience. In a major
disaster, Eastbourne could be cut off from the rest of the region for some time. If
so, ECB members would be in a position to coordinate first-response and rescue
efforts within the community.

The Community Board is also very cost-effective: ECB members do an enormous
amount of unpaid work in the community, dealing with local problems and
concerns, thus saving the Hutt City Council a great deal of staff time and money.

If Community Boards were to be disestablished, ward councillors would come
under far greater pressure to hear from all parties to a local issue, and their advice
and decision-making to Council could be seriously affected.

Local representation is the bedrock of our democracy, and cannot be removed
unilaterally. If it is deemed unfair that the former boroughs of Eastbourne, Petone
and Wainuiomata have community boards and other areas of the city don’t, then
the obvious solution is to have community boards throughout the city.

To sum up: to disestablish the Community Boards would be totally inappropriate
and undemocratic, and could lead to poor outcomes and unintended
consequences.

Thank you for reading our submission.

David & Ali Carew

1 August 2024

.





From: Sandra Greig
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Vote ABOLISHED HCC community boards.
Date: Monday, 15 July 2024 12:38:49 pm

 
 
VOTE to abolish HCC community boards.
 
Reason.
From 1992-2016 I represented Lower Hutt on the GWRC. [Greater Wellington Regional
Council]
 
Every 6 weeks I turned up to each and every HCC Community board meetings to update
members on work of GWRC linking with HCC.
Most members glazed over, didn’t understand what GWRC was about, let alone what it
was that I did there.
 
I was the chair of Hutt River Flood protection today Riverlink for many years. And Deputy
chair of Transport.
I would talk to each board about what was happening.
NO ONE asked questions or if they did, the question did NOT relate to my information just
given.
 
HCC Community boards are a waste of money and time.
 
 
ABOLISH them and put the money to much need HCC works.
 
Sandra Greig JP



From: Tim Rowe [TSY]
To: haveyoursay
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Ward Changes
Date: Friday, 26 July 2024 10:33:54 am

[UNCLASSIFIED]

Hi,

As an  Ratepayer, I am opposed to this idea.
Eastbourne, Petone and Wainuiomata are all quite distinct from each other and one ward
covering these three is inappropriate.
This is just an erosion of our current community board representation. We gave up our own
council in 1989 and was compensated with a community board. This just waters it down further.
What we have now is quite satisfactory.
The Eastbourne and bays area is quite distinct and needs its own representation, as do the
others.

Tim

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
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Submission to: 

Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai Lower Hutt 
Representation Review 

Re: Initial proposal for representation arrangements for our 
2025 election 

 

This submission addresses the proposal to disestablish the three community boards 
with no oƯset for the amount of representation that would be lost from this. 

Proposal would be a massive reduction in total representation 

The “Initial proposal for representation arrangements for our 2025 [Hutt City] election” 
would reduce the total number of people elected to represent the city's residents to the 
council from 30 to 14.  

This would be a massive reduction (over 50%) in the scale of elected representation to 
the council and its organisation across the city. 

Need for improved representation (as identified by the Independent Panel) 

From the Independent Panel Report: 

“the Panel heard strong views expressed at meetings about a desire for clear, 
accessible and well-promoted structures and arrangements for contacting 
the Council.” - Independent Panel Report FINAL.pdf p15 

“This need arose from the collective experience of many of the groups the Panel 
engaged with, and was strongly expressed as an inability to have meaningful 
contact with the Council and its elected members. “ ibid p15 

This need is strong (“strong views”) and widespread (“at meetings” plural). But the 
current proposal to scrap the 17 elected positions held under the Community Boards 
with no replacement or redistribution of the representation those people provide would 
only increase that need.  

Surely the purpose of making representation changes is to better meet the 
representation needs across our city, not slash representation and compound those 
needs? 

Representation provided by current Community Board members 

The 17 elected representatives that would be scrapped under the current proposal 
contribute both benefits and challenges for the city.  
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On one hand, these 17 elected residents provide a reliable and eƯective channel for 
identifying and communicating local needs to the council, and for assisting residents to 
navigate the council eƯectively. These members sweep up many minor representation, 
advocacy and communication needs, making it easier for our ward and at-large 
councillors to focus on larger issues and council staƯ to do their jobs eƯectively. This is 
the real value that comes from our community boards and why residents in areas with 
community boards value them so highly. 

On the other hand, the 17 community board representatives are allocated to just three 
local areas, due to the board structure under which they currently sit. This is despite the 
community boards being delegated very little authority for which a board structure and 
its associated membership is required.  Also, the local orientation of community boards 
mean they cannot represent more geographically distributed communities. These are 
credible reasons for dismantling the community boards, but not for eliminating the 
amount of elected representation they hold. 

The primary value of our current community boards comes from the representation, 
advocacy and communication their 17 members provide for the residents they 
represent. There are reasons for dismantling the current community boards, but not for 
losing the amount of representation, advocacy and helpful communication performed 
by the elected members of these boards. 

Keep the current level of representation but organise it better 

Instead of scrapping our community boards wholesale, the city’s representation needs 
would be better met by dismantling these boards and redistributing the 17 elected 
positions they currently hold to represent more communities across our city, with 
those elected to these new positions being responsible for providing clear and 
accessible representation, advocacy and communication for the residents they 
represent.  

This would provide stronger channels for communicating community needs to the 
council across the city and maintain the overall level of representation but in a more 
equitable way.  Keeping these as elected positions would improve buy-in from the 
public, the Council and its staƯ, and having elected representatives in more areas of the 
city would improve social resilience in the event of a major earthquake or other 
emergency. 

Thank you for considering these points, 

Michael Draper 
 

24 July 2024 



   

 

Hutt City Representation Review 

Submission by Brett Gawn of 13 Tuatoru Street Eastbourne. 
Dated : 30 July 2024 

 

My name is Brett Gawn. I am  

. I have lived in . 

 

My submission on the Panels Recommendations from the Representation Review are : 

 

• Hutt City Council should not proceed with any changes to its representation until after the current 

discussions surrounding amalgamation with other Councils in the area have reached a conclusion. 

 

• I do not support the Panel’s recommendation that there be no Community Boards in Lower Hutt, but 

should establish Community Boards in the Western, Northern, and Eastern Wards 

 

• I submit that if Council is to make changes, it should make the changes to Councillor Representation 

recommended by the Review Panel. 

 

I set out the reasons for my submission below. 

 

Any changes should be delayed. 

 

Dame Kerry Prendercast is currently leading a discussion among Wellington Region Councils to establish if 

there is a political will for amalgamation and how to deal with the Governments ‘Local Water Done Well’ 

initiatives. If this proceeds there will be significant changes for representation in Hutt City, so any changes done 

now will be a waste of time and effort. Council should focus its current energy and political capital to fix 

infrastructure and its other main priorities. The changes proposed by this review, particularly the removal of 

Community Boards, will cause resentment in the areas affected for no real benefit. 

 

Community Boards should not be abolished. 

 

I set out some personal opinions to support this submision. 

 

1. My experience is that the Eastbourne Community Board (CB) and its individual members do an 

excellent job at providing a bridge to Council officers and Councillors on local matters and provide a 

‘safety valve’ for residents to be able to express their views and for CB members to be able to explain 

to residents what Council is trying to achieve. 

2. My experience with Council staff is that they are often over-worked and don’t have time to get to know 

or listen carefully to residents’ concerns, and most residents don’t really engage with issues Council 

faces until the issues directly affect them – and then it’s often too late. Further, staff are employed by 

HCC executive, and therefore are not directly accountable to residents. So they have little incentive to 

‘go the extra mile’ to engage with residents on issues. CB members by contrast are directly accountable 

to residents by way of elections every 3 years. 

3. One Councillor for each of the Wainuiomata, and Harbour Wards cannot hope to be able to provide 

the same connection between residents and Council as the three existing CBs. 

4. CBs have the ability to provide leadership after natural disasters. An example of this is the Resilience 

Expo that Eastbourne CB members – particularly Bruce Spedding- initiated in Eastbourne earlier this 

year. This connected up local community emergency groups and provided information to residents on 

what to do in an emergency. This is particularly relevant in Eastbourne where our Ward Councillor and 

Council officers would not be able to lead the community if transport and communication links were 

disrupted. Local ECB members know who, what and how to support Eastbourne in the immediate 

aftermath of a disaster. Wainuiomata is likely in the same position. 
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I set out some points in the Review Panels Report that I believe are inconsistent and do not support their own 

recommendation in respect of CBs. 

 

5. Section 1 Cl 3. Hutt City Council notes the proposal for there to be no community boards in Lower  

Hutt and for three current boards to be abolished, reflects the view that formal  

structures like community boards positioned between the community and the  

Council is not likely to be effective in the 21st century, based on the changing nature  

of the community’s interests, needs and aspirations, and also the obligation on the  

Council to inform, consult, represent and make decisions on behalf of those  

Communities 

 

Comment : I cannot find anything in the report that supports this assertion that CBs are not likely to 

be effective in the 21st century. It is not acceptable for a report of this nature to use unsupported 

statements like this to justify their recommendations. I think that in this digital world it is still very 

important that there is the ability for residents to have face-to-face contact with representatives of 

local government and to feel like they have someone local they know and trust to represent their views.  

 

6. Section 6 cl c.  Satisfaction and need for change to representation arrangements 

 

………Putting aside the specific questions about the preferred number of councillors and how those  

councillors should be elected, the Panel heard strong views expressed at meetings about a desire 

for clear, accessible and well-promoted structures and arrangements for contacting the Council. 

This need arose from the collective experience of many of the groups the Panel engaged with, and was 

strongly expressed as an inability to have meaningful contact with the Council and its elected 

members.  

In short, there is a sense among many in the community that their voice is not heard by the City’s

 decision-makers…. 

…….The Panel notes here, the variations in support for having a community board ranged from 82% 

“support for having a community board” in Harbour and Wainuiomata wards, the two wards 

which have community boards, to 57% “opposed to community boards” in Central Ward where there 

are no community boards. 

  

Comment : To me, these findings support the view that there needs to be better connection between 

Council and residents. Surely well-functioning and supported CBs are an effective way to achieve this 

and the last clause highlighted shows that the areas of the city that have CBs strongly support them.  

 

Abolishing existing CB’s seems to be counter to these findings. 

 

7. Section 9 (f) Options for Community Boards in Lower Hutt 

 

The Panel identified the following benefits of retaining community boards, while noting a number of  

these are potential benefits, subject to better understanding of the community board role and  

commitment by both the Council and the boards to giving full effect to that role: 

 

• community boards can undertake delegated decision-making on particular matters closer to  

the people most affected 

• decision-making close to the people affected, and undertaking other agreed responsibilities,  

may encourage greater community participation 

• greater participation is also likely, given community boards generally conduct their business  

in a slightly less formal setting than councils 

• election to a community board can provide a springboard for aspiring councillors 

• a community board can provide support for the local ward councillor. 

 

Comment : I submit that all the benefits noted above are really strong reasons to retain CBs. 
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The Panel then noted that, in the absence of strong, ongoing support for community boards to give  

full effect to their role, community boards can be seen as: 

 

• adding an unnecessary layer in decision-making processes, resulting in less efficient and less  

effective decision-making 

Comment : Partly true but will usually lead to better decisions that are more likely to be accepted by 

the community. 

 

• raising false community expectations about what the community board can do 

Comment : This can easily be managed and is not really a big problem 

 

• likely to cause confusion between the ward councillor role and the community board rôle 

Comment : This can be managed by better information 

 

• in the case of Lower Hutt’s three existing community boards, no longer necessary or  

justified 35 years after local government reform 

Comment : This statement is arbitrary and not supported by any substantial evidence– time is not a 

reason to change things on its own. 

 

• costly. 

Comment : The 22/23 cost of running CBs is $358,000. While this is not an insignificant cost, the Review 

Report in section 10 outlines recommendations for HCC to improve community engagement and these 

initiatives will cost a similar amount of money. I therefore submit that cost is not a reason to abolish 

CBs.CBs 

 

General Comment on Section 9 : The Panel discusses the above issues in the body of Section 9 when 

looking at the various options. I do not believe the panel in it’s conclusions and recommendation has 

balanced up the pros and cons of CBs correctly. For example an extract from the report states it appears 

that community boards, in both Lower Hutt…… have not been as effective as they could have been. This 

is in large measure, a result of actions, or lack of action, by parent councils over the years. This has seen, 

for example, very limited delegations of decision-making responsibilities to community boards, and an 

absence of creative uses of boards in areas such as community engagement. 

 

I believe a more realistic conclusion could be drawn from the same discusion that CB’s should be 

retained and established in some other parts of the City and that they be better resourced and 

supported by Council. 

 

 Section 10 (b) Recommendations for a focused approach to engagement 

The Panel concludes that a more focused approach to community engagement by Hutt City Council 

is needed to take into account the changing face of Lower Hutt and the growing diversity,  

expectations and needs of its communities, many of which have traditionally been under-represented.  

 

Drawing on its experiences in undertaking this review, the Panel has identified a set of principles  

that it believes will better connect the Council with local communities: 

• negotiating access to communities through those with ‘lived experience’ of that community  

• engaging at ‘their place’, resulting in an increased level of comfort and safety, and at a time  

that best suits the community 

• ensuring discussions are facilitated jointly with a local community member, to allow for a  

wider range of community participation  

• communicating information from the Council to communities in their own language, if 

appropriate, so as to improve reach and access. (Most of the ethnic and migrant  

communities have regular newsletters or social media contact with their communities, and  

they have offered to translate summaries of Council information into their own language  

when necessary.) 
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The advantage that such an approach offers is that it builds genuine engagement channels and trust  

between the Council and the community, and it identifies gaps or misalignments between Council  

aspirations and community needs. 

 

Comments : I agree with the panel’s recommendations in this section. However, I think the majority 

of these functions – highlighted above in yellow, are currently undertaken by CBs and their members 

in the areas where they exist. These principles strongly support the retention and addition of CBs. The 

initiatives proposed will come with considerable cost  - probably about the same cost attributed to 

running CB’s. 

 

8.  Appendix 4: Online community engagement survey 

I wish to comment on some of the results of the community engagement survey. 

 

Respondents who were familiar or somewhat familiar with the rôle of Community Boards is 68% 

accross the city but 84% and 73% respectively in Harbour and Wainuiomata Wards.  

 

Comment : This shows that where CBs exist, the communities generally know what they do- contrary 

to some of the statements in the Panel’s Report. 

 

67% of people accross the City thought CBs are a good idea, but this rises to 82% in Harbour and 

Wainuiomata Wards, indicating very strong support for CBs especially where they already exist. Only 

25% of responses thought there should be no CBs anywhere in the city.  

Here is a quote from in this section of the report. ‘Enhanced local representation: “Respondents generally 

support the idea of community boards across the city for enhanced local representation. They believe it 

would ensure fairness and equality of representation, address the specific needs of each area, provide 

better local knowledge and connection, and allow for more local decision-making. Some respondents 

also highlighted the importance of grassroots involvement, better communication with council, and 

equitable representation for all residents. Overall, there is a desire for community boards to be accessible 

to all areas and cover a diverse range of issues.’ 

 

Comment : I do not know how the Review Panel can recommend that CBs be abolished based on 

these responses. 

 

 Reasons for no community boards in the city 

 • concerns regarding costs: 6% 

• questioning effectiveness and utility: 3% 

• redundancy and duplication of efforts: 3% 

Comment : The report uses the above response to justify the conclusion that CB are expensive, 

ineffective and a duplication of effort. But these comments are based on a very small minority of 

responses. 

9. Summary 

Based on my reading and analysis of the Review Panel’s Report, I strongly submit that Council should 

not abolish CBs and if changes are to be made, more CBs should be added. I cannot see how the Panel 

can draw the conclusion that CBs should be abolished on the basis of the information in the report, 

and my own personal experience with the Eastbourne Community Board is that it is effective and 

performs a valuable role in our community. 

 

 

 



Hutt City Council Representation Review 

Submission on behalf of Grey Power Hutt City 
 

Grey Power Hutt City’s purpose is to promote the interests of older people and to 
advocate on their behalf at local and national level. 

Contact person :  Pete Matcham (President) 

Tel:   

email:  

Summary of submission 
Grey Power Hutt City (GPHC) has consistently advocated for equity of representation at 
Council in previous representation reviews.  Our position has not changed. 

We support the proposed changes to ward boundaries and to the distribution of 
Councillors since we believe they achieve this objective whilst maintaining viable 
communities of interest.  We acknowledge the discrepancy with regard to Wainuomata, 
and although we have no mandate for this area (Wainuiomata has its own Grey Power 
Association), we agree that the integrity of a community of interest should take 
precedence in this case. 

Similarly, we have always advocated for equality or representation at second tier or 
Community Board level.  Our position that all Wards should have equality of 
representation remains unchanged.  However, we agree with the Review Panel that the 
current implementation of Community Boards with tightly proscribed power, is unable 
to meet current expectations of devolved decision making.  We therefore support their 
abolition entirely.  

However, we remain supportive of the ability of citizens to participate directly in policy 
setting and implementation; and agree that the alternate method outlined by the Panel 
is fundamental to achieving this. 

Detail submission 

Changes to ward boundaries 
As noted in the summary, we support the proposed changes, and consider that they 
deliver equitable representation and cohesive communities of interest, are logical and 
soundly based. 



Composition of Council 
We support the retention of the current mixed representation of ward and ‘at large’ 
Councillors.  Our experience has been that this works well in ensuring a city-wide 
perspective is maintained whilst retaining a direct link to local communities.   

We consider the proposed increase in Councillors to 13 logical, as detailed below.  

