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Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name: Danelle

Q20.Surname: Stella

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

I think the boundary should be along the Ōtaki awa rather than Te Hāpua Road. Our Te Horo Community don’t want to be

divided like we are at the moment.

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

I’m so glad we’re keeping a Māori ward. Tautoko!

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Waikanae

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

Well done on the maori wards

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Ōtaki

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

No

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

Keep it the same

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

No

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

Keep it the same

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Waikanae

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

Please don’t fall for the Government’s racist tropes. Keep the Maori ward

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name: Stephen

Q20.Surname: Brunton

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name: Kekvin

Q20.Surname: Nixon

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Waikanae

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paekākāriki-Raumati

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback





Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

All I hope is that you take submissions made serious not like when asked about the Maori wards and you totally went against

the majority that were against establishing a separate Maori ward anyway.

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name: Anna Maria

Q20.Surname: Coervers

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Paraparaumu

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback









































































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered































































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback























































































































































































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback



















































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered























































































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered































































































































































































































































Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered























































































































































































































































Respondent No: 433

Login: Anonymous

Email: n/a

Responded At: Sep 17, 2024 15:17:41 pm

Last Seen: Sep 17, 2024 15:17:41 pm

IP Address: n/a

Q1. Do you agree with keeping the number of

councillors to 10?

Yes

Q2. Yes - tell us more

not answered

Q3. No - tell us more

not answered

Q4. Do you agree with having seven ward

councillors, two districtwide councillors and

one Māori ward councillor?

Yes

Q5. Yes - tell us more

More Māori would be better

Q6. No - tell us more

not answered

Q7. If you did not agree to 1 or 2, what changes to the initial proposed arrangements would you make?(Note: In line

with legislation, arrangement must include one Māori ward councillor and at least one general ward councillor.)

not answered

Q8. Do you agree with keeping the number and

membership of community boards to five

represented by four elected representatives

each, and retaining the number of councillors

appointed to community boards?

Yes

Q9. Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q10.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q11.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

and community board boundary lines for Ōtaki

and Waikanae? (optional)

Yes

Q12.Yes - tell us more:

not answered



Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name:

Q20.Surname:

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Ōtaki

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

I do not want my name published with my feedback



Respondent No: 434

Login: Anonymous

Email: n/a

Responded At: Sep 17, 2024 15:19:18 pm

Last Seen: Sep 17, 2024 15:19:18 pm

IP Address: n/a

Q1. Do you agree with keeping the number of

councillors to 10?

Yes

Q2. Yes - tell us more

not answered

Q3. No - tell us more

not answered

Q4. Do you agree with having seven ward

councillors, two districtwide councillors and

one Māori ward councillor?

Yes

Q5. Yes - tell us more

not answered

Q6. No - tell us more

not answered

Q7. If you did not agree to 1 or 2, what changes to the initial proposed arrangements would you make?(Note: In line

with legislation, arrangement must include one Māori ward councillor and at least one general ward councillor.)

not answered

Q8. Do you agree with keeping the number and

membership of community boards to five

represented by four elected representatives

each, and retaining the number of councillors

appointed to community boards?

Yes

Q9. Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q10.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q11.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

and community board boundary lines for Ōtaki

and Waikanae? (optional)

Yes

Q12.Yes - tell us more:

not answered



Q13.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q14.Do you agree with the proposed general ward

boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati and

Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and

Paraparaumu community boards? (optional)

Yes

Q15.Yes - tell us more:

not answered

Q16.No - tell us more:

not answered

Q17. Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the representation review? (optional)

not answered

Q18.Would you like to speak to your submission in

person on Tuesday 24 September 2024?

No

Q19.First Name: Anthony

Q20.Surname: Norris

Q21.Email:

Q22.Phone:

Q23.Postal address:

Q24.Postcode:

Q25.What ward do you reside in? Waikanae

Q26.Publishing feedback – your name and feedback

will be publicly available in Council reports

which will be included in Council meeting

agendas unless you ask for your name to be

withheld.

not answered
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Submission on the 2024 Kapiti Coast District Council’s Representation 
Initial Proposal 
 
This is a submission on the 2024 Kapiti Coast District Council’s Representation Initial 
Proposal (the “KCDC Initial Proposal”) by Patrick John Duignan and Sally Elizabeth 
Munro,  

. 
  
Our Submission 
 
We support the KCDC Initial Proposal as regards retaining the current number of 
General Ward and District-Wide Councillors. 
 
We oppose, however the proposal to move the Otaki Ward-Waikanae Ward boundary 
south, which results in the Te Horo Beach residential area being in the Otaki Ward 
rather than being in the Waikanae Ward, as at present.  
 
We submit that the boundary between the Waikanae and Otaki Wards (“the Otaki-
Waikanae boundary”) should be either left unchanged or moved north. 
 
Importantly, the introduction of the Maori Ward has the result that leaving the Otaki-
Waikanae boundary unchanged would result in the existing General Wards complying 
with the Fair Representation provisions of the Local Electoral Act 2001. Compliance 
would be achieved with or without the proposed change in the Paraparaumu-
Paekakariki/Ramati boundary. 
 
Our reasons for opposing movement of the Otaki-Waikanae boundary south are as 
follows: 
 

1. The Local Government Commission (LGC) considered where the Otaki Ward – 
Waikanae Ward boundary should be in its 2022 review of the 2021 KCDC 
Representation Final Proposal. The LGC determined that the boundary should 
be Te Horo Beach Road and School Road and KCDC has not offered any 
evidence justifying reversing this decision. The LGC’s 2022 Determination noted: 

  
“10. A Council briefing on 28 October 2021 provided direction to Council officers 
for a final proposal The Council’s officers’ report on the final proposal set out the 
following options: a. Option A: Seven councillors elected from six wards, three 
elected at large. Four community boards. All wards comply with the '+/- 10% 
rule' b. Option B: As per Option A but with subdivisions for two of the community 
boards. All wards comply c. Option C (modified status quo): Five councillors 
elected from four wards, five elected at large. Five community boards. Two non-
compliant wards d. Option D (modified status quo): As per Option C but with four 
community boards, one larger than existing. Two non-compliance wards. 
 
“53. The main boundary differences between Options A and B and the Council’s 
final proposal are: a. The Ōtaki/Waikanae boundary moves north to Te Horo 
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Beach Road and School Road. b. [Paraparaumu/Paekākāriki-Raumati boundary 
changes].”  
 
Thus the LGC rejected the 2021 KCDC Representation Final Proposal which 
included moving the Otaki Ward – Waikanae Ward boundary south in the 
same way as the current KCDC Initial Proposal.  
 
Instead, the LGC, determined that the Ōtaki/Waikanae boundary should 
move north to Te Horo Beach Road and School Road, as in the Council’s 
Officer’s Report Options A and B on the 2021 Representation Review.  
 
Thus, the KCDC now proposes to reverse the LGC 2022 decision which rejected 
KCDC’s proposal to move the boundary south and instead moved the boundary 
north. The Council is relitigating the LGC’s 2022 decision without providing any 
evidence to support this complete reversal of the LGC’s conclusion as to the 
appropriate position for the boundary. The LGC would be justified in considering 
that KCDC is wasting everyone’s time and ratepayers’ money by relitigating the 
LGC’s 2022 decision. 
  

2. In its 2022 determination the LGC stated: 
 
“21. Section 19R of the Act makes it clear that the Commission, in addition to 
consideration of the appeals and objections against a council’s final 
representation proposal, is required to determine, in the case of a territorial 
authority, all the matters set out in sections 19H and 19J which relate to the 
representation arrangements for territorial authorities. This interpretation was 
reinforced by a 2004 High Court decision which found that the Commission’s 
role is not merely supervisory of a local authority’s representation arrangements 
decision. The Commission is required to form its own view on all the matters 
which are in scope of the review. 
 