We note that the inclusion of a city-wide Māori ‘Ward’ chosen by electors on the Māori 
Roll serves a dual purpose, being both a ‘ward’ in the sense that the electorate is a 
defined sub set of the city population but is also a de facto ‘at large’ seat, since the 
electorate is city wide.  We therefore support the reduction in the current ‘at large’ seats 
to compensate.   

Similarly, we accept that to maintain equity of representation, it is necessary to have 
two councillors in both the proposed Central and Norther wards, and that this in turn 
requires an increase in the overall number of Ward councillors to seven. 

Second Tier representation 
Community Boards 
Again, based on the principle of equity of representation, GPHC has consistently argued 
that either all wards should have second tier representation, or that none should.   

Whilst we wholeheartedly support the idea of more direct citizen led decision making, 
we concur that the current implementation of an elected secondary tier fails to meet 
community expectations or aspirations and largely ineffective.  We consider the primary 
impediment to be lack of delegated authority, but also that the way in which Community 
Boards are structured and supported militates against diversity of viewpoints or any 
effective community driven policy.   

We therefore consider that all Community Boards should be disbanded. 

Alternative Public participation methods. 
We applaud the panel for their work in deliberately extending the ability for engagement 
to as wide a population as possible, and for suggestions on how this could be a model 
for future citizen involvement.  

We believe that any citizen led fora should be focused, targeted and flexible, and 
potentially issue/project specific.  Consequently, any formally elected structure is 
unlikely to be effective, not least as it would tend to perpetuate the current divide in the 
level of participation and engagement between the dominant, well to do middle class 
pakeha community, allied with businesses and vested interests; and those 
communities the report notes as disenfranchised and under-represented – migrants, 
Pasifika, young people, the disabled, and older people. 



We support the set of principles for connecting with local communities set out in the 
Panel’s recommendations.   

We suggest that the current method of ‘consultation’ is a fundamentally flawed, 
inappropriate approach which perpetuates existing bias in favour of businesses, other 
vested interests and the well off.  As examples, we note and endorse the Panel’s point 
that any expectation that engagement will occur within the traditional working week 
effectively excludes participation by most of the population.  A point emphasised in the 
demographic breakdown in Appendix 4 that shows 55% of survey respondents had an 
income greater than $100,000.  To quote Arnstein1, when citizen input is restricted in 
this way “…participation remains just a window-dressing ritual”.   

A fundamental re-think is needed to “…enable the have-not citizens, presently excluded 
from the political and economic processes, to be deliberately included” and enabled to 
“join in determining how information is shared, goals and policies are set”.   

We support the suggestions outlined by the Panel as a sound basis for developing a 
more flexible and representative model of citizen involvement. 

We wish to speak in support of our submission. 

 
1 Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A Ladder Of Citizen Participation. Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 
35(4), 216–224. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225 
 



Hutt City Council Representation Review 

Submission on behalf of the Normandale Residents Association 
 

The Normandale Residents Association’s (NRA) purpose is to promote the interests of 
residents and promote and finance the conservation and improvement of facilities and 
amenities in Normandale, including making submissions to Hutt City on any matter 
affecting Normandale Residents directly or indirectly. 

Contact person :  Pete Matcham (President) 

Tel:   

email:  

Summary of submission 
The position of the NRA with regard to representation at Council has always been based 
on the principle of equity of voice, and our submissions on past reviews have reflected 
this.  This position remains unchanged.  We consider the proposed changes to ward 
boundaries and to the distribution of Councillors to achieve the required +/- 10% 
variation sensible and appropriate.  We acknowledge the discrepancy in the case of 
Wainuomata, and although we have no mandate for this area, we agree that the integrity 
of a community of interest should take precedence in this case. 

Similarly, we have always advocated for equality or representation at second tier or 
Community Board level.  Our position that all Wards should have equality of 
representation remains unchanged.  However, we agree with the Review Panel that the 
current implementation of Community Boards with tightly proscribed power is unable to 
meet current expectations of devolved decision making and so support their abolition 
entirely.  

However, we remain supportive of the ability of citizens to participate directly in policy 
setting and implementation, and agree that the method outlined by the Panel is a sound 
basis for achieving this. 

Detail submission 

Changes to ward boundaries 
As noted in the summary, we support the proposed changes, and consider that they 
deliver equitable representation and cohesive communities of interest. 



With specific regard to the changes proposed for the Western Ward which 
encompasses Normandale, we agree that the current inclusion of Alicetown and 
Melling in the Western Ward is an anomaly, with that area having a distinctly different 
geography, history and demographic, to the extent that this could validly be considered 
a community that has more in common with adjacent valley floor suburbs than the hill 
suburbs that dominate the Western Ward.  We therefore support the proposed 
boundary changes. 

Although we have no representative mandate for changes to other wards, we consider 
the proposals logical and soundly based. 

Composition of Council 
We support the retention of the current mixed representation of ward and ‘at large’ 
Councillors.  Our experience has been that this works well in ensuring a city-wide 
perspective is maintained whilst retaining a direct link to local communities.   

We consider the proposed increase in Councillors to 13 logical, as detailed below.  

We note that the inclusion of a city-wide Māori ‘Ward’ chosen by electors on the Māori 
Roll serves a dual purpose, being both a ‘ward’ in the sense that the electorate is a 
defined sub set of the City population but is also a de facto ‘at large’ seat, since the 
electorate is city wide.  We therefore support the reduction in the current ‘at large’ seats 
to compensate.   

Similarly, we accept that to maintain equity of representation, it is necessary to have 
two councillors in both the proposed Central and Norther wards, and that this in turn 
requires an increase in the overall number of Ward councillors to seven. 

Second Tier representation 
Community Boards 
Again based on the principle of equity of representation, the NRA has consistently 
advocated in previous representation reviews that either all wards should have second 
tier representation, or that none should.   

Our experience of engagement with the Western Ward Community Panel (when this 
existed) echoes the comments in the panel’s report that this method of second tier 
representation is ineffective.  We therefore consider that all Community Boards should 
be disbanded. 

Specifically, and again based on our experience, we agree that the concept of an 
elected secondary tier fails to meet current community expectations or aspirations.  We 
consider the primary impediment to be lack of delegated authority, but also that the 
way in which Community Boards are structured and supported militates against 
diversity of viewpoints or any effective community driven policy.   



Alternative Public participation methods. 
As an alternative to community Boards, we consider that a viable citizen-based 
approach to participation in decision making is required.  We applaud the panel for the 
work in extending the ability for engagement as part of their review, and for their 
suggestions on how  this could be a model for the future. 

We concur with the panel that this should be focused, targeted and flexible, and as 
such any formally elected structure is unlikely to be effective, not least as it would tend 
to perpetuate the current divide in the level of participation and engagement between 
the dominant, well to do middle class pakeha community, allied with businesses and 
vested interests; and those communities that the report notes as disenfranchised – 
migrants, Pasifika, young people, and the disabled. 

We support the set of principles for connecting with local communities set out in the 
Panel’s recommendations.   

We would go further and suggest that ‘consultation’ as currently practised is a 
fundamentally flawed, inappropriate approach which perpetuates existing bias in favour 
of businesses, other vested interests and the well off.  As examples, we note and 
endorse the Panel’s point that any expectation that engagement will occur within the 
traditional working week effectively excludes participation by the majority of the 
population.  A point emphasised in the demographic breakdown in Appendix 4 that 
shows 55% of survey respondents had an income greater than $100,000.   

To quote Arnstein1, when citizen input is restricted in this way “…participation remains 
just a window-dressing ritual”.  A fundamental re-think is needed to “…enable the have-
not citizens, presently excluded from the political and economic processes, to be 
deliberately included” and enabled to “join in determining how information is shared, 
goals and policies are set”.   

We support the suggestions outlined by the Panel as a sound basis for developing a 
more flexible and representative model of citizen involvement. 

We wish to speak in support of our submission.  

 
1 Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A Ladder Of Citizen Participation. Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 
35(4), 216–224. https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225 
 



Hutt City Council Representation Review
By It’s in the Ballot Productions

It’s in the Ballot Productions is an unincorporated non-profit, with its focus on
opening the lens on democracy. It currently has 2 shows in its platform, being It’s in
the Ballot, a political game show focusing on giving voters informed information on
the local issues and streaming it live on Facebook, Youtube and Twitch, and The
Order Paper, a show focusing on legislation going through the House of
Representatives. It’s in the Ballot Productions has umbrella organization status with
the Newtown Residents Association for things like public application funding. It’s in
the Ballot productions also has broadcasting partnership arrangements with KC
News on the Kapiti Coast, plus Free FM based in the Waikato for It’s in the Ballot
Elections Shows.

In 2022 we covers Hutt Valley for the 2022 local bodies and can say, all
candidates elected to office, appeared on It’s in the Ballot, something only Hutt City
and Upper Hutt City achieved. As we went through from community to community,
there were frequent concerns in different areas, in Western Ward, particularly
Kelson, they had issues with no pedestrian crossing at a area known as the Dip, in
Wainuiomata, it was the number 80 commercial service bus being canceled due to
lack passenger usage, Stoke Valley was the lack of a community board that Petone,
Wainuiomata and Eastbourne Had. That was a common concern from areas that do
not have community boards were wanting them as they saw Wainuiomata, Petone
and Eastbourne always getting what they wanted and their areas not. Also one that
was frequent was that Hutt City Council then didn’t enact a Maori Ward where other
cities like Wellington and Porirua did.

We support the ward changes as these boundaries better align with local
communities and geographical boundaries rather than down the middle of a set of
railway tracks like the to be removed central/eastern ward boundary. Plus the
addition of a Maori Ward

We however do not support the removal or community boards, instead we
believe there should be an expansion from some areas to all areas. We also believe
that there also needs to be an additional seat of appointment being a member of the
regional council to help make community boards not just the voice for the city
council, not also for the regional council. The biggest thing of why this is needed is
the many single member wards where a need of a ward could be overruled by those
not from the area. This is seen frequently on other councils, a recent example on
Wellington City Council is where local ward Councilor Nuredden Abduraman who
was the lone Paekawakawa/Southern Ward Councilor on the Regulatory Process
Community was constantly down voted on measures the community wanted
regarding the parking review. This is an issue that can happen when you have



councilors from outside the area think they know better than those from the frontline
and make decisions against the interest of that community and the worst part, are
less likely to suffer at the ballot box at election time because they do not represent
the area. A way to prevent this is to have community boards. Kapiti Coast district
council has had them in their wards for years, as they, until recently had 3 out of 4
single member wards but a strong community board focus. This helped the people of
Paekakariki make the town go 30km/h which is what the community wanted and the
community board process prevented councilors outside the area voting it down.
Community boards also provide a place where prospective future councilors can
start, as seen in Hutt City, Mayor Campbell Barry started on the Wainuiomata
Community Board, on the Kapiti Coast, Janet Halborow started out on the
Paekakariki Community Board. This helps these would-be councilors get a taste of
how things work, plus a place to start building those relationships so when they
become Mayor or Councilor, they know what they are doing and hit the ground
running rather than learning the new job. This would also prevent a situation that Ben
Bell from Gore experienced where the Deputy Mayor Veto was tabled before the first
General Council Meeting. The other good thing about community boards is that they
can be geographically drawn, rather than proportionally drawn like wards. You can
also have boundaries within, Waipa District Council in the Waikato, has 2 community
boards, but are made up of 2 areas within, 1 being urban and the other being rural,
which also matched their wards for their retrospective areas. This can also help
ensure the community boards setup gets a range of community members from the
different pockets of the board area. Wainuiomata Ward has brought up an issue that
it's over the 10% allowance primarily because of that geographical boundary known
as the hill making it inappropriate to make parkway part of central or harbour ward.
This is a prime example of where a community board would be useful and it should
remain.

Our proposed Community Board locations are as followed

● Retain Petone Community Board, Existing Boundaries or slightly modified to
fit within the new Harbour ward - with same number of board members, plus 1
city councilor and 1 regional councilor

● Retain Eastbourne Community Board, Existing boundaries or slightly modified
to fit within the new Harbour ward - with same number of board members,
plus 1 city councilor and 1 regional councilor

● Retain Wainuiomata Community Board with existing boundaries/ward
boundaries - with same number of board members, plus 1 city councilor and 1
regional councilor

● Introduce new Western Community Board following Western Ward
Boundaries - with 3 members from
Maungarekei/Normandale/Tirohanga/Harbour Views Area, 3 members from
Belmont/Kelston/Manor Park, 1 city councilor (ward) and 1 regional councilor



● Introduce a Stoke Valley community board - with 5 members, 1 city councilor
(ward) and 1 regional councilor

● Introduce the Naenae-Avalon-Taita Community Board - with 6 members, 1 city
councilor (ward) and 1 regional councilor

● Waterloo Waiwhetu Community Board - with 5 members, 1 city councilor
(ward) and 1 regional councilor

● Hutt Central Community Board - with 6 members, 1 city councilor and 1
regional councilor

Also subject to whether the law allows it, is if you could get a student, year 12 from a
local secondary school to be appointed for a 12 month term on their local board
elected by the student within. That term will take place when they are in year 13.
These appointments from secondary school zoned for students from that community
board area, as some areas like Western Hills and Stoke Valley do not have a local
secondary but have student who travel from those areas
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Submission to Hutt City Council made by Wainuiomata Community Board in response to the 

Independent Representation Review Report 2024 

 

31 July 2024 

Tēnā koutou katoa Members of Hutt City Council                       

This submission is on behalf of the current Wainuiomata Community Board members and informed by the 

voices of Wainuiomata residences that we have heard during the consultation period of the Representative 

Review. We are writing to advocate for the retention of Community Boards in light of the Independent 

Representation Review 2024 for Lower Hutt City Council, focusing mainly on Wainuiomata. We 

acknowledge that many submissions will address their respective areas, so we aim to provide specific 

insights relevant to our community. We also want to express our gratitude to the Council for commissioning 

an independent review, ensuring its impartiality, and to the panel for their thorough work and 

comprehensive report. 

While we generally support the review's recommendations, we wish to address recommendation 1e, which 

suggests disestablishing all community boards. We believe it is crucial for the Council to reconsider this 

recommendation and to consider our reasoning in relation to the Wainuiomata Community. 

The Representation Review has identified three main arguments for disestablishing community boards:  

• Inequitable representation across the city 

• Relevance of boards in the modern context  

• Administrative efficiencies 

This submission will address the latter two points while providing the Council with insight into the unique 

nature of the Wainuiomata community. 

The Uniqueness of Wainuiomata 

Wainuiomata stands out as a unique community within Lower Hutt. It has a distinct identity and needs that 

differ from other areas. Currently, Wainuiomata has a population of approximately 19,500 residents. This 

population is expected to grow significantly over the next five years, potentially reaching around 22,000 due 

to ongoing housing developments and the area's appeal to new families. The Pukeatua Maunga creates a 

natural separation between Wainuiomata and the Lower Hutt community. However, this separation 

contributes to the close-knit nature of our community, fostering intergenerational family connections and a 

welcoming environment for newcomers. 

The population growth and unique characteristics of Wainuiomata necessitate a robust framework for local 

governance and community engagement1. It is crucial for our community to continue operating a 

Community Board to ensure local responsiveness and representation of local interests2. Community Board 

members can mobilise activities within the community and facilitate public decision-making at the 

grassroots level3.  With rapid housing growth and numerous new developments, Wainuiomata faces both 

opportunities and challenges that require focused attention and localised decision-making. Collaboration 

 
1 Have your say - Hutt City Council) (Hutt City Council). 

2 The Community Board Story (2021, August).  Community Board Executive Committee.  
3 Ibid. 

https://haveyoursay.huttcity.govt.nz/representation-review
https://www.huttcity.govt.nz/people-and-communities/news/2023/hutt-city-council-appoints-panel-for-representation-review
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with the Council is essential to ensure that infrastructure, services, and community amenities keep pace with 

rising demands. 

Reflecting on the current triennium, the Wainuiomata Community Board has worked closely with 

community members to address issues such as Indigenous Biodiversity, public transport, accessible parking, 

street naming, dog attacks, and local events like ANZAC Day parades to name a few. Our previous 

Community Board members have also worked tirelessly for this community to seek similar changes and 

impacts, so we want to acknowledge them all at this time, the legacy they have left us, and in light of the 

situation that our Community Boards are currently facing.  

Residents and representatives of different community groups have been able to attend Board meetings to 

raise concerns, and where possible, the Board has followed up by providing information or making 

connections for residents. The local and easily accessible nature of our Board meetings facilitates greater 

participation in council activities and helps residents seek answers to their questions.  

What we have heard from our community 

We have heard from residents of our community about the value of having a community board who have 

also expressed their unhappiness and concerns about the proposed diestablishment for the boards. We have 

also heard the concern that disestablishment of boards would remove the layer of advocacy for the 

Wainuiomata community and that often, there is a level of un-comfortability for residents in attending 

council led meetings due to the relationship between council and community not being close enough to have 

our community represented effectively. There is also a concern about how difficult it would be to re-

introduce a Community Board in the future. To further support this concern, Smith (2015)4 identified that 

areas without community boards often struggle with lower levels of engagement and participation, leading 

to a sense of disconnection and dissatisfaction among residents, which can weaken local governance 

effectiveness. 

Historical and Enduring Benefits of Community Boards 

Community boards have a proven track record of offering several benefits: 

• Localised Decision-Making: Community boards can make decisions and support the Council on 

issues directly affecting their communities, ensuring local voices are heard and considered.  

• Increased Participation: Community boards encourage greater community participation by 

operating in less formal settings, which can be more accessible and less intimidating for residents. 

• Support for Ward Councillors: Community boards provide essential support for ward councillors, 

helping them stay connected with local concerns and priorities and supporting them to access a 

broader network of communities.  

• Springboard for Future Leaders: Serving on a community board can be a stepping stone for 

aspiring councillors, fostering future local government leaders. They also serve as a pathway for 

youth interested in local governance through their school systems. 

However, there is still room for improvement. The functions of the Council and Community Boards need to 

be better understood and supported to allow Boards to reach their full potential and for the Council to truly 

grasp the impact of Community Boards within the local governance system. 

Unpacking Administrative Efficiencies and Relevance of Boards in a Modern Context and 

Considering Research to Support 

 
4 Smith, R. A. (2015). "Local Government and Community Boards: Assessing the Impact on Civic Engagement." Local Government 
Studies 
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The panel's report indicates a lack of understanding among residents about community boards, with 32% 

stating they were not familiar with them at all. This should be seen as an opportunity for the Council to 

improve communication and support for community boards. The report also identified that where the public 

was aware of boards, there was a general support for them (48% in favour compared to 25% against)5.  This 

aligns with the engagements we have had with residents who see the value of Community Boards and do not 

support their disestablishment.  

King (2021) noted that, “Community boards are a form of sub-municipal elected body with responsibility 

for advocating for sub-local and neighbourhood issues. While established as part of the reorganisation of 

local government in 1989, their existence depends to a high degree on the grace and favour of their parent 

council6.” The first question therefore, should not be whether Community Boards are effective but what 

improvements are required between the parent council and community boards to enhance their effectiveness 

and to be able to more accurately measure their impacts?  

To truly understand how effective Community Boards are, it is logical to ensure they are adequately 

resourced to meet their obligations and potential in the first instance, allowing for a more accurate 

evaluation of their effectiveness. The Representation Report identifies these as current gaps, and our Board 

is suggesting that it is these gaps that should be addressed to support Boards to achieve their potential, and 

possibly a reconsideration of the statutory delegations delegated to Boards to better support Councils7, rather 

than a disestablishment of Boards. The satisfaction levels from those surveyed regarding community board 

status, supports overall that Community Boards should remain8. 

Beattie (2022) states that “…a common under-valuation of the potential role of community boards has led to 

attempts by some territorial authorities to disestablish their boards as part of their periodic representation 

review. This has been based on the belief that the boards add unnecessary costs for ratepayers and do not 

significantly contribute to local government processes and the building of strong communities. While such 

attempts to disestablish community boards have often been resisted by the communities concerned, the 

belief that community boards cannot play a significant role often remains and seems likely in some instances 

to have become a self-fulfilling prophecy9”. 

It is important to consider what Beattie has identified. For many Representation Reviews, Community 

Boards often come into question. However, to ensure effectiveness and sustainability, and to support what 

the Independent Panel identified in their report, a higher level of investment in Community Boards is 

necessary. This investment would give these boards a decent chance of reaching their potential, further 

highlighting their social and economic value. Additionally, all new board members and council staff must 

understand the strength and potential of Community Boards as they balance community advocacy and 

Council outcomes. 

To further support Beattie’s position, Evans (2020) identifies that effective consultation and engagement 

should not be compromised for financial reasons. Evans highlights the cost-effectiveness of Community 

Boards by noting that they provide significant value at relatively low operational costs. Community Boards 

address local issues without extensive bureaucracy or additional layers of governance, making them a cost-

effective solution for improving local governance. Their modest budgets and reliance on volunteer efforts 

minimize costs while still providing effective local representation and support10. 

 
5 Hutt City Council. (2024). Independent representation review. Hutt City Council, Pgs 14, 16. 
6 King, M. D. (2021). New Zealand needs more community boards.  
7 Beattie, G. (2022). The place and role of community boards in local government in New Zealand.  
8 Hutt City Council. (2024). Independent representation review. Hutt City Council. Pgs 49 – 52. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Evans, R. (2020). "Comparative Governance Models: A New Zealand Perspective." Governance Studies Review. 
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The benefits of well-supported boards outweigh the negatives. The panel highlighted that alternative options 

to Community Boards have been tried and failed in the past. Therefore, any proposed replacement must 

come with a serious commitment from the Council to support and implement these structures effectively. 

This review presents opportunities for Council and Board consideration to understand the extent to which 

Community Boards could be sustainable and better utilised by all stakeholders. For example, addressing 

ongoing patterns of low voter turnout for elections could be improved by utilising the reach of Community 

Board members and investing in information-gathering exercises focused on improving participation in local 

democracy and civics education for youth. These deep-dive activities could support the appreciation of the 

roles of Community Boards and how they interact with communities and the council, while also enabling 

residents to actively engage in local democracy, participate in council policy development, and use their 

voices to support the continual growth of communities. 

One of the recommendations from the Independent Representation Review 2024 is that unlike other wards, 

Wainuiomata will not receive an additional councillor.  This creates a significant gap in representation for 

Wainuiomata now and in the future. Community boards provide an essential layer of representation that can 

address local issues more effectively and ensure that the unique needs of Wainuiomata are not overlooked in 

the broader council agenda. 

Within our community, our main forms of engagement include social media posts, the Wainuiomata News, 

attending group meetings, our own involvement in community activities and face-to-face visits. The Hutt 

City Council has done a fantastic job promoting the Wainuiomata Community Library and Hub as a central 

meeting place for activities for all ages, where our Board also hold the Community Board meetings. While 

we appreciate the review's emphasis on digital engagement, face-to-face interactions currently provide the 

most benefit and engagement in our context. Although this may change in the future, we believe the current 

focus should continue to value the significance of personal interactions. 

Proposed Structures for Community Boards 

Given the submission provided, we support retaining Community Boards within Hutt City to continue 

supporting our diverse communities and their involvement in local democracy through a governance model 

that either keeps status quo of Community Boards or invests more into them to realise better potential 

through some proposed models below. 

While we value the Eastbourne and Petone Community Boards, the Representation Review raises an equity 

concern identifying that it is no longer equitable to maintain two boards in one ward.  Consideration would 

be required in this merge to how best to undertake this merge in a way that still allows for equitable 

representation of these two different communities. This change would allow more communities to engage in 

grassroots democracy by the establishment of new Community Boards, which is currently mainly being 

served only by 1 or 2 busy ward councillors. 

We offer for consideration by the Council the following structures for community boards instead of 

disestablishing them:  

Option 1: Proposed Ward-Based Community Boards (4 Boards with 1 ward councillor each)  

• Harbour CB – X members and 1 ward councillor  

• Western CB – X members and 1 ward councillor  

• Northern CB – X members and 1 ward councillor  

• Wainuiomata CB – X members and 1 ward councillor  

• (Central with no CB due to proximity to Council) 
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Option 2: Hybrid Model Based on Allocation of Ward Councillors (3 Boards with 1 ward Councillor 

with 2 councillors in wards with no boards)  

• Merge Petone and Eastbourne Boards to cover the Harbour general ward (15,700, 1 ward councillor) 

• Retain Wainuiomata Community Board (16,600*, 1 ward councillor)  

• Establish a Community Board for the Western General Ward (13,960, 1 ward councillor)   

• Accept the recommendation of 2 ward councillors in the Northern and Central general wards with no 

Community Boards. 

 

These structures ensure each board is adequately represented and supported without adding new costs to the 

council, aside from necessary ongoing resourcing for better support. However, resourcing levels should be 

reconsidered to ensure better promotion and understanding of community boards and to consider the level of 

investment versus the return for communities and council. 

Conclusion 

In summary, community boards are currently underutilised and offer significant benefits for council 

engagement. Disestablishing them without a proper replacement will create a substantial gap and may 

complicate any future attempts to return to this model. Restructuring the boards, providing better support, 

and empowering residents to engage in a manner comfortable to them are more effective solutions. 

Retaining community boards in Wainuiomata is crucial for ensuring effective local governance, especially 

given the area's unique characteristics, growing population, and housing needs. The lack of additional 

councillors for Wainuiomata under the current recommendations further underscores the importance of 

maintaining these boards to fill the representation gap. 

We urge the Council to consider these points carefully and to retain and support community boards to ensure 

that the community's unique needs are met and that residents continue to have a strong, effective voice in 

local governance. 

 

Ngā mihi, 

 

 Te Awa Puketapu 

Chair of Wainuiomata Community Board 

On behalf of the Wainuiomata Community Board 



HUTT CITY COUNCIL 

REPRESENTATION PROPOSAL 

 

1 Response from Gary Quirke 

2 Email address is  

3 Do you support the proposal that HCC comprise a Mayor and 13 
Councillors? 

Oppose 

4 Comments 

4.1 The proposal as submitted is primarily based on an “Independent Report”. 
This ‘Independent Report” is not in accordance with legislative requirements as 
it appears to lack input from a number of community focused bodies as no 
mention is made of whether the members of the Independent Group met with 
representatives of Lions Clubs, Rotary Clubs, Probos (Friendship Clubs,), Grey 
Power, Year 13 of Secondary Schools (todays/tomorrows voters) and residents 
of Retirement facilities to name a few. These are people who are likely to take 
an interest in Local Community affairs. They are also people who form strong 
local communities. The list tabled has a very strong ethnic flavour to it-this is 
not representative of the Hutt Valley as per the HCC Statistics of the makeup of 
the people of the Hutt Valley. 

4.2 It is a requirement of Councils in considering representation reviews that 
they consider 3 key factors such as 
                Communities of interest 
                Effective representation of communities of interest 
                Fair representation for electors 

The ‘Independent Review” survey lacks any depth as far as these 3 factors are 
concerned.  

4.3 There is a Period of significant change for legislative changes by Central 
Government  which will impact directly on Local Government-why is it really 
necessary to change existing arrangements of 6 at large Wards /6 Local Wards 



Councillors now.?  I.e. status quo with some boundary changes. If HCC wishes 
to really save some costs and limit rates increases then status quo is a good 
option. The passing of the Local Government Amendment Act on 30th July 2024 
is a clear example of this significant change. 

4.4 The Exercise is a statutory requirement based on population numbers and 
not a fair and equitable representation as determined in the decision of the 
Local Government Commission in 2019. 

4.5 The Proposal removes 1 Councillor at large from the current position of 
representation- this results in less democracy for all residents.  

4.6 The proposal focus appears to be based more on political matters rather 
than building a stronger sense of community. 

 

 

5 Do you support the proposal that Councillors be elected under a mixed 
system of Representation of 
  5 City Wide Councillors 
  7 Councillors from five General Wards and 
  1 Maori Ward Councillor 

Oppose 

6 Comments 

6.1  The Hutt City needs at least 6 at large councillors-Hutt City is not a large 
area and all residents have a greater interest in ensuring HCC Council takes a 
wider view with its affairs-e.g. Residents now have greater mobility throughout 
Hutt Valley as is demonstrated by Transportation routes /main industrial areas 
(Seaview and Wingate), main retail areas (CBD and Petone), location of big box 
retailers (Petone), main location of Supermarkets (CBD and Petone),future 
infrastructure developments (3 waters, road safety  plans, and cross valley link) 
are all some of the factors influencing people interests in the Hutt Valley. 

6.2 Two Councillors in 2 specific Wards is highly likely to be unworkable in 
practical terms-especially if the Councillors are from differing representative 



groups with different agendas.(e.g. Independent candidates and those from 
other political parties).One cannot split the specific Ward into two 
geographical areas on any statistical basis of population only. I cannot see how 
you can split a Ward into 2 so as to accommodate all the residents varying 
views.  

6.3 Two Councillors for 2 local Wards is likely to lead to more division than 
cohesion. Councillor’s political agendas will create division-e.g. Both Labour 
and Green Councillors/candidates are bound by National constitutions.  Is this 
a case for another Wellington City Council outcome where division is the name 
of the game? 

6.4 The 2019 representation proposal provided for 6 Wards with 2 councillors 
per Ward. This was modified to the current structure of 12 Councillors-6 for 
City at large and 6 for local Wards. The current proposal is inequitable in that 
not all the wards would have 2 councillors per Ward-not that I support this 
approach. 

6.5 I do however support a mixed Ward system but not the one being 
proposed. 

6.6 The proposal ignores factors like location of independent schools, location 
of shopping centres employment, transport and communication links and 
general mobility - all vital aspects of meeting the 3 dimensions. 

6.7 The proposal ignores the natural geographical layout of Hutt Valley 
(Wainuiomata is different due to its geographical location) of State Highway 2, 
the Hutt River and the north/south Railway line. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
7 Do you support the proposal that the 5 General Wards be made up as 
follows 
  Northern General-2 Councillors 
  Central General-2 Councillors 
  Western General-1 Councillor 
  Harbour General-1 Councillor 
  Wainuiomata General-1 Councillor 
  Maori Ward-I Councillor 

 

Oppose 

8 Comments 

8.1 The proposal creates another ward based (Maori) on ethnic grounds-it 
creates a ‘them and us” approach and is undemocratic. This is mainly due to an 
interpretation of the Treaty of Waitangi (1975 Waitangi Tribunal) and which is 
still subject to discussion in NZ.  

8.2 HCC is asking for submissions from interested parties on a revised 
representation proposal (Statutory requirement) but decided to establish a 
Maori ward direct through a Hutt Council decision.(non-statutory).This 
decision was made prior to the “Independent Report “ being completed yet is 
included in the latter’s terms of reference. 

8.3 The “Independent Report” states that Eastern Ward respondents to the 
survey had the second highest level of identification with Lower Hutt City 
(69%)-yet proposal is to do away with this ward. 

8.4 The Northern Ward definition brings in another factor of demographic and 
socio-economic factors in determining ward structure- other wards use 
geographical and numeric factors. This is not consistent in determining a fair 
representation  

8.5 An example is that the distance between Manor Park and Haywards and 
Maungariki via State Highway 2 is significant and has no real link other than 



they are on the western side of the Hutt River. These 2 suburbs are more likely 
to have similar community interests as those in the existing Northern Ward      

9 Do you support the proposal that there be no Community Boards and the 3 
existing Community Boards be disestablished. 

Oppose. 

10 Comments 

10.1 There should in fact be a Community Board for each Ward to provide fair 
and equitable representation at local level. 

10.2 The Community Boards would support Councillors with their high 
workload-the reference that they could take on some of the existing workloads 
carried out by Community Boards is highly unlikely. It is also likely to result in 
less local issues being addressed.  

10.3 The Community Boards provide an intermediate step between local 
requirements and Council. Roles have been defined (limited) by HCC which has 
played a role in the past in limiting their effectiveness e.g.-budgets. 

10.4 The Community Boards act as training ground for exposure to Local 
government (eg-Petone member who has been elevated to a national 
Committee role in LGNZ  

10.5 All existing Community Boards believe they are contributing to developing 
better communities. It is difficult to understand why the “Independent Report” 
Came to its conclusions when a number of the Wards have had no experience 
of Community Boards and 2 existing Community Boards are in 1 ward? 

10.6 The Total Cost of 3 additional Community Boards is immaterial to HCC 
overall budget of $160 million per annum-savings to pay for can be made from 
within the budget 

10.7 Overall the results of the “Independent Report Survey clearly show that 
respondents want Community Boards as they would enhance local democracy. 

10.8 In the past the effectiveness of Community Boards has been constrained 
by HCC Council rather than them been supportive of the Boards. 



10.9 The Proposal goes against the survey outcome whereby 48% of the 
respondents are in favour of Community Boards.  

 

11 General Comments 

11.1 Is this submission only because the Hutt City Council is obligated by 
statute to consult with the residents of the Hutt Valley? 

11. 2 Has a decision already been made-refer Mayor’s statement “if Council 
decides to amend the initial proposal….this will affect the timeframes required 
to meet the timetable”. 

11.3 Overall I find the whole proposal one of a political nature (a position of 
Local Government v Central Government) and not in the overall interest of 
building a stronger community for the residents of the Hutt Valley. 

 

12.Yes I would like to present my submission direct to Councillors at a 
Representation Hearing subject to my availability 

13 I live  



P a g e  | 1 
 

 

Submission on Initial Representation Review Recommendations 

 

Derek Wilshere 

 

 

 

I recommend that: 

 

1. Council rejects the recommendation for the dissolution of the three Community 

Boards,  

2. Council agrees to establish City Wide Community Boards based on the successful 

model of the existing three Boards and significantly supports the establishment of the 

new Boards. This includes reviewing the Terms of Reference for them.  

 

Introduction  

 

“We will lose something valuable that will not be replaced” 

 

“Community Democracy is the foundation for Good Governance” 

 

“People reject the tone of this Report” 

 

“He Tangata He Tangata” 

 

 

This Report is underwhelming and does not recognise the achievements of Boards over the 

years. 

 

My submission addresses the proposed dropping of Community Boards which I oppose. 

 

• I am happy with the recommendations for the ward structure, councillor numbers and 

the mix of ward and at large councillors and Maori representation (which hopefully 

survives!) and Agents who could fill a useful gap in the structure. I am disappointed 

that the proposal in my consultation submission to reconsider the Boundary for the 

Harbour Ward be changed to include a change to the eastern boundary beyond 

Burdans Gate to be removed from Wainui oMata and added to the Harbour Ward has 

not been addressed 

 

• The value of community democracy clearly identified by residents in areas with 

Community Boards has been overlooked not recognised and those without 

Community Boards have been accorded an undue weight 

 

• The suggestion in the report that somehow the existing structure is out of time is 

ludicrous  

 

• An opportunity to provide recommendations which could address Hutt City Council’s 

(and others) historic shortcomings and propose some innovative opportunities and 

governance models has been overlooked and lost. 