… 
 
 64. The Council officer’s report on the final proposal notes that under Options A 
and B, the Ōtaki/Waikanae boundary may split the Te Horo community along the 
inland section between the Waikanae wards and Ōtaki Wards. At the hearing, the 
Council and appellants again highlighted this and also noted that the 
Paraparaumu/Paekākāriki-Raumati boundary splits the Raumati community.  
 
65. At the hearing, the Council described Te Horo as distinct but not large 
enough to make up a ward, with an estimated population of 1,810. The Council 
further noted that the community was split by links to larger communities in the 
north and south, with no local services and no economic or commercial hub. 
Given this fragmentation, we do not believe the ward boundary will impact 
greatly on the community.” 
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Thus, the LGC decision on the appropriate boundary was reached by the LGC 
forming its own view on the boundary issue, after considering all relevant issues 
and reports, as required by the Local Electoral Act 2001. That is why we submit 
that the KCDC would be wasting its ratepayers’ money and the LGC’s time by 
relitigating the LGC’s 2022 decision as set out above. 
 

3. The proposed move of the boundary south results in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of 
electoral population to Councillors being more than 10% higher than the average 
ratio for the General Wards of the Kapiti Coast District. Therefore, the current 
KCDC Initial Proposal violates the Fair Representation tolerance provision in the 
Local Electoral Act 2001. Otaki will be under-represented. In contrast leaving the 
boundary unchanged would result in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of population to 
Councillors complying with the Fair Representation provision. 
 
The non-compliance resulting from moving the boundary south would trigger a 
review by the LGC of the KCDC Final Representation Proposal. Leaving the 
boundary unchanged or moving it north would mean that no review was required 
(unless a submitter appealed based on another of the permitted appeal 
provisions). 
  

4. The issue of the Otaki-Waikanae boundary was not included in this year’s “Pre-
engagement” consultation. In its 2022 Determination the LCG noted: 
 
“24. We also heard the Council’s frustration that the Act allows councils to 
formally consult on only one option as the initial proposal. However, preliminary 
consultation is a councils’ opportunity to seek views on particular representation 
options to assist in developing its formal proposal. We recommend the Council 
factors this into its next review.” 
  
If the LGC’s advice had been followed, the boundary issue would have been 
included in the “Pre-engagement” consultation. Since this issue was not 
included in that consultation, the Councillors discussion of the issue has 
seemed to involve mainly an exchange of anecdotes since no up-to-date survey 
of Te Horo residents’ views is available. 
 
Importantly, Te Horo has benefitted financially from being part of the Waikanae 
Ward, which has provided Te Horo with access to grant funds. The Waikanae 
Community Board has assisted Te Horo residents regarding funding the costs of 
its community hall. The Waikanae Community Board member who resides in Te 
horo has reported this financial benefit is appreciated by Te Horo residents. 
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Issues regarding the boundary running down the middle of Te Horo Beach Road and 
other roads 
 
Councillors and the Waikanae Community Board member who resides in Te Horo have 
noted that Te Horo residents are surprised and irritated that the boundary runs down 
the middle of Te Horo Beach Road and School Road. 
 
This situation, where a boundary runs down the middle of a road, is a result of Statistics 
NZ using the middle of the roads as the boundary of the relevant “mesh blocks”. Mesh 
blocks are the smallest geographical areas for which Statistics NZ provide population 
data and Ward boundaries are required to run along mesh block boundaries.  
Statistics NZ have explained that historically their mesh block boundaries typically run 
down the middle of roads because that facilitated collection of census forms – 
collectors could focus on one side of a road. Typically mesh block boundaries will 
remain unchanged from one census to the next, so most boundaries were set when 
most census forms were collected by hand. 
 
Since Ward boundaries are required to follow mesh block boundaries, Ward 
boundaries will therefore often run down the middle of roads.  That results in residents 
on one side of a road being in a different Ward than their neighbours on the other side of 
the road. The best solution to the Ward boundary being down the middle of Te Horo 
Beach Road and other roads is to ask Statistics NZ to change the mesh block 
boundaries rather than attempting to relitigate the Local Government Commission’s 
decision that the Te Horo Beach residential area should be in the Waikanae Ward. 
 
If, as seems likely, there is either not time or not a willingness to persuade Statistics NZ 
to revise the boundaries of those mesh blocks that currently run down the middle of Te 
Horo Beach Road, then the available options are  

 
a) to leave the boundaries unchanged in this Representation Review and 

address the issue after the result of the referendum on the Maori Ward is 
known (which would allow time for Statistics NZ to be persuaded to 
change the relevant mesh block boundaries), or  
  

b) to add to the Waikanae Ward those mesh blocks which have boundaries 
on Te Horo Beach Road which are currently in the Otaki Ward because 
they extend north from Te Horo Beach Road.  

 

c) to add to the Waikanae Ward those mesh blocks which have boundaries 
on Te Horo Beach Road and School Road, which are currently in the Otaki 
Ward because they extend north from Te Horo Beach Road or School 
Road.  

 
In summary, Statistic NZ’s approach in determining mesh block boundaries directly 
conflicts with the Local Electoral Act objective of keeping communities of interest 
together in Wards. Statistics NZ are not required to facilitate the Local Electoral Act 
objective and instead the mesh block boundaries are based on a conflicting objective. 
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The best remedy for situations where residents on opposite sides of a road want to be in 
a single ward is to ask Statistics NZ to change the mesh block boundary. KCDC should 
also ask the Local Government Authority to work with Statistics NZ to address the issue 
in a more fundamental way. 
 
Statistics NZ prohibit release of mesh block population data because they consider the 
data for individual mesh blocks is not sufficiently certain (while the aggregates total for 
a set of mesh blocks will have a lower percentage uncertainty.) This is a case of seeking 
perfection at the expense of obstructing submissions and democratic consultation.  
 
A specific complicating factor at this time is that the population estimates which 
Statistics NZ are supplying to KCDC are derived by modifying the 2018 population data 
by an estimate of changes between 2018 and mid-2023 and thus the estimates have 
high degree of uncertainty, particularly as regards the Maori versus General Roll 
populations. When the data from the 2023 census becomes available that will be a 
much more accurate basis for calculations which is another reason to refrain from 
making boundary changes at present. 
 
 
Summary of our submission 
 
In summary, there is no sound reason for KCDC to attempt to reverse the 
Commission’s 2022 decision that overturned the KCDC 2021 Representation Review 
proposal. The KCDC staff paper refers to a 2021 survey, but the Local Government 
Commission was fully aware of that information when it made its decision to move Te 
Horo into the Waikanae Ward. The staff’s argument that Te Horo is more closely 
associated with Otaki was exhaustively presented to the Commissioners by Councillor 
Cootes in the 2022 hearing (as can be seen and heard in the video of the hearing at: 
https://www.youtube.com/live/MsbZBspkQE0?si=yaxe6Is6k9dgD8mc ). The 
Commission rejected Councillor Cootes’ argument in 2022 and furthermore his 
arguments based on Maori relationships are now much less relevant since there is to be 
a Maori ward. 
 
The Otaki-Waikanae boundary should be left unchanged or moved north. 
 
 
 
Pat Duignan and Sally Munro 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.youtube.com/live/MsbZBspkQE0?si=yaxe6Is6k9dgD8mc


 

 
 
 
   
   

   11th August 2024 
 
Democracy Services  
Kāpiti Coast District Council 
175 Rimu Road 
Private Bag 60601 
Paraparaumu 5254 
 

Representation Review   

The Complainant ratepayer requests to present this  at the public hearing  24th 
September 2024.  

 

KCDC state you allow “democracy services” and yet your actions over recent 
history display the opposite. 

In 2021 Nanaia Mahuta  subverted democratic process by removing the right 
of Ratepayers to vote democratically by referendum and allowing only one day  
on 11/2/2021  for public submissions that were not heard by Parliamentary 
select committee  and then forcing through legislation to create Territorial 
Authority Maori Wards without following normal  parliamentary public 
submission process via select committee. 