 

 



P a g e  | 2 
 

 

 

 

 

Some odds and ends 

 

• Residents Associations and other models exist through our city. They fulfil a valuable 

role and feed good stuff to Community Boards which recognise and collaborate 

closely with them 

• But only Community Boards are democratically elected and have a statutory link to 

the Council. Indeed. Council attempts to complement elected Boards with ward 

representatives have proved weak and ineffective  

• The Report cites on several occasions that historically HCC (and some other 

Councils) have not recognised Boards potential to contribute adequately. 

• Councillor workload, already significant would increase 

• Council delegations to Community Boards need not be limited by the statutes. Indeed, 

a better Council could benefit by fostering and respecting this by having it recognised 

by a more inclusive governance model. Through the link to Councillors and staff very 

productive and respected outcomes could led to significant financial benefit  

• In Hutt City the Community Boards have provided a fine opportunity for Board 

Members to become notably effective councillors 

• The Report makes scant reference to Community Board costs….so, are they relevant? 

or simply a relevant cost to good and effective governance? 

• The Eastbourne community response to the recommendation to scrap Community 

Boards has been indignant. and loud. Indeed, the quality of submissions is excellent, 

respected, and complementary to this submission 

• The New Zealand Government which may well propose a new model for Local 

Government constantly alludes to the importance of “Local” 

 

Recommendation 

 

I recommend that: 

 

1. Council rejects the recommendation for the dissolution of the three Community 

Boards,  

2. Council agrees to establish City Wide Community Boards based on the successful 

model of the existing three Boards and significantly supports the establishment of the 

new Boards. This includes reviewing the Terms of Reference for them.  

 

 

Viva the Eastbourne Community Board 



 

 

Hutt City Representation Review 
Eastbourne Community Board submission 

This submission is by Eastbourne Community Board members. It is based on our 
informed views and conversations with Eastbourne residents since the proposal to 
disestablish community boards was announced in June. 

Our submission focuses mainly on the proposal to disestablish community boards and 
a recommendation about Ward boundaries. It also challenges the independent panel’s 
statements about the role of community boards. 

The proposal to disestablish community boards 
The independent panel erred in its assessment by not limiting its focus to the principles 
of fairness and effectiveness outlined in s4 of the Local Electoral Act. The panel has 
based its argument to disestablish community boards on inequality. 

Inequality 
The independent panel argues that there are only three community boards representing 
three communities, which is inequitable because not all Te Awa Kairangi | Hutt City 
residents have access to them. On page 32 of its report, the panel suggests that 
inequality is as important as fairness and effectiveness. We agree that equality is 
important, but it is not the test here, and the panel erred in considering inequality as 
one of the principles. 

Even if it were a principle under the Local Electoral Act, it is incorrect to suggest that 
having only three community boards in Hutt City is inequitable.  

Under section 49 of the Local Government Act 2002, any community can petition for a 
community board to be established to represent its interests. Communities like Stokes 
Valley, Naenae and Taita could all have a community board if they wanted one. 

New community boards are regularly established throughout Aotearoa, for example, the 
Puketapu-Bell Block Community Board and the Oxford-Ohoka Community Board, 
formed in 2022. 

If Councillors vote to adopt the independent panel’s proposal to disestablish 
community boards, they risk the cost of electoral polls being held to reinstate them.  

If the Panel is correct in its argument, many cities and districts would be getting rid of 
community boards as many others have only partial coverage, but this is not happening.  

The role of community boards in the twenty-first century  
The report claims community boards are no longer relevant in the twenty-first century. 
However, the reasons community boards were established in 1989 are equally valid 
today, if not more so.  
 



 

 

Community boards were created to help councils stay in touch with their communities' 
grassroots. Councils have been required to get larger; the matters they address are 
broader and more complex, and their regulatory responsibility is greater.  
 
Moreover, with suggestions that Hutt City amalgamates with other Councils in the 
future, community grassroots representation will be even more critical. Maintaining 
community boards will future-proof local representation and advocacy.  

Councils can be complicated and intimidating to navigate and work with. Community 
boards bring residents and local government closer. They are part of the community, 
not its governance. 

 
We believe the need for ready, face-to-face access to elected representatives who are 
neighbours in our communities has never been more important. In an increasingly 
digital world, community boards provide a vital human connection. 

The issues the panel suggests in its argument against community boards, such as 
diversity and representation, are the reason for having them. Community boards 
provide a safe place to start understanding democracy and becoming involved in 
Councils. The number of councillors representing Hutt City who started on community 
boards shows their value as a pathway to democratic representation. Anything that aids 
in developing strong representation when democratic processes are at risk should be 
valued. It is at community boards where a more comprehensive representation is likely 
to happen, especially given Hutt City has chosen to remain with First Past the Post.  

There was too little time or consideration in the report about the effectiveness of 
community boards on matters beyond those in the statute, and regrettably, there was 
no thought as to how to ensure community boards could be more effective. We are not 
here to blow our trumpet but believe we have been a very effective and supportive arm 
of the Council on many matters beyond the statutory role and equally important to 
Eastbourne residents and Council.  

We are proud of our work in this respect, including effectively championing the Tupua 
Horo Nuku resilience and shared path project. We believe we have been effective and 
are disappointed that the Panel has not reflected on or attempted to understand our 
work. 

In a seismic, harbour-side area and a world facing climate change, communities need 
local representation and knowledge to help prepare for change and emergencies, as 
well as leadership and a point of contact in the event of an emergency.  

We challenge the section about awareness of community boards. 
The report lists the stated powers of community boards without referring to their 
advocacy and liaison roles. It refers to the mismatch between what community boards 
do and what the community thinks they do without examining whether and what 
community boards are delivering outside the stated delegations. It even refers to the 



 

 

potential benefits of community boards without making any apparent effort to 
understand what we already do. 

These are not potential benefits. Advocacy and liaison are actual benefits delivered by 
community boards like the Eastbourne Community Board every day. 

Community boards are crucial in providing fair and effective representation for 
residents and communities. Community boards help ensure residents' voices are 
heard, and their members act as community representatives, advocates, and 
connectors. 

Ward boundaries 
The Eastbourne Community Board asked the independent panel to address the 
anomaly that sees the Pencarrow Road from Burdan’s Gate to the lighthouse as part of 
Wainuiomata General Ward rather than Harbour Ward. Successive Eastbourne 
Community Boards have also asked Council to address this. 

The current Ward boundary makes no sense. The road is accessed from Eastbourne and 
is used by Eastbourne residents and visitors from throughout the region. There is no 
public road access from Pencarrow Road to Wainuiomata. It is often Eastbourne 
residents who alert the Council to road damage or maintenance issues. 

A boundary change would have no material impact on the number of residents in either 
Ward. Refer to Appendix 1. It could be achieved by moving Pencarrow Head suburb to 
the Harbour Ward and shifting the ward boundary accordingly. 

Recommendations 
The Eastbourne Community Board recommends that Council: 

1. Retain community boards so all Hutt City residents can retain or have the 
opportunity to establish a community board and to future-proof local 
representation. 

2. Moves the Wainuiomata and Harbour Ward boundary so that the road between 
Burdan’s Gate and Pencarrow Lighthouse is part of Harbour Ward. 

The Eastbourne Community Board wishes to speak to this submission at the August 
hearing. 

 

Belinda Moss, Emily Keddell, Bruce Spedding, Murray Gibbons and Frank Vickers 
Eastbourne Community Board  
31 July 2024 
  



 

 

Appendix 1: 
Pencarrow Head suburb is currently in Wainuiomata General Ward. Moving it to Harbour 
Ward would move the Pencarrow Road to Harbour Ward.  
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York Bay Residents’ Association Submission on the Hutt City Council 
Representation Review – Disestablishing Community Boards 

This submission addresses the Review Panel’s recommendation to disestablish the Petone, 
Eastbourne and Wainuiomata Community Boards. We submit that these boards play a very useful 
and necessary role, that they should be retained and the use of community boards extended city-
wide. Further, we note that the recommendation that they be disestablished runs counter to the 
panel’s own findings.  

The panel’s justification for this recommendation appears to be that other areas of Hutt City do not 
have community boards; and that the Council has failed to make full use of its powers to delegate 
functions to these boards, indicating that it does not take them seriously and that this is unlikely to 
change. 

The panel does not seem to have considered recommending extending the use of community boards 
to other areas of the city and that the Council improve its use of the boards, even though this would 
meet the wishes of residents and a number of needs expressed in the review. 

The Review Panel’s research showed strong support (67%) for extending community boards to all 
areas of the city, and acknowledged that: “Respondents generally support the idea of community 
boards across the city for enhanced local representation. They believe it would ensure fairness and 
equality of representation, address the specific needs of each area, provide better local knowledge 
and connection, and allow for more local decision-making. Some respondents also highlighted the 
importance of grassroots involvement, better communication with council, and equitable 
representation for all residents. Overall, there is a desire for community boards to be accessible to all 
areas and cover a diverse range of issues”. 

The panel saw “a strengthening of the connections between the Council and the community as 
fundamental to addressing the concerns raised”, yet illogically it proposes disestablishing one of the 
most effective channels for doing so.  

Its report says decisions currently made at community board level (such as naming of streets, parks 
and reserves, etc) would revert to various council committees as is currently the case for parts of the 
city not represented by a community board. It claims residents would be able to engage with these 
council committees on decisions under consideration.  

However, there is no indication of how committees would advise all residents in a particular area of 
such matters, nor how practicable it would be for residents to attend committee meetings usually 
held in the day time. (The Eastbourne Community Board runs a very good local website, Facebook 
page and regular column in our local newspaper delivered free to all residents – unlike the Hutt News 
which is no longer delivered to the Eastbourne area). 

Compared with a current average cost of approximately $120,000 per board per annum, how much 
will it cost to set up alternative and more effective channels of communication and engagement with 
these communities so that the Council can meet its obligation “to inform, consult, represent and 
make decisions on behalf of those communities”? 

The panel refers to the need to build a better bridge to the community, acknowledging that while it 
spends considerable resources “on engaging with communities in order to get feedback on issues 
critical to the City”, the channels it uses “do not necessarily suit all. Improved community 
engagement will become increasingly important in future, given the changing face of the Lower Hutt 
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community, and will need to take into account those who find it difficult to engage using current 
traditional channels.” 

The panel refers to the need for a more targeted approach to engaging with communities, one that 
would lead to better understanding of Council, create two-way communication and make 
representation issues more meaningful for those communities that have had limited engagement on 
such issues in the past. Isn’t this precisely what community boards can provide? 

The panel recommends that the council identify community leaders who could act as ‘agents’ of 
their community, to help facilitate dialogue and discussions with the Council as needed. These agents 
could also serve as ‘knowledge hubs’ to assist the Council with its work such as in its long-term plan 
discussions. They could also provide a two-way channel, taking information to the community and 
bringing information back to Council decision-makers.  

How does this differ from community boards, except these agents would be unelected, not 
answerable to their communities and with no real requirement for council to engage with them? 
How would they be chosen? Would they be paid? Would they be given resources to carry out these 
functions? How would Council know they were representing the views of their community?  

Disappointingly, the panel did not assess the effectiveness of the community boards in terms of their 
current powers and responsibilities, particularly their ability to represent and advocate for their 
community; report to council on matters referred to them or on their own initiative; overview 
council services provided in their community; prepare an annual submission to council for 
expenditure in their community; and communicate with organisations and special interest groups in 
their community.   

The York Bay Residents’ Association has found the Eastbourne Community Board (ECB) carries out 
these functions very satisfactorily, and provides a highly valued conduit between our community and 
Council. At our most recent AGM (22 November 2023), residents considered the role of community 
boards in light of the representation review and expressed strong support for our board’s retention. 

The ECB has proved particularly helpful in recent years during negotiations over the design and 
construction of the Tupua Horo Nuku/shared path – a project that will not be finished until 2027 (or 
later) so it would be very disappointing and concerning to lose the ECB during this process. The 
board has been a key communicator in keeping us informed, relaying our concerns and supporting 
our submissions on this project. 

Other recent issues have included the contentious Significant Natural Areas, speed limits, and 
housing intensification, as well as the regular matters referred to the ECB.  

Another highly valued role is the annual walkaround with ECB members and a council officer to see, 
in person, matters in each bay that need attention. This gives residents a voice, has resulted in a 
great working relationship and sees issues handled in a timely fashion.  

The board has developed very effective communication tools and local residents' associations are 
invited to contribute information to each ECB meeting, as well as attend to hear Council updates 
relevant to our area. This ensures that the ECB is an effective means of ensuring this area's needs are 
clearly understood by Hutt City councillors and officers. As noted above, it has very good 
communication channels and keeps residents well informed.  

Community boards also understand the special character of their areas. As the panel notes: “Their 
main role is to represent and speak on behalf of their community.” Our board members know our 
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area and understand our issues. How will one councillor for a ward of around 15,000 people 
effectively communicate with them all as well as represent their many and sometimes conflicting 
concerns? 

Another crucial consideration is the value of having known local representatives who can relay vital 
information and coordinate assistance in civil defence situations and emergencies. Eastbourne and 
the Eastern Bays are particularly vulnerable to bush fires, tsunamis, slips and storm surges that often 
close our only access road and can leave us isolated. In such situations, having clear, known and local 
leadership and good communication channels is absolutely vital. 

It would be very disappointing to lose this very useful and valued means of keeping in touch with 
issues and making sure our views are understood, supported and relayed to Council.  

In short, the York Bay Residents' Association strongly supports retention of the community boards as 
well as extending their use across the city with Council making greater use of its power to delegate 
functions to community boards so making them even more effective.  

 

Susan Ewart  
Secretary, York Bay Residents’ Association 
E:  
M:  
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Submission of Petone Community House to the Hutt City Council 
Representation Review 2023-2024 
Decisions sought 
1. The Board of Petone Community House Inc welcomes the opportunity to submit on Hutt City 

Council’s Representation Review for 2023-2024. The Board wishes to make the following 
submission on the recommendations of the independent panel: 

• It OPPOSES the recommendation to disestablish the Petone Community Board. 
• It OPPOSES Option 6 for general wards (a combined Wainuiomata/Harbour ward) and is 

neutral on the other options for wards including the independent panel’s recommended 
option. 

• It SUPPORTS the recommendation to establish one Māori ward, the Mana Kairangi ki Tai 
Māori Ward (and supports a referendum on retaining the Māori ward in 2025).  

Introduction to the Petone Community House 
2. Petone Community House Inc [PCH] is a registered charity with a purpose “to enhance the 

quality of life of the members of the local Petone community and those associated with the 
Community House by running the Community House as a place to bring the community 
together and by running community activities and programmes at the Community House for 
members of the local Petone community to participate.”  

3. PCH is a long-established part of the Petone community, operating from the same heritage 
premises in the historic heart of the suburb since 1980. We provide a safe and sheltered place 
for the residents of Petone to seek advice or help, improve their wellbeing, and come together 
with like-minded people for enjoyment and learning. 

4. As a result the PCH whānau (the Board and PCH members and volunteers, those who offer 
community services or activities at the House, and their users and manuhiri) collectively have 
a strong understanding of the needs of the Petone community. Our whānau reflect the 
diversity of Petone, and we have a strong interest in ensuring that local democratic structures 
support Petone, its people, and PCH to not only survive but thrive. 

Petone is a unique community of interest which needs guaranteed democratic 
representation 
5. PCH understands the financial situation in which Hutt City Council finds itself and the drivers 

to find financial savings, including through disestablishing the community boards. 
Nevertheless, we do not support the recommendations of the independent panel with regard 
to the Petone Community Board, and we support its retention.  

6. The legislation and precedents governing representation reviews put a great deal of weight on 
the concept of communities of interest as one of the bases for determining fair and effective 
democratic representation for individuals and communities. PCH considers that Petone is a 
strongly defined community of interest that can be distinguished from its neighbouring 
communities because: 

a. It demonstrates very strong local identity and its residents express a clear and enduring 
sense of belonging to Petone. This is reflected in the independent panel’s report, which 
notes that the residents of Harbour ward including Petone have by far the weakest 
identification with Hutt City as their primary community of interest and very high 
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identification with their local suburb (and the strongest support for retaining 
community boards, at 82% – pages 15-16, 20). This identity is longstanding and Petone 
has retained much of its historical character while continuing to welcome new 
residents.  

b. With its extensive retail and service centre extending along and around Jackson Street, 
most of the community’s need for services can be met from within the community. This 
is unique in Hutt City outside the CBD and makes Petone distinctive within Hutt City. 
Petone Community House is one of those community facilities offering services and 
activities accessible to the people of Petone without needing to travel outside the 
community. Our neighbours sum up the diverse and self-contained nature of the 
Petone community: within 100 metres of the House, there is a school, a library, 
churches, various health and disability services, food of numerous cuisines, bars, small 
retailers and businesses, public transport connections to Wellington and other parts of 
the Hutt Valley, and a mix of housing types.  

7. It is important that the council can represent the communities of interest within its 
boundaries. The current structure (at-large wards and a Harbour ward which contains distinct 
and disconnected communities of interest), which the independent panel proposes to retain, 
leads to a very real possibility that Petone residents will be represented by a councillor 
without understanding of the community and its needs.  

8. For this reason, PCH opposes Option 6 for the general wards, as this would bring together 
even more distinctive communities of interest (Petone, Eastbourne/Bays, and Wainuiomata) 
together into one ward. We note that Option 6 was not one of the independent panel’s 
preferred shortlisted options or its recommendation. 

9. PCH also opposes the disestablishment of the Petone Community Board on the same grounds. 
If the Petone Community Board were abolished, the consequence of having a councillor from 
other parts of Harbour ward would be that the interests of the distinct and distinctive Petone 
community would not be represented. We consider this would not give effect to the principles 
of the legislation. Our community has concerns and priorities that are quite different from 
those of other areas in the ward such as Eastbourne and the Eastern Bays.  

10. As a result, PCH is not confident that, in the absence of a Petone Community Board, there 
will be an effective and enduring advocate for our community within council governance.  

11. As an independent charity operating from council-owned premises, a collaborative and 
supportive relationship with the Council at both officer and representative level is important 
to us. The independent panel’s report puts much emphasis on consultation being undertaken 
by city-wide council representatives and officers with specific communities, both place-based 
and other communities such as disabled people. We agree that council could perform better, 
but a consultative approach in the absence of local representation puts the burden on Petone 
people and community organisations to lobby for our community’s needs to those who may 
not be familiar with our area. Community organisations like PCH are usually run mostly by 
volunteers with limited time and capacity, and consultation fatigue and scepticism are real for 
the community and voluntary sector. 

12. We note that there is little evidence provided in the independent panel’s report that replacing 
community boards with much more extensive consultation (presumably undertaken at least in 
part by salaried officials) would be cheaper than the status quo. 
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The issues identified in the independent panel’s report are resolvable 
13. As 82% of those surveyed in the Harbour ward support having community boards, we believe 

that the Council should take necessary measure to improve the perceived shortcomings, as 
most of these are within the council’s control or the result of its own actions (independent 
panel report page 35).   

14. PCH notes that some current community board members considered that council could make 
better use of them when engaging with committees (independent panel report page 32), 
which we would support. We also note that current members found the quality of input of 
appointed councillors on community boards to be variable. This is a performance issue that 
the council could address, not a representation structure issue. 

15. We also note that some current members found their delegations limited and limiting. The 
Council controls the delegations to Community Boards and, if these are considered too narrow 
to be worthwhile or cost-effective, then the delegations could be revisited. For example, 
current delegations allow Community Boards to approve leases or licences of council property 
to voluntary organisations, but this delegation excludes leases to community houses like PCH. 
Such delegations could be widened so that decisions on the use of the premises we occupy 
would be made (consistent with overall council policy) by elected representatives who know 
their community’s needs better than a council table that might contain no Petone residents.  

16. We would also welcome a strong ongoing role for a Petone Community Board in providing 
input into district planning and policy-making. We note that the Petone Community Board has 
at times been active and visible in this role and in seeking out the views of the local 
community, including those who might not otherwise have the confidence or time to engage 
through formal consultative mechanisms. Maintaining Petone’s much-loved character while 
meeting the needs of its present and future residents will be an ongoing challenge that 
requires deep roots into that diverse community, and it will have some different dynamics to 
planning for other parts of the city. Place-making for Petone should have enduring and locally-
driven attention, rather than be seen as a ‘project’ as is the case with Petone 2040. 

17. Finally, the existence of the Petone Community Board is often discussed as a concession to the 
Petone community following the disestablishment of Petone Borough in 1989 (see for 
example pages 31 and 34 of the independent panel’s report), implying that it no longer serves 
a useful purpose in the 21st century. Given that Petone is a very strong and self-sufficient 
community of interest in the present day, and the 1989 reforms are ancient history for most 
current residents of Petone (if they are even aware of them), we think this line of argument is 
now irrelevant and has become a distraction. The case for guaranteed local representation of 
the distinct Petone community and its built environment should rest on its own merits, which 
we believe it does. 

Mana Kairangi ki Tai Māori Ward 
18. PCH notes that the decision to create one or more Māori wards was made by Hutt City Council 

in late 2023 and that the only matter in question in this representation review is the number 
of Māori wards. We also note that population figures determine that there can only be one 
Māori ward for the council. 
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19. As an inclusive organisation which honours Te Tiriti o Waitangi we wish to put on record our 
support for a Māori ward and for ongoing strong Māori-council partnerships. In anticipation of 
the Local Government (Electoral Legislation and Māori Wards and Māori Constituencies) 
Amendment Bill being passed into law, we support the Council holding a referendum at the 
2025 election rather than revoking the ward. 

Hearing 
20. Petone Community House Inc wishes to be heard. 

Contact person:  Sally-ann Moffat 

   Chair, Petone Community House Board 

     



 
IN-CONFIDENCE 

Hutt City Representation Review  
Submission by the Petone Community Board | Poari Hapori o Pito One.  

 
Kia ora koutou, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Review Panel recommendations. 
 

Community Boards are, and should continue to be, a vital part of local 
democracy in Te Awakairangi ki Tai - Hutt City:   

Naturally, we are predominantly submitting on the Panel’s proposal to disestablish Community 
Boards in Te Awa Kairangi ki Tai /Hutt City.  

We strongly oppose disestablishing Community Boards in Hutt City. We believe this would be a 
significant loss of local democracy. We support all wards having a Community Board because we 
believe that communities are best served by local representation. We have seen the benefit and rich 
history of the Harbour Ward having two distinctive boards – with their own respective voices. 
 
Petone has had its own local government representation since 1888. First as Petone Borough Council 
from 1888 to 1989. Since then, through the Petone Community Board.  

Petone is a distinct part of Te Awa Kairangi/ Hutt City with Jackson St at its heart. The board area also 
includes significant commercial areas in Seaview, Gracefield and Petone and residential settlements 
from the harbours edge up to Korokoro, across Moerā, to Waiwhetū South.  

Petone Community Board provides a formal avenue for this community to have input on Council 
decision making representing a community that has unique needs: 

• The protection and vitality of the Jackson Street retail precinct. 
• Being the part of the city at greatest risk from sea level rise and climate change. 
• Being a key employment hub for the wider region. 
• Being home to thousands of residents. 

In the mid 2000’s the lack of acknowledgement of Eastbourne’s needs saw calls for secession from 
Hutt City.1 Eastbourne like Petone has a long history of its own identity and local government 
representation. Eastbourne and bays are a distinct community of interest. Settlements that share a 
narrow coastal road and housing the stretches up to the bush clad hills.  

These different histories and different future needs are why Petone and Eastbourne would benefit 
from retaining their separate community boards. 

The representation review recommendation to abolish community boards is flawed 

The representation review found that people the Panel engaged with, liked the idea of Community 
Boards, as it sounded like a mechanism that could enhance local democracy if supported and 
resourced well. Council could give boards the delegations needed to realise their full potential. We 

 
1 <i>Deborah Coddington</i>: Absolutely Positively stick with Hutt City - NZ Herald 

https://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/ideborah-coddingtoni-absolutely-positively-stick-with-hutt-city/PV45VBPMZIGDWHQRJ7E5Q73GXI/
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note that the parts of the city with Community Boards had the highest levels of support. This shows 
that when people have more opportunity to understand the role of the Boards first hand they have 
higher levels of support.  

Community Boards are based on geographic representation. One example cited in the review was of 
Community Boards not representing the Pasifika Community. We recognise the importance of ethnic 
communities having their voices heard but note that the geographic model of local government is 
not designed to promote specific interest groups other than by geography. Council advisory groups 
can provide forums for specific groups based on factors other than geography to have their voices 
heard. We also note Hutt City is adding a Māori ward. 

Community boards are fit for the 21st century 

The Panel’s report reflects on a view that formal structures like Community Boards positioned 
between the community and the Council are not likely to be effective in the 21st century. We do not 
believe that is just ‘between’ the community but actually alongside it, helping to understand the 
various decisions and functions of Council, and providing alternative ways to connect with the work 
of the Local Authority; and in the same way connecting Council more deeply to the community. 

The panel’s view is counter to the localism movement. Localism is about empowering communities 
to make decisions about their own futures.  

“Localism provides a way to strengthen and build upon those things that make us special - 
developing better, local solutions to problems, fostering stronger local ties and engagement, 
and, ultimately, ensuring the places where people live, and work become the places they 
want them to be.”2   

Community Boards do have an operating cost to the city, as do all representative roles, as the 
representation review highlights. However, the review does not consider the wider benefits that 
include more effective solutions when council and communities work together; belonging is 
strengthened and those impacted by decisions are involved in decision making.  

Examples of Petone Community Board making a difference are: 

• Protecting the heritage of Jackson St 
• Helping prevent Petone Recreation ground becoming a sports facility for the almost exclusive 

use of Wellington Phoenix 
• Fighting for the retention and upgrade of McKenzie Baths 
• Helping prevent the demolition of Petone wharf, at least for now 
• Submissions on Plan changes that would erode the identity of Petone 
• Assessing and granting funding requests for community groups 
• Coordinating local ANZAC Day services 
• Helping get better footpaths in Korokoro 
• Keeping a library in Moerā and reinvestment in Petone Library 

Community boards in general help: 

• Ensure local communities’ voices aren’t lost in the big picture conversations/kōrero. 

 
2 Why localism in New Zealand 

https://www.localism.nz/why-localism/
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• Promote stronger community wellbeing/hauora for all the diverse communities that exist in 
their area. 

• Feeding in local issues and needs to advocate for local voice and making submissions on 
council policies and decisions 

• Have an important part of providing information from council/kaunihera back to the 
community.3 

Responses to other questions 

We support the addition of an additional Councillor – bringing it up to 13, particularly with the 
addition of a Māori Ward Councillor – recognising this number seems to be able to represent local 
residents and seems about right. 
 
We also support that the Councillors continue to be elected under a mixed system of representation 
across the wards as well as city wide. This structure ensures a balance between a more localised 
voice, and broader voices spread across our city. We note some residents have raised concerns about 
some wards having more than one councillor but not necessarily guaranteed localised representation 
and have some reservations around the perceived fairness and understanding of some wards with 
two Councillors, and others with one. We would like to see a consistency across the board and think 
one Councillor per ward would be best. This would mean creating more wards to retain 
proportionality of population to the number of representatives. 
 
Changes to the Harbour Ward boundary in Waiwhetu  

Although we see the reasoning regarding bringing all of Waiwhetū together, we also recognise there 
are distinctive parts within this large suburb. We wonder how many within Waiwhetū feel more 
connected to the ‘Central Hutt’ than elsewhere given many have a deeper connection towards the 
Waiwhetū Stream, the hills and the ocean.  
 
We wish to speak to our submission. 

Nga mihi, 
Mike Fisher  

Chair, Petone Community Board 

  

 
3 Community boards - LGNZ 

https://www.lgnz.co.nz/local-government-in-nz/community-boards/


Submission on the Representation
Review Panel Recommendations 2024
I am opposed to the disestablishment of the Community Boards.

I believe they are important to the communities they represent, now more than
ever. The arguments to remove, and the alternative solutions offered lack
credibility. A true understanding of how Community Boards work in their
communities would show that they are the most democratic, economic and
effective way to support and serve the communities and the residents today. The
appropriate response is not disestablishment, the effort should be focussed on
supporting them appropriately to do their job well, and making them available to
other communities who show a need. This would have the most positive outcome
for both the community and the council.

Ironically, as highlighted later, the Panel recommends a “focussed approach to
engagement” which describes the Community Board quite well - and ironically
does not suggest that any powers at all be given to this process, they obviously
don’t think any formal powers are required to be effective.

I have seen submissions written by other residents which are perceptive and
eloquent, so I will defer to them in many respects. I trust that the councillors will
read these, even if they do not read mine.

Bruce Spedding, Eastbourne Resident and Community Board Member (second
term).

My background is about 25 years as a scientist in nuclear and industrial research
working across a diverse range of technologies and fields.
A further 25 years working in online and digital development, design and management
including Manager of the NZ Government website, and developing many of the
Metservice websites. I also have extensive experience in User Experience Design
which focuses on user needs and helping people just get on with their lives.

I have served on a variety of government panels, professional boards, and was
President of Windsurfing NZ for several years. I also have a history of union, health and
safety, employee assistance and violence counselling involvement.



The Review - process and results
The review process is outlined in the report. Many of the conclusions are commented on later,
so I will only comment on some of the points in relation to community boards here.
Rhetoric
Equity
Resilience
Training ground for councillors
Changing Demographic
Communication
Cost
Council performance
Agents
Ward Boundaries
Appendix1 - Community Communications Channels
Appendix2 - Communication with City vs Community
Appendix3 - Analysis of Review

The Review - process and results

The review process is outlined in the report. Many of the conclusions are commented on
later, so I will only comment on some of the points in relation to community boards here.
Communication and engagement principles (pp11)
“educate the community on local government by providing clear, consistent and reliable
Information”
This appeared to mainly consist of explaining to people the limited powers that
Community Boards have, and then anecdotally saying that this changed people
perception (away from the value of community boards).
The Panel made very little attempt to understand what Community Boards do, so their
claim to be ‘clear, consistent and reliable’ was flawed.



The actual powers and functions of Community Boards
Community Boards have ‘Elected Members Requests’ which essentially means council
staff must give an acceptable reply to any request for information. This means boards
cannot be ignored or fobbed off, one of the more common complaints we receive from
the community we represent.

Community Boards have continuity and “institutional memory”, information and
decisions get passed along, unlike the council staff, where frequent turnovers often
mean discussions and decisions are sometimes lost during a transition of roles. Without
the boards these issues would have been lost, and confidence in council further eroded.
This continuity also accounts for projects like Tupua Horo Nuku have actually
progressed to realisation. Members (past and present) of the board have been involved
in this for decades - unlike most of the staff involved.

Community Board Members, unlike councillors or council staff have more autonomy to
compensate for lack of legislated power - this allows us to initiate, undertake and follow
through on projects within our community without having to go through the bureaucratic
processes that normally are required. Although we answer to the council as well, we
work for and answer to the community.

Community Boards do the council’s work quite a lot of the time - we can answer or
explain questions about council policy and actions without reference to the council itself,
reducing the burden on both council and community.

The Community Board aggregates issues, when an issue arises in the community the
board will condense this into a single request for information or action, saving a lot of
council time responding to multiple requests.

So while the council may see the Community Boards as an “overhead” to be
maintained, they could measure this against the reduced load on council officers that
boards bring about. This load will of course increase if Community Boards cease to
exist.

The Panel quotes its Community Engagement activities - but is probably not aware of
the involvement of Community Boards in this. We also posted campaign on our
community pages which has a much higher visibility within the community than the Hutt
City channels. We posted on our website, our digital notice boards, circulated it on
through our email lists (455 subscribers), and included it in our regular column in the
Eastbourne Herald (something the council failed to do despite our requests).



These are powers we grant ourselves, they are not given to us, and they are more
powerful than the nominal powers to name streets etc.

Rather than go on and dismantle all the contradictions in the Panel’s survey, analysis
and recommendations I will append my original in the Appendix (my comments in red)
for anyone to read if they have the energy - it is full of holes and interpretations throw
doubt on the integrity of the recommendations. I will include one comment here that
clearly demonstrates how little the Panel understands what Community Boards do. The
section below is from the Panel’s recommendation, with my comments in red.

b) Recommendations for a focused approach to engagement ................................... 38

Drawing on its experiences in undertaking this review, the Panel has identified a set of principles
that it believes will better connect the Council with local communities:
• negotiating access to communities through those with ‘lived experience’ of that community
(that’s the members of the Community Board)
• engaging at ‘their place’, resulting in an increased level of comfort and safety, and at a time
that best suits the community (that’s what we (Community Board) do)
• ensuring discussions are facilitated jointly with a local community member, to allow for a wider
range of community participation (that’s what we (Community Board) do)
• communicating information from the Council to communities in their own language, if
appropriate, so as to improve reach and access. (Most of the ethnic and migrant communities
have regular newsletters or social media contact with their communities, and they have offered
to translate summaries of Council information into their own language when necessary.)

From Panel members’ experience, engagement is not always suited to a ‘9am to 5pm
Monday-Friday’ approach, and that ‘information overload’ through passive social media
platforms, is not particularly effective. The Panel considers a more proactive approach is
needed. (we know that full well, and that’s what we respond to, we are on call 24x7)
The Panel believes it would be timely for the Council to consider building a stronger, more fit-for
purpose ‘bridge’, as a way to better engage with communities whose voices are often not heard
at Council. (The bridge exists, it’s called a Community Board)

Rhetoric
“A rhetorical question is a question asked to make a point, rather than get an
answer.”

There are clearly rhetorical questions repeated throughout the Panel review, these are
combined in this quote .



(pp 4 of the report) … reflects the view that formal structures like community boards
positioned between the community and the Council is not likely to be effective in
the 21st century, based on the changing nature of the community’s interests,
needs and aspirations, and also the obligation on the Council to inform, consult,
represent and make decisions on behalf of those communities.

(pp34 of the report) … the Panel questions whether a community board type structure,
positioned between the community and its parent council, that may have been
appropriate 35 years ago, is the best approach in the 21st century.

None of these “questions” are answered in the report, the time of 35 years, the
relevance to 21st century, the changing nature of communities. The rhetorical
questioning throws doubt on the relevance of Community Board but at no stage
answers the question. There is also vague reference to the changing nature of the
community’s interests, needs and aspirations, and also councils obligation. None of this
is backed up by any research. At best it is “anecdata”.

Community Boards are positioned alongside community and council. Not
between - no real evidence or even anecdotes are provided in the review. Any
community member or group can access and work with the council directly (and often
do) without the Community Board being involved. There is no requirement to go through
the boards. The board represents a channel for those in the community who feel
their concerns are not being heard, or who lack the confidence, ability or
resources to interact with council directly.Sometimes the Community Board is asked
to intervene when a resident or group feel they are not being listened to, or the council
is not consulting widely enough on an issue. The Community Board covers any gaps
that exist between council and the community - and one thing the report repeatedly
identifies is that there are plenty of gaps in current council contact and interaction with
the communities.

It is disappointing that the Panel report uses these rhetorical questions, incorrect
descriptions, skewed response analysis, anecdata, and unsupported opinion and
conjecture to discredit their own the measured results of community feedback, and
thereby justify their recommendations.

Equity
There is confusion between “equity”and “equality”. The difference is well demonstrated
by the aphorism “we are not all in the same boat, we are in the same storm, but some of
us have superyachts and others have leaky dinghies.” Equality is treating everyone the



same regardless, equity is making everyone equal by responding to their specific
needs. The Panelappears to have confused the two words.
In this context, some communities such as Eastbourne and Wainuiomata have special
needs because they can be easily isolated both in access and infrastructure, so the
need for a degree of additional support within the community makes sense, as the
council may not be able to provide the support needed as easily. Other communities
may have special needs and these should be assessed.

Resilience

One issue that has dominated local and national news over recent years is the need for
community resilience. Many communities have been struggling with the outcomes of
extreme weather events, infrastructure failure, and communications break-down, and
missing timely support from their councils and other organisations.

Recent RNZ news items reference the lack of “situational awareness” in emergency
management responses - this translates as “they did not know what was going on in the
actual areas at risk. This weakness is a good reason for our communities to have
established local representatives who can communicate the situation and facilitate a
community response rather than waiting for outside help - often the wrong help, too little
and too late.

Communities such as Eastbourne/Bays and Wainuiomata can be easily isolated by
weather or other events, and Community Boards can play a significant role in
preparation, response and recovery, especially in those phases where council priorities
lie elsewhere.

In the Eastern Bays, and presumably elsewhere in the city, the council limits it’s
involvement in community resilience to setting up Community Hubs (in reality a box with



DIY instructions and a radio stuck in a school cupboard), combined with awesome
social media postings, and a message we are essentially “on our own” for at least 7
days. As demonstrated in other events, the hours leading up to and following an event
are critical, and a Community Board provides a basis for community preparedness that
would otherwise be missing. The council should be looking at supporting such initiatives
more, not removing them.

Training ground for councillors
Community Boards are the feeder for council. The current national and local
government landscape is littered with examples of the confusion and issues that arise
when people who have little or no prior experience are placed in positions of
responsibility. It is notable that a significant number of Hutt City Councillors have come
into their role through Community Boards, and they will have come with 3 years of
working with Council and the processes involved.

RNZ: Missing mayor, record rates rises, and Tauranga's election: What's going on with
councils?

Asquith, an industry fellow at the Institute of Public Policy and Governance at the
University of Technology Sydney in Sydney, Australia, told RNZ part of the problem is a
lack of quality control.

"I've long argued there should be a test for people standing for council, because so

many people don't know how it all works and they're in it for the wrong reasons."

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/what-you-need-to-know/522539/missing-mayor-record-rates-rises-and-tauran

ga-s-election-what-s-going-on-with-councils

Changing Demographic

The Panel argues that increased mobility of residents means geographic communities

are less relevant, and that communities of interest need more attention. In fact this

assumption (if true - no data) and analysis can be easily countered, and in fact strong

and well supported geographic communities are more important than ever. People may

have communities of interest outside their home suburb, but that does not change the

relevance of where they live, especially if they have family. People do not live outside

their communities, their home is still central to their lives.

https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/what-you-need-to-know/522539/missing-mayor-record-rates-rises-and-tauranga-s-election-what-s-going-on-with-councils
https://www.rnz.co.nz/news/what-you-need-to-know/522539/missing-mayor-record-rates-rises-and-tauranga-s-election-what-s-going-on-with-councils


One consequence of the Covid19 epidemic was the transition for many to “work from

home” (WFH), and this has persisted despite pushes in some situations to get workers

to return to the office. Many people still work from home on a part-time basis, it’s an

often cited feature in job ads. This means that communities do not “empty out” during

the day as before, and there is no sign of this new normal changing. Communities

become more relevant as a result.

Another factor is the need for new arrivals in a community to be assimilated quickly, to

be “introduced” to the people and resources the community offers. A welcoming

community that informs and supports new arrivals not only improves their inclusion, the

community gains from the skills and contributions the new arrivals bring to the

community.

All this speaks to the value of a responsive and inclusive community, which is one

benefit a Community Board brings.

Communication

An informed community is a resilient community. Most communities have various
ways they communicate and share information - but like various other structures within

a community these can be initiated and driven by specific goals, they are rarely

democratic, have no accountability to the community or the council, and can be

focussed on particular interests. It is important for a community to have an independent

and democratic information network that is accountable and not partisan. It is also

critical that such networks cater for the least well connected as they are probably the

most vulnerable.

One of the most significant conclusions from the recent Eastern Bays Community

Resilience Expo was the importance and need for physical / face-to-face networking to

pick up those most at risk in our community. There is no easy solution, despite what

many think, social media, websites and newspapers do not have a great reach in our

communities.



Even those who use social channels miss a lot because there is so much information

“noise”, the important information is frequently drowned out. Our conclusion was that we

need to actually make contact with every group in our community, from sports or

services clubs to a book group of a few people. The critical basic task is to help them

realise that they may be the most important (and possibly only) connection some of their

members have with the community, so they have a role to play, both in passing on

important community information, but also communicating back any issues their group

members may have, especially so in emergency situations.

This level of community engagement requires “boots on the ground”, not just when an

emergency occurs, but continuously. This is another role that Community Boards can

and do play, and it requires numbers that a single councillor or council staff member

cannot equal.

Cost

The Panel makes a big deal about the cost of supporting Community Boards, $347K per

year. Approximately half of this will be council overheads which the Boards have no

control over, and the allowances for Community Board members is set externally using

the same processes as councillors remuneration. No breakdown is offered, no

comparison with the cost of City Councillors, and certainly no comparison with the cost

of replacing Community Board activities with paid staff. It’s a reasonable assumption

that this cost is equivalent to possibly two full time mid level council employees.

Community Board members live in the community, have regular and frequent contact

with the community as a member of the community, often casual or through shared

interests. As a community member they will understand and empathise with the local

residents, and know that they will need to be able to face those residents again in the

future. A council staff member would only have contact by arrangement, which also

means that only those in the community who are confident enough to reach out will be

heard. Contact will require travel and time,it will be expensive as a result.

By way of comparison:



2 council staff, working 8x5 / week, no accountability, available by appointment, little

local knowledge, probable turnover within a 3 year term or:

16 Community Board members, 24x7 / week, accountable, available on demand,

around for a longer time (even if they change jobs they are less likely to move).

Even if each ward has a community board the price is extremely low for the return.

Financial comparisons and comments are pointless and just further rhetoric without

some sort of context which has not been provided. There is even the somewhat trite

comment that the cost of the suggested agents could be in part covered by the saving

from the community board fees, with zero analysis.

Council performance

Council performance is called into question repeatedly, and much of the blame for poor

understanding and use of Community Boards is laid at the door of council. The council

has a difficult job, especially in this current climate of financial blow-outs, infrastructure

failure, and apparent high staff turnover. To suggest that dropping Community Boards

and the council does a better job has elements of “the flogging will continue until morale

improves”. The Community Boards should not be made the scapegoats, and removing

Community Boards will do nothing to fix the council problems identified. The Community

Boards hold many of the keys to improve the situation and should be invited to

collaborate more, not disestablished.

Agents

The Panel offers “Agents” as a solution to the issue, which suggests in it’s very poorly

structured presentation that a single volunteer well connected “agent” is a solution to all

the current issues. Should the Panel be suggesting operational solutions anyway? It

transpires that this was not a suggested alternative to Community Boards, no alternative

has been offered there, just an expectation that the Ward Councillor will pick up all the

slack. The “agents” in question were again anecdotally identified as volunteers, with



already established networks with the community of interest. It transpires that these are

the communities referred to in the Panel’s report. It is of course reasonable to think that

these valuable contacts are already being used by council, that the council already has

connections and is working with these groups. It is not a democracy issue, it’s the

normal relationships that should already exist between the council and these groups.

There is some commentary that these city wide groups do not get satisfaction from

Community Boards, but this is only pertinent if they exist primarily in a ward with a

board, and this is not made clear. Obviously a group which exists across the city is not

going to get satisfaction from a ward focussed board with no responsibility for other

areas, it is appropriate and the council’s responsibility to manage these relationships.

Apparently they have not done so, and the removal of Community Boards will have no

impact at all on council’s performance. More scapegoating.

So the Panel has recommended dropping Community Boards and replacing them with

mythical/magical agents who will solve every problem identified?

Ward Boundaries

The Eastbourne Community Board requested that the Panel consider moving the

Pencarrow Coast Road area to the Harbour Ward as the public access is through

Eastbourne via Burdan’s Gate There can be upwards of 100 cars and several hundred

people there cycling, walking, fishing, diving and surfing on busy weekends. Eastbourne



Community members are involved in various wildlife conservation and restoration

projects, and regularly do coastal cleanups.

The Panel Chair admitted that this request had been missed out. The change would be

easy to implement, one solution being to just reassign the Pencarrow Coast Suburb

(already defined) to the Harbour Ward. There would be no significant change in

electoral numbers as a result.



Appendix1 - Community Communications Channels

Mapping of communications channels to be utilised in creating an inclusive, informed
and connected community, including our least well connected and most vulnerable.



Appendix2 - Communication with City vs Community

The city website (https://www.huttcity.govt.nz/) is tasked with presenting all the council services
and information to the city at large, including information that it is legally obliged to offer, even
though it has little relevance or interest to most residents.
The community website (https://eastbourne.nz/) is designed to provide day to day information to
the community, it doesn’t contain extensive archives of documents, but it does provide
information that is of daily interest to the community. I suggest anyone who is interested in
testing how a fully functioning and supported community works should check out the website,
read the Eastbourne Herald, subscribe to our emails, visit the local hub and see our digital
noticeboard (as well as our additional recycling and other projects), maybe even talk to our
community - we do.

https://www.huttcity.govt.nz/
https://eastbourne.nz/


Appendix3 - Analysis of Review

Contents
1. Independent Representation Review Panel’s recommendations
.................................................. 3
a) Initial representation proposal
................................................................................................... 3
“seven councillors elected from these five wards best meets the requirement for fair
representation under section 19V of the Local Electoral Act 2001”
Note: this is fair in the context of councillors per head of population, however it is unfair in the
context that some will be voting for 6 councillors (2 ward, 5 city-wide) while others will only be
able to vote for 5.

“Wainuiomata Ward does not meet the requirement for fair representation (the +/-10% rule) and
this is necessary to avoid dividing this community of interest between wards, or uniting within
one ward, communities of interest with few commonalities.”
This identifies a geographical community of interest as it’s main driver, while claiming elsewhere
that geographical communities of interest are less significant than previously.

“3. Hutt City Council notes the proposal for there to be no community boards in Lower Hutt and
for three current boards to be abolished, reflects the view that formal structures like community
boards positioned between the community and the Council is not likely to be effective in the 21st
century, based on the changing nature of the community’s interests, needs and aspirations, and
also the obligation on the
Council to inform, consult, represent and make decisions on behalf of those communities.”
This appears to be a view presented by the council staff. No evidence is presented to back this
up, and states that the community boards stand between communities and Council. Is Council
supposed to be making statements like this? It goes on to say:

b) Hutt City Council’s community engagement
.............................................................................. 4

The Independent Representation Review Panel further recommends:
Hutt City Council considers the recommendations set out in Section 10 of this report ‘Building a
better bridge to the community’, with a view to improving its engagement with the community.
Obviously the Panel feels that the Council is not doing it’s job at present - which is an
acknowledgment that the work that community boards do, which is probably about 50%(?)
communications, is not standing between community and Council, it’s bridging the gap.

2. Background
..................................................................................................................................... 5
a) 2019 representation review
....................................................................................................... 5



The 2019 review (that’s 21st Century) recommended status quo, there were two appeals to the
Local Government Commission - this resulted in the introduction of mixed representation (6
ward and 6 city-wide councillors), but retained the community boards. I.e. in both determinations
community boards were not seen as inappropriate to the 21st century, even though other
changes were mandated.

b) Appointment of independent panel for 2025 representation review
........................................ 5
c) Other important Council decisions
............................................................................................. 5

Note in here, if the proposed Maori Ward is accepted it could still be established but would be
subject to poll held as part of the 2025 elections, and could be rescinded. If that happened we
would have even less representation than now.

3. The recommended approach to representation reviews
............................................................... 7

… At the same time, the Commission also made it clear such a city-wide approach was
not to be at the expense of representation for local communities of interest which was equally
important and needed to be recognised.

… In undertaking its work, the Panel adopted the Local Government Commission’s
recommended
three-step approach. This involved:
8
1. seeking community views on the City’s current communities of interest, including the extent
these are seen as city-wide or local in nature, while also undertaking an in-depth
community of interest analysis
2. considering all options for effective representation of identified communities of interest, in
terms of the total number of councillors there should be, how those councillors should be
elected, and also the option of having community boards
3. considering fair representation for individuals in relation to the requirement for each
councillor to represent approximately the same number of people.

No mention of community boards - it’s all about councillors.

4. Lower Hutt’s current representation arrangements in context
..................................................... 9
a) History of representation arrangements
.................................................................................... 9

Note that the history of representation all the way through from 1989 shows changes with the
exception of the community boards - no suggestion that they are irrelevant in 21st century.



b) National comparisons
................................................................................................................. 9

… In summary, the representation arrangements for each council are a particular set of
arrangements seen as most appropriate for that city or district, in light of its particular
circumstances.

c) Residents’ satisfaction
.............................................................................................................. 10

• a reasonable level of satisfaction that the Council takes community feedback into account
when making decisions, but with groups least satisfied on this being: Northern Ward residents,
Māori, older residents, and residents with disabilities
• a large majority (70%) agreeing it is important to them that they feel a sense of community with
people in their neighbourhood, with a smaller majority (51%) saying they did feel such a sense
of community.

5. The Panel’s approach to community engagement
....................................................................... 11
a) Community engagement
plan................................................................................................... 11
i. Communication and engagement principles ........................................................................
11

The Panel’s engagement plan included the following communication and engagement
principles:
• educate the community on local government by providing clear, consistent and reliable
Information - of course we question that this was done in an unbiased manner
• engage with Mana Whenua and Mātāwaka throughout the review
• connect with a wide range of communities of interest and a diverse cross section of
residents
• enhance relationships with, and understanding of, communities of interest
• be open and transparent about what the community can and cannot influence and how
decisions will be made
• use a variety of methods to communicate and engage
• ensure the community feels their feedback was heard and that they played a part in the
democratic process (fail here)
• take a ‘best endeavours’ approach to engagement.

ii. ‘Equity of voice’ in community engagement ........................................................................
11



The Panel was particularly keen to ensure there was ‘equity of voice’ in its engagement with
communities across the City. As a result, we developed and used a tailored approach to our
engagement, including a concerted effort to reach out to communities and groups less engaged,
or perhaps in some cases not engaged at all, with the Council and its activities.
This possibly also led to a dismissal of communities who have good engagement, rather than
asking “why?”.

In relation to these communities and groups, the Panel noted, for example, that demographic
analysis from the 2023 residents’ satisfaction survey indicated residents in Northern Ward
commonly expressed the lowest levels of satisfaction with Council decision-making, facilities
and services, as well as having the lowest levels of direct engagement with the Council.
Northern Ward residents, along with Māori, older residents, and residents with disabilities, were
also identified in the survey as being the least satisfied that Council takes community feedback
into account when making decisions.

iii. Key evaluation questions ......................................................................................................
12

1. the level of community awareness and understanding about Hutt City Council, its role and its
representation structures
2. satisfaction with current representation structures and arrangements in terms of their
relevance, inclusiveness and effectiveness for the City’s diverse communities
3. changes and/or improvements seen to be needed to these representation structures and
arrangements, to ensure fair and effective representation for the City’s diverse communities.

b) Community engagement activities
........................................................................................... 12

At the Panel’s request, a social media campaign was initiated by Council officers from
September to
November 2023. This included:
• a page on the Council’s website introducing the Panel members and providing information on
their background, experience and role in the representation review process
• a page on the ‘Kōrero Mai’ platform on the website, sharing more detail on the review process
and how the community could engage
• promotion of the online community engagement survey (see below) through a link on the
‘Kōrero Mai’ platform, as well as additional engagement tools for the community to share their
feedback and ask questions about the review. This was regularly monitored by Council officers
and reported to the Panel
• social media posts to share different ways the community could participate in the survey or in
other engagement activities.



Other activities included Council officers arranging for 12,000 postcards to be delivered to
addresses in selected areas of the City, encouraging people to have their say in the review
process.
In addition, contact was made with the Eastern Bays and Western Hills residents associations
inviting their participation in the Panel’s community engagement programme.

What was response by residents assns?

i. Encouraging community participation ..................................................................................
12
ii. Online community engagement survey ................................................................................
13

In total, Panel members had nearly 30 face-to-face meetings, or participated in particular
events, as part of its engagement programme. Details of the Panel’s engagements and the
face-to-face
meetings are set out in Appendix 5.

6. The Panel’s community engagement findings
.............................................................................. 14
a) Awareness and understanding of the Council, its role and its representation structures
....... 14

… In relation to representation arrangements and structures in particular, very few knew the
exact number of councillors there currently are, that some councillors are elected at-large
across the City and that some are elected by wards. Many were not able to name the ward they
resided in.

… Generally there was low awareness and understanding of community boards. This was well
illustrated in a particular meeting where, when asked about community boards, some wondered
if they related to the community information boards located around the City such as at the
entrance to Kelson.

Anecdata - presumably this was a Kelson resident, they don’t have a community board so why
should they be particularly knowledgeable about them? Ditto any Ward other than Harbour and
Wainuiomata. Obviously this, like so much else, is a reflection on poor communication by
Council, not a reflection on community boards.

Not surprisingly, the online engagement survey findings painted a rather different picture…

• 17% of respondents said they were “very familiar” with the concept of community boards,
with 51% saying they were “somewhat familiar”, and 32% saying they were “not familiar at
all”.



More detailed analysis of the online survey responses can be found in Appendix 4. This shows
that the highest level of “familiarity with community boards” was, not surprisingly, in Harbour
Ward (30%), which has two community boards, while the highest level of “unfamiliarity with
community boards” was in Northern Ward (70%) which has no community boards.

Presumably, based on the earlier result, the 30% quoted here is in fact “very familiar”, not
“somewhat familiar” (using 17% city wide adjusted to 30% for Harbour suggests that upwards of
90% (based on 51% city-wide) Harbour Ward respondents are “somewhat familiar”). This is a
pretty good endorsement.

Levels of community awareness and understanding about the Council generally, do not relate
directly to the actual representation arrangements needing to be put in place for the 2025
elections.

Why not? These numbers suggest that Wards with community boards have a higher awareness
and therefore higher engagement with the process. Something to aim for, not dismiss.

b) Residents’ identification with communities
............................................................................. 15

… There was a similar mix of views in the online survey. Over half the respondents (56%) said
they identify most closely with Lower Hutt as a whole, as distinct from a local area or suburb.
Further analysis showed this was strongest in the old Lower Hutt City area (Central Ward 78%)
and weakest in the areas joining the City in 1989 (Harbour Ward 21% and Wainuiomata Ward
30%).

This makes sense, coincidentally these are also Wards with community boards which would
reinforce this identification. It also suggests that Ward representation could be redundant for
central Hutt as they identify with the city as a whole, so giving them 2 councillors for a
community of interest seems redundant?

Some of the factors that led survey respondents to identify most closely with particular
communities
included: the people who live in the area, the town centre and its services, and its geography
such as
hills, rivers or coastlines. (See Appendix 4 for more detail.)

Town centre and it’s services is an interesting comment - the development of Queensgate
probably do\id more to destroy community centres and communities in places like Wainuiomata
and Naenae than anything else. Redeveloping these (Nanae Pool, Wainuiomata Mall) will
probably create new energy in these.

c) Satisfaction and need for change to representation arrangements
........................................ 15



Given the level of awareness and understanding, Panel members often needed to provide
descriptions and explanations of the current representation arrangements in their
meetings.

Mr Swain commented that when people were told about the powers that community boards had,
they were less enthusiastic. This is of course a totally inadequate description of the role that
community boards play, and would bias the listeners view. Boards rarely if ever get to use those
powers, and the Council can easily circumvent them if they wish. The community board is
mainly about community action and communication between Council and community, giving the
community a voice when necessary and appropriate. The Elected Members Request is a
powerful tool. I’m sure Mr SWain did not offer any of this and was possibly not even aware of it.

• 67% of respondents thought having a community board in their area or suburb was a good
idea, while 33% did not.
• 48% of respondents said there should be community boards across the whole City, 25% said
there should be no community boards, and 15% said community boards should be limited to the
three current areas which have boards.

Two thirds of the respondents would like a community board in their area. Three quarters (i.e.
more) of the respondents think there should be community boards with half thinking that every
ward should have one.

Again, more detailed analysis of survey responses can be found in Appendix 4. This includes
analysis
of variations relating to community boards. The Panel notes here, the variations in support for
having a community board ranged from 82% “support for having a community board” in Harbour
and Wainuiomata wards, the two wards which have community boards, to 57% “opposed to
community boards” in Central Ward where there are no community boards.

So those wards with community boards are enthusiastic about them, the least enthusiastic is the
Central Ward which doesn’t have a community identity (identifies with the city) - but there is still
some support, even there.

7. Identifying Lower Hutt’s communities of interest
........................................................................ 17
a) City-wide communities of interest
............................................................................................ 17
b) Local communities of
interest................................................................................................... 18
i. Old Lower Hutt City communities .........................................................................................
19

From the perspective of ‘perceived communities of interest’, the Panel noted a large majority of



current Central Ward respondents (78%) in the online engagement survey, identified with Lower
Hutt City as a whole, as opposed to a more local community. Eastern Ward respondents had the
second highest level of identification with Lower Hutt City as a whole, at 69%.

Given that the Central Ward is the city centre, it’s unsurprising that the percentage identifying
with the city is so high, the lines are very blurred geographically - whereas the difference
between “the city” and Wainuiomata is distinct. If the Central Ward is removed from the mix then
nearly 60% identify more closely with their community.

ii. Harbour communities – Petone and Eastbourne .................................................................
20

The area also has a network of residents associations, representing the interests of Eastern
Bays residents.

Notably, Eastbourne does not have a residents association, so their interests are not
represented as such.

iii. Wainuiomata community .....................................................................................................
21
8. Achieving effective and fair representation at the council level
.................................................. 22
a) The total number of councillors
................................................................................................ 22
b) How councillors are elected
...................................................................................................... 23
2
i. Mixed system of representation ...........................................................................................
23
ii. General wards .......................................................................................................................
23
c) The number of Māori wards and number of Māori ward councillors
...................................... 27
d) Fair representation for
individuals............................................................................................ 27
e) Conclusion on achieving effective and fair representation for Lower Hutt
............................. 29
f) Recommendations ....................................................................................................................
30
9. Effective and fair representation and the community boards option
.......................................... 31



a) Current community boards arrangements
............................................................................... 31
b) Community awareness and views on community boards
........................................................ 31

As outlined in Section 6, the Panel found from its engagement process that there are widely
varying levels of understanding about community boards and their role in the community.
Responses to the online survey ranged from little or no understanding, to some level of
understanding. Only 17% of 32 respondents said they were “very familiar” with the concept of
community boards, a further 51% said they were “somewhat familiar”, and 32% said they were
“not familiar at all”.
On further analysis, the highest level of “familiarity with community boards” was, not surprisingly,
in Harbour Ward (30%), which has two community boards, while the highest level of
“unfamiliarity with community boards” was in Northern Ward (70%) which has no community
boards.

The use of language is disappointing. The overall familiarity percentages are classified as “very
familiar”, “somewhat familiar” and “not familiar”. When referring to Harbour Ward this now
becomes “familiar” at 30%. Since 51% overall were somewhat familiar, the combined familiarity
for the Harbour Ward would appear to be about 90%, not 30% as quoted, quite a difference, but
supporting the idea that the community boards support awareness. Note also the choice of 30%
familiar with 70% unfamiliar, this is very misleading reference.

When the issue of community boards was raised in the Panel’s face-to-face meetings, the focus
was often necessarily on explaining the role of community boards, their history and why there
were community boards in some areas of the City and not in others. In line with the online
survey findings, the level of understanding of community boards and their role varied according
to whether people had any actual experience with community boards in their area.

Conceptually, people the Panel engaged with liked the idea of community boards, as it sounded
like a mechanism that could enhance local democracy. However, when informed about the
actual powers of community boards, as outlined in their “Functions and delegations 2022-2025”
document, it became apparent that there was something of a mismatch between what
community boards in Lower Hutt actually do, and what the community may think they do.

The document does not describe what community boards actually do, and to present it
as such is extremely misleading. Even casual research into Community Boards would show
that most of the activities undertaken are not listed as powers, but are related to representation
and communication - the one area identified as poorly served by the Council.

Equally importantly, the Panel’s engagement raised frequent questions about the equity of the
current arrangements, namely there being two community boards in one ward (Petone and
Eastbourne boards in Harbour Ward), one in another ward (Wainuiomata) and none in any of
the other four wards.



Whoa! Surprise!

c) Community board members’ views
.......................................................................................... 32
d) The respective roles of community boards and ward councillors
............................................ 32
e) The community board role and how it is being performed
...................................................... 33

Promoting a good understanding of the community board role and encouraging and facilitating
community boards in carrying out their role, sits largely with the council concerned. It is the
acceptance, or otherwise, of this responsibility, that appears to be a big determinant of whether,
across New Zealand, community boards are seen as effective or not.

Clearly, the Council has a responsibility here, and underperforming in this affects the community
boards effectiveness.

f) Options for community boards in Lower Hutt
.......................................................................... 33

The Panel then noted that, in the absence of strong, ongoing support for community boards to
give full effect to their role, community boards can be seen as:
• adding an unnecessary layer in decision-making processes, resulting in less efficient and less
effective decision-making - untrue and unfounded
• raising false community expectations about what the community board can do - nonsense, if
this misconception exists it is because the Council has failed to do it’s job, not the board.
• likely to cause confusion between the ward councillor role and the community board role -
evidence? “likely?
• in the case of Lower Hutt’s three existing community boards, no longer necessary or justified
35 years after local government reform - unfounded, absolutely no grounds for this statement
• costly - what grounds is this statement made? There is no financial analysis anywhere in this
document. If any analysis was done it would probably show a significant cost benefit.
Unfortunately this is not the only unsubstantiated throw-away comment in this report? I would
also question whether the costs of any option is within the remit of the Panel, especially as no
costs have been quoted for any of the options or recommendations discussed - why is this the
only quoted cost when it is probably the smallest one out of all the other issues discussed.
There is no mention of the cost of an additional ward councillor or the overheads to support that,
so why here?

i. Option 1: Retaining the existing three community boards ..................................................
34

The Panel first turned its attention to the three existing community boards in Lower Hutt.



While it needs to be acknowledged that the community boards have progressed important local
issues over the years, the Panel believes that the historical reasons for establishing the current
boards are much less valid today.
Can’t argue with that
Lower Hutt has become a more cosmopolitan city with changing demographics. Residents now
have greater mobility, which results in more movement of people across the previously more
fixed urban boundaries, for work, housing, recreation and leisure activities.
People still live in communities, and a healthy, welcoming integrated community is much easier
to move into than a dysfunctional one.
The political imperative in 1989 for establishing community boards reflected a great upheaval in
the local government sector which no longer exists today. In addition, the Panel questions
whether a community board type structure, positioned between the community and its parent
council, that may have been appropriate 35 years ago, is the best approach in the 21st century.
Asking the question does not answer it - you can question anything, but it doesn’t change
anything, it’s the answer that matters and none is given to this repeated comment.
Today, communities seek a more focused, targeted, flexible and responsive approach to
addressing
their concerns and aspirations. One particular example of this is the Pacific community in Lower
Hutt. In its community engagement, the Panel was advised that structures such as community
boards or community panels, failed to respond adequately to the specific needs and aspirations
of
the Pacific community.
This is an (anecdotal) example of a geographical community board not responding to a city-wide
cultural group - but that’s not their responsibility, it’s the Council’s job and it’s been established
that the Council has failed - it’s wrong to blame that on a community board. No one would argue
that city-wide communities should not be engaged, it just doesn’t fit the scope of a community
board.
As set out above, it appears that community boards, in both Lower Hutt and more generally
across the country, have not been as effective as they could have been. This is in large
measure, a result of actions, or lack of action, by parent councils over the years. This has seen,
for example, very limited delegations of decision-making responsibilities to community boards,
and an absence of creative uses of boards in areas such as community engagement.
The Panel does not see the current limited approaches to community board responsibilities
changing
in the foreseeable future.
This is blaming the “messenger” - clearly states the problem lies with Council, but says the
council cannot change so get rid of the boards. The Panel cannot blame the Council as it has
several times, and then solve the problem this way. It has already been established that the
Council has recommended getting rid of community boards - that seems like a lazy way to solve
their failures. The one certainty that will come out of this approach is that if the council doesn’t
do better, the community will lose what little representation it has when it loses the boards. In
essence this report is saying the problems are more about Council performance than
representation.



In the Panel’s view it will be difficult to resolve the current confusion of roles and responsibilities
between community board members and councillors. This is on the basis that councillors, and
particularly ward councillors, are likely to continue to have a more accepted mandate to
represent the people in their wards, to make decisions on their behalf, and to be held
accountable for their actions every three years.
What confusion? This hasn’t been established. The councillors have a mandate to represent at
council, the boards have a mandate to represent the community views and needs, and to
communicate between council and community. The only confusion is over power, and it’s been
acknowledged that the responsibility for this lies with Council, not the boards or the board
structure.
Finally, notwithstanding the reasons for establishing community boards in 1989, the Panel noted
the
feedback it received during its community engagement programme, that it is not equitable to
retain
two community boards in one ward, one board in another ward, and to have no community
boards
in the other four wards.
Can’t argue with that, in fact our board would like to see that change - so let’s move on
The Panel was advised that successive Councils have tried alternative structures in
‘non-community
board’ wards to address this equity issue. These have included community committees
(2010-2013),
community panels (2017-2019) and community funding panels (2020-2023). Members were
appointed to these structures by the Council. The Panel notes that appointment by Council is
seen
by some as a way to ensure more diverse representation, than that which results from the
traditional voting process. While to others, it may be seen as unlikely to provide an independent
voice to the Council from the community, when this is necessary.
The Panel understands these structures have had mixed reviews over the years, and that they
no
longer exist. This may be due to factors such as the appointment process, lack of clarity of roles
and
responsibilities, or questions about the Council’s commitment to these structures.

This last long paragraph says that other attempts at setting up alternatives have failed, for a
number of possible reasons, one of which is lack of support from council. Essentially,
appointments don’t work, ditto volunteers or self selecting, for various reasons.

ii. Option 2: Establishing community boards in more wards
.................................................... 35

… However, the Panel was not convinced that the case for a community board for the expanded
Northern Ward in particular, or any of the other wards in its proposed five-ward model, was
strong



enough to outweigh the arguments, identified above under option 1, against having community
Boards.
The arguments in option 1 are weak, so this comment is irrelevant. The argument against more
wards (but not all) having boards is a waste of time, except the note about some other regions
having community boards except for their Central Ward - but for some reason the Panel gives
no reason for not considering this, just moves on.

iii. Option 3: Establishing community boards in all wards
......................................................... 36

Similarly, the Panel was of the view that arguments for having community boards in all five
wards under its five-ward model, were not strong enough to outweigh the arguments against
having community boards set out in option 1.
This is dismissive and avoids the issue. The arguments given in 1 are weak and
unsubstantiated. The boards for all wards option has fairness and equity but this is not
mentioned, even though unfairness is raised in 1 - why not? Based on all the evidence given,
the results, the engagement, plus community preferences expressed, the most fair, equitable
and effective model would be to have community boards for each ward, with single board in the
Harbour Ward. This option should be seriously discussed, community boards are effective, and
just like the other electoral changes already recommended, some alterations could be
considered.

g) Conclusion in relation to community boards in Lower Hutt
..................................................... 36

At one level, there is a degree of support for community boards in the City. In relation to the
three options identified for its community engagement, 48% of online survey respondents
thought there should be community boards across the City, 25% thought there should be no
community boards, and 16% thought community boards should be limited to the current three
areas (Eastbourne, Petone and Wainuiomata).
It is unlikely that the 16% who opted for the status quo would have chosen to have no
community board rather than let ward have one - so it’s reasonably safe to say that given the
choice there would be 64% support (i.e ⅔) for boards for all wards if no boards was the only
other choice.

These findings need to be considered, however, in the context of the generally poor
understanding of both the formal role of community boards, and also what they currently do.
This avoids the fact that the Panel felt the responsibility for this lies with the Council, but also it
would seem the Panel itself does not have a grasp of the full extent of what community boards
do, there is no indication anywhere in this document that they do.

The Panel also reflected on a view that establishing formal structures like community boards
positioned between the community and the Council is not likely to be effective in the 21st
century.



This is on the basis of the changing nature of the community’s interests, needs and aspirations,
and also the clear obligation on the Council to inform, consult, represent and make decisions on
behalf of those communities.
Repeating doesn’t make it so. Saying the community board sits between the community and
Council is wrong, and appears to be a repeated misconception - there is nothing in this report
that suggests this is true. The repeated reference to the 21st Century is also unsubstantiated in
any way and does the Panel no favours.

h) Recommendation
...................................................................................................................... 36

10. ‘Building a better bridge to the community’
................................................................................. 37
a) Reflections from the Panel’s community engagement
............................................................ 37

This whole section could be resolved by introducing community boards which tick all these
boxes.
The Panel’s engagements revealed that certain communities face significant challenges in
having their voices heard by the City’s decision-makers. Many do not know who their councillors
are, and there is a lack of awareness of councillor roles and responsibilities. Also, many people
advised that there does not appear to be a clear, visible pathway for communities to approach
and engage with the Council on matters that are of interest or importance to them.
…
The Panel acknowledges that the Council spends considerable resources on engaging with
communities in order to get feedback on issues critical to the City. This engagement often takes
the form of surveys, consultation documents, use of social media, invitations to consultation
meetings and so on. The Panel heard that while such engagement channels may work for
some, they do not necessarily suit all. Improved community engagement will become
increasingly important in future, given the changing face of the Lower Hutt community, and will
need to take into account those who find it difficult to engage using current traditional channels.

b) Recommendations for a focused approach to engagement
.................................................... 38

Drawing on its experiences in undertaking this review, the Panel has identified a set of principles
that it believes will better connect the Council with local communities:
• negotiating access to communities through those with ‘lived experience’ of that community
(that’s the community board)
• engaging at ‘their place’, resulting in an increased level of comfort and safety, and at a time
that best suits the community (that’s what we do)
• ensuring discussions are facilitated jointly with a local community member, to allow for a wider
range of community participation (that’s what we do)



• communicating information from the Council to communities in their own language, if
appropriate, so as to improve reach and access. (Most of the ethnic and migrant communities
have regular newsletters or social media contact with their communities, and they have offered
to translate summaries of Council information into their own language when necessary.)

From Panel members’ experience, engagement is not always suited to a ‘9am to 5pm
Monday-Friday’ approach, and that ‘information overload’ through passive social media
platforms, is not particularly effective. The Panel considers a more proactive approach is
needed. (we know that, and that’s what we respond to)
The Panel believes it would be timely for the Council to consider building a stronger, more
fit-forpurpose ‘bridge’, as a way to better engage with communities whose voices are often not
heard at Council. (Community Boards!)

i. Identifying community agents ..............................................................................................
38

The Panel found that there are a number of community leaders who are willing to act as ‘agents’
of their community, to help facilitate dialogue and discussions with the Council as needed.
These agents could also serve as ‘knowledge hubs’ to assist the Council with its work such as
in its long term plan discussions. They could also provide a two-way channel, taking information
to the community and bringing information back to Council decision-makers.

Note that Mr Swain made a point that he was not intending these ‘agents’ would be used
with geographical communities of interest - i.e. that wards. This, and everything that follows
refers to ethnic, migrant communities etc. There appears to be no solution offered for wards as
geographical communities of interest.

ii. Introducing portfolio responsibilities for councillors............................................................
39
iii. Establishing a work programme ...........................................................................................
39
iv. Approach for disabled people ...............................................................................................
39
v. Funding ................................................................................................................................. 39

The Panel recognises that a new engagement approach, similar to that outlined, will require
resourcing if it is to be successful. We also are acutely aware that all councils are facing
increased cost pressures and are fiscally constrained at the present time. We therefore suggest
that some of the funding that is currently allocated to community boards, be re-allocated to
implement this engagement approach.



This appears to be the motive behind disestablishing community boards, money, not
representation. The funding saved would be lucky to fund 2xFTE across 5 wards and how many
communities of interest?

vi. Conclusion .............................................................................................................................
39

The approach outlined here is focused on engagement with communities who are not engaged
with the Council. The approach has not been discussed with the wider population, though
we believe the general principles will still apply. Low voter turnout, and low responses to Council
surveys and consultation activities, demonstrate that civic participation is low amongst all
groups. Given this, the Panel’s more focused approach to community engagement is likely to
better serve the needs of the Council and to enable it to harness the knowledge and wisdom
that rests in the population.

Appendix 1: Independent Panel members and terms of reference
............................................. 40

Panel’s terms of reference: Tasks
• Identify and define communities of interest in the city
• Identify all reasonably practicable options for achieving fair and effective representation
arrangements for the communities of interest in the city, including the number of councillors, the
basis of election of councillors (at-large, by ward or a mix of both) and the need for community
boards
• Conduct such research, enquiries or other work as considered necessary to complete this brief
• Seek preliminary community input as required
• Report to council on the representation options identified, the community feedback received,
and the panel’s recommended option including the reasons for this option
• Present and explain the panel’s conclusions to the community as necessary
• In the event of appeals or objections against the council’s final proposal, provide support to the
council as appropriate
• Such other tasks as may be identified during the process

No reference here that the Panel should be looking at fiscal issues, or describing how the
council should improve it’s communication with the community - these seem way outside its
brief.

Appendix 2: Comparative council representation arrangements
.............................................42

Note that out of 10 comparative councils, 60% have community boards, and 3 of those have 6
boards



Appendix 3: Resident surveys
........................................................................................................ 43

The most recent annual Lower Hutt residents’ satisfaction survey, conducted in 2023 with 1,719
responses, showed that 41% of respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied with “the
ease with which you can have your say on council activities and proposals”, with 21% either
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied, and 38% neither satisfied nor dissatisfied.

Read this as: 2:1 satisfied vs dissatisfied, or only 1:5 dissatisfied.

A breakdown of survey respondents by ward, showed that Harbour Ward (47%), Eastern Ward
(46%)
and Western Ward (44%) respondents had the highest levels of satisfaction.

Survey was 5 levels of “satisfaction” - this comment only talks about satisfaction, doesn’t say if it
very or both. Need to see the breakdown in full

Forty percent of respondents agreed that “council takes community feedback into account when
making decisions, with 37% disagreeing, and 24% neither agreeing nor disagreeing.

Among the groups least satisfied on this last issue, were residents from Northern Ward (32%),
Māori
(34%), residents aged 55-64 (28%) and residents with disabilities (38%).

Doesn’t say how many are satisfied (could be more) or undecided. This figure suggests the
minority are unhappy?

Quality of life survey 2022
Hutt City Council is one of nine councils that participates in the biennial Quality of Life survey
conducted by NielsenIQ.5 Some key findings for Lower Hutt from the last survey conducted in
2022, are set out here relating to the satisfaction of residents (18 years and over) with their
quality of life, including perceptions about Hutt City Council and the role it plays for their
community.
Can’t find ref in doc - this from online

https://pacific.surveys.nielseniq.com/apps/dashboard/selfserve/53b/onl45378:view/yrnbqh0sw3y
b#fn=dashboardConfig/tab:6

The vast majority of Lower Hutt respondents (88%89% of the total 580 547 respondents) felt
positively about their quality of life generally, slightly above the average second by 1% after
Tauranga for all respondents in all council areas in the survey.

In line with all respondents in all council areas, 70% 76% of Lower Hutt respondents either
agreed or

https://pacific.surveys.nielseniq.com/apps/dashboard/selfserve/53b/onl45378:view/yrnbqh0sw3yb#fn=dashboardConfig/tab:6
https://pacific.surveys.nielseniq.com/apps/dashboard/selfserve/53b/onl45378:view/yrnbqh0sw3yb#fn=dashboardConfig/tab:6


strongly agreed that it was important to them that they feel a sense of community with people in
their neighbourhood (2nd after Porirua). Along with this, 51% 58% of Lower Hutt respondents
said they did experience a sense of community with people in their neighbourhood. (3rd after
Tauranga, Porirua)

95% (2nd after Tauranga) had positive contact in neighbourhood in last 12 months
Scored about middle on impact of greater cultural diversity in city, 2nd least for thinking diversity
is a negative, and the only city where no one thought there was no diversity.

Thirty-four percent of Lower Hutt respondents said they agreed or strongly agreed that their
council makes decisions in the best interests of their city, with 26% disagreeing or strongly
disagreeing that this was the case. This compares to 27% and 41% respectively, for all
respondents in all council areas.

Can’t verify this, but better than average for sure

In relation to perceptions about the public’s influence on council decision-making, 36% of Lower
Hutt respondents saw the public as having large influence or some influence. This compares to
28% for all respondents in all council areas. On the other hand, 17% of Lower Hutt respondents
saw the public as having no influence on council decision-making, compared to 27% for all
respondents in all council areas.

So Hutt City scores significantly better on both ends regarding representation - so why change?
There is no driver or red flag in this data to suggest things are heading in the wrong direction
comparitively.

Appendix 4: Online community engagement
survey....................................................................... 44

35% responses earned over $150,000

Question 1: How many councillors are elected now to represent Lower Hutt?
Responses:
• 0-5 councillors: 10%, n=69
• 6-11 councillors: 23%, n=161
• 12 councillors: 50%, n=345
• 13-15 councillors: 15%, n=104
• 16+ councillors: 2%, n=16

Given that some might think the Mayor is also a counsellor, 13-15 could be a reasonable
response, 65%

Question 4: How familiar are you with the concept and role of community boards?
Responses:



• very familiar: 17%, n=130
• somewhat familiar: 51%, n=386
• not familiar at all: 32%, n=243

76% familiar - pretty good since 50% of the city don’t have or need to understand this.

Question 5: What community do you most closely identify with?
Responses:
• 56% (n=509) of respondents said Lower Hutt as a whole
• 44% (n=406) of respondents said a more local community

Wards with Community Boards 70%-80% identify with community, Central Ward the opposite
(note that at least one other authority sees their central ward as not needing a community board
for this reason.

Key themes associated with why respondents identified with particular communities were:

Sorted - note this is not a valid sort but possibly indicative of something
• Its geography, such as hills, rivers, coastlines: 51%, n=466
• The people who live in the area: 32%, n=299
• The town centre and its services: 24%, n=224
• Experience with community: 23%, n=216
• Access to services/facilities: 22%, n=200
• Perception of residence as identity: 17%, n=153
• The community and recreational facilities: 18%, n=166
• Access to public transport e.g. rail, bus: 14%, n=130
• Access to parks/reserves: 5%, n=48

Need for change to current representation arrangements
Question 6: The number of councillors:
Responses:
• is about right: 71%, n=488
• there should be more councillors: 8%, n=58
• there should be fewer councillors: 21%, n=144

Note fewer result heavily biased by NZ European representation

Main driver for increasing councillors was better representation. Main driver for reduction is
economic.

Question 8: Do you think having a community board in your area or suburb is a good idea?
Responses:
• yes: 67%, n=403
• no: 33%, n=195



Clearly follows the identification with community surveyed earlier, with the exception of the
Northern Ward (identify 50:50) which has a much stronger response to this question (75:25) -
conclusion is, they (Northern) want to identify as a community and see a community board as
supporting this.

Note the stronger support for community boards by “Female” - I notice this “community of
interest” was missed in consultation too.



If we remove retaining the current community board setup as an option - presumably the
majority would opt for city wide (why was it not presented like this? (There is an element of
dilution in this).

Reasons for community boards across the entire city
• enhanced local representation: 14%, n=128
• fairness and equitable representation: 9%, n=87
• addressing unique community needs: 2%, n=20

Enhanced local representation: “Respondents generally support the idea of community boards
across the city for enhanced local representation. They believe it would ensure fairness and
equality
of representation, address the specific needs of each area, provide better local knowledge and
connection, and allow for more local decision-making. Some respondents also highlighted the
importance of grassroots involvement, better communication with council, and equitable
representation for all residents. Overall, there is a desire for community boards to be accessible
to
all areas and cover a diverse range of issues.”

Fairness and equitable representation: “Respondents express the importance of fairness and
equitable representation in community boards across the city. They believe that community
boards
allow local communities to be involved in decision-making and ensure that all areas are
represented.
Many respondents highlight the need for equal access to community boards and advocate for
boards in all areas of the city.”

Addressing unique community needs: “Respondents highlight the importance of community
boards
in addressing unique community needs and ensuring representation. They emphasise that
community boards allow locals to be more engaged with local democracy, make local decisions,
and
hold ward councillors accountable. Many respondents also express the need for fairness and
equality in representation across the city, stating that all areas should have community boards.”

Reasons for no community boards in the city
• concerns regarding costs: 6%, n=56



• questioning effectiveness and utility: 3%, n=31
• redundancy and duplication of efforts: 3%, n=25

Concerns regarding costs: “Respondents expressed concerns about the cost associated with
community boards. They view community boards as a waste of money, unnecessary, and a
duplication of elected councillors' roles. Some respondents also highlight the inequality in
representation, with specific areas having community boards while others do not.
Overall, the
sentiment is negative towards community boards and their perceived lack of
effectiveness and
Value.”

Inequality is of course is negated if all wards have boards. Why this reference to “Overall” -
overall to what?

Questioning effectiveness and utility: “Respondents questioned the effectiveness and utility of
community boards, with concerns about limited powers, limited influence, duplication of
work, and
unequal representation. Some argue that elected councillors should adequately represent
their
communities without the need for additional boards. Others highlight the need for simplicity,
reduced bureaucracy, and financial savings. Overall, there is a sentiment of scepticism and a
call to
re-evaluate the necessity of community boards.”

The limited powers were highlighted by the Panel, combined with the other statements infer that
the Panel appears to not have done an effective job of describing what boards actually do.

Redundancy and duplication of efforts: “Many feel that community boards duplicate the work of
elected councillors and do not offer sufficient benefits to justify their existence. Overall,
respondents
believe that community boards are unnecessary and should be eliminated.”

Again - this is lack of understanding, but given that ⅔ of those surveyed did not have a
community board, and many of these probably didn’t know anything about them - their feedback
is based on assumption, not fact. Technically, the only people who can really comment on
Community Board effectiveness are those in wards with community boards.

Reasons for community boards being limited to current 3 locations

Note: the Northern Ward was the least in favour - probably because they were most in favour of
having one themselves which this of course precluded.
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Submission on Representative Boards Hutt City Council 
Anne Smith 

 
 
Ward Sizes and Boundaries 
 
If the 2001 Act requires fairness then all voters should have to cast a similar number of 
votes for councillors to form the council. 
 
I cannot see why a person in the Northern or Central Ward gets to cast 7 votes for Councillors, 
while those in other Wards can only cast 6 votes for Councillors. 
 
If the two larger Wards were divided into 4 Wards (13760 each) they would still meet the Local 
Electoral Act 2001 and across the city we would all have 6 votes to case. Councillors would also 
be more clear about exactly who they represented. 
 
7 Councillors elected from 7 General Wards. 
 
I do not know if this inequity was considered, nor can see any reason why it should exist. 
 
 
 
 
Maori Ward 
 
I fully support the development of Te Ata Kairagi ki Tai Ward. 
 
I hope the council will stay clearly on the path to develop a Maori Ward. Dialogue is enhanced, a 
change to engage with a large section of our population who have struggled to be heard and 
understood can only benefit us all and make the community stronger. Culturally, new viewpoints 
and new ways of solving problems challenge us to see the world differently. 
 
We are stronger with diversity. 
 
 
 
 
Community Boards. 
 
I support keeping the Community Boards. I do not support terminating the Community 
Boards. 
 
My reasons are 
 
1. The Northern General Ward and Central General Wards have lower citizen to councillor ratio 
than Wainuiomata Ward and Harbour Ward in this new ward arrangement. 
 



There are significant needs in Wainuiomata due to geographic and welfare issues, and I can 
see benefits in keeping the Wainuiomata Community Board to improve advocacy, access and 
involvement with the Council while being some counterbalance to the lower councillor to citizen 
ratio. 
 
2. As a member of the Petone Community I have felt better represented with the presence of a 
Community Board, and more at ease with local democracy. 
 
Both Eastbourne and Petone are very vulnerable suburbs with sea level rise issues on our 
horizon. More voice, not less, is necessary, both to engage with residents and educate 
residents on what Councils Policies re managed retreat, compensation, engineering solutions, 
etc are. Community boards are an avenue that for these unique issues to be heard. 
 
3. The Community Boards enhance democracy and provide a pathway that is not as daunting 
for the average citizen to access as representative councillor. 
 
The community Boards provide an entrance way to participating in local body politics and thus 
can capture persons who might not initially not offer to serve the community by way of standing 
for council, but may go on later to stand for council. 
 
4. I see the cost of the Communities Boards as not excessive for the benefits to democracy 
provided here. The hidden benefits of increasing the number of participants in the general 
population with responsibilities and understanding of council processes has a benefit that is less 
able to be measured than the dollar figure. Education of Community Board members reaches 
more than just the immediate member - it radiates into the community surrounding them and the 
groups they are involved with. 
 
I am surprised that the tasks allocated to the members are so limited. 
 
Examples of other options: 
Responsibility for  higher involvement in community activities forging links with local groups, 
representing council viewpoints, running face on face surveys with harder to reach groups… are 
there not more ways these community members could serve the communities and be more 
visible?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I am writing this submission on behalf of the Mainland Island Restoration Operation (MIRO) Inc., 
a group of over 100 volunteers that has been working for over 20 years to protect and restore the 
native flora and fauna in the Northern Forest and Parangarahu Lakes areas of East Harbour 
Regional Park as well as the urban area of Eastbourne and the Bays. This involves an active 
programme of trapping (over 1,600 traps) to control possums, rats, mustelids and hedgehogs as 
well as a revegetation programme involving raising about 3,000 locally-sourced native trees 
each year and helping to plant them at the Parangarahu Lakes. In addition, we lead local efforts 
to protect the NZ Banded Dotterel at the above locations and are implementing pest control at 
the Bird Protection Areas associated with Tupua Horo Nuku (a consent condition). To implement 
these projects we work closely with (and are supported by) Greater Wellington Regional 
Council, Taranaki Whānui ki Te Upoko o Te Ika and Hutt City Council (HCC). 

MIRO is opposed to abolishing the three Community Boards in Hutt City. Over the years we have 
worked closely with the Eastbourne Community Board (ECB) to help achieve our conservation 
aims. 

The ECB have been very useful in helping us understand the constraints that HCC works under 
so that we can better align our requests with HCC’s ability to help. 

They are a very effective sounding board in terms of advice on who (and how) to approach in 
HCC and the ways in which they are likely to be able to help, compared to requests they will not 
be able to satisfy through reasons such as inequity, cost, regulations, etc. 

As an example, the ECB helped our discussion with HCC when we were seeking a replacement 
shed to store all of our bait supplies after the loss of our previous base. They kept us informed 
about evolving options and possibilities, with the result being a very suitable joint-use building.  

Another example was the speed with which HCC erected signage and bollards to stop vehicles 
being driven onto the southern end of the Eastbourne foreshore—a banded dotterel nesting 
area. This action was achieved in concert with the ECB. 

Being a conservation group we are very concerned about climate change. Thanks to ECB 
leadership, we now have a local climate change action group, which is trying to get local people 
to take personal action to reduce their environmental footprint. 

Less related to MIRO’s interests, we also see our Community Board being effective at improving 
the communication between Council and local people, primarily because the ECB 
representatives are local people—local residents are much more comfortable chatting to a 
local ECB member than a Council officer. 

In our view, Community Boards save Council officers considerable time. Given that cost is the 
main driver for abolishing them, we believe this will be a false economy and Council would 
actually achieve more through establishing more such boards, not fewer. 
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