This was entirely undemocratic. 

Subsequently, instead of upholding the rule of democratic law KCDC went 
ahead and created a Maori ward  against the wishes of approximately 65% of 
the polled residents in a Survey conducted in April 2024. 

Again, this was entirely undemocratic. 



KCDC state …”The principle of a Māori ward cannot be appealed. A decision by 
the LGC will be given no later than 10 April 2025….”. 

Again this is entirely undemocratic – the Kapiti Coast is not a totalitarian 
authoritarian city state “ruled” by KCDC executive under their LGC “overlords”.  

As an independent observation please explain exactly how is a single Maori 
Ward Councillor going to be able to represent all the interests of all the diverse 
tribes  attempting to gain pre-eminence, ownership and control in Kapiti? 
namely : 

Te Atiawa 

Ngati Raukawa 

Ngati Toa 

Ngati Haumia   

Etc …  and other warring, invading claimants pre-and post colonisation. 

? 

 

Furthermore the Complainant reverts back to the 2022 local body election 
when KCDC intentionally removed the voting rights of residents  in the 
Paekakariki Ward  from being able to vote within the community ward that 
they reside in, pay Paekakariki community rates,  without consultation and 
without notice, and more importantly without fair representation.     

Again, this was entirely undemocratic. 

While there are many other instances within other Community wards  of 
undemocratic behaviour by KCDC the Complainant defers to let these other 
ratepayers present those grievances. 

The Complainant applauds the Council now in its attempts to rectify those 
undemocratic wrong doings by the current Representation Review but 
reserves any commendation until truly democratic behaviour  is demonstrated 
and not just publicly advertised lip service whilst continuing with undisclosed 
covert agendas .     



With regard to the narrowly confined “survey”  questions:- 

1.   
Do you agree with keeping the number of councillors to 10? 
yes 

2. tell us more  

 

3 

 
Do you agree with having seven ward councillors, two districtwide 
councillors and one Māori ward councillor? 
* required* 

No 

4.  

Revert back to the 7 ward councillors and 3 district wide .  

 

5. 

If you did not agree to 1 or 2, what changes to the initial proposed 
arrangements would you make? 
(Note: In line with legislation, arrangement must include one Māori ward 
councillor and at least one general ward councillor.) 

It is not “in line” with the “legislation” the Maori Ward IS OPTIONAL  and to be 
ratified by Referendum  - please do NOT distort the facts. 

6. 

Do you agree with keeping the number and membership of community 
boards to five represented by four elected representatives each, and 
retaining the number of councillors appointed to community boards? 
* required 

FIVE As follows: 

Paekakariki  



Raumati 

Paraparaumu 

Waikanae 

Otaki  

With four community councillors each 

7. 

Do you agree with the proposed general ward and community board 
boundary lines for Ōtaki and Waikanae? (optional)  

Not familiar with their issues – please honour what the residents want,  who 
live in those areas  

 

8.  
Do you agree with the proposed general ward boundary lines for 
Paekākāriki-Raumati and Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and 
Paraparaumu community boards? (optional) 
 

The Complainant is a resident  of   

Paekakariki residents of Emerald Glen and Waterfall road should be re-instated 
back to the historic old ward boundaries before the UNDEMOCRATIC 
INTERFERENCE in  2021 -2022. 

 We live within the Paekakariki Geographic region, historically have had  links 
here , we still pay and have always paid Paekakariki Community Ward Rating 
levies here. 

PLEASE  HONOUR THE PEOPLE OF THIS LAND.      

9. 

Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on 
the representation review? (optional) 



Please act in a truly democratic way – one person one vote , no bias , no 
wokism, and please NO ethnic divisive prejudice, preferential treatment and 
bias to only one ethnic group,  

The Council is treading on very delicate ground here  – you just do not realize it 
yet.     

10.   
Would you like to speak to your submission in person on Tuesday 24 
September 2024? 
 Yes 

 

The full extent of KCDC’s un-democratic behaviour in all it fields of operation  
will be presented on the 24th September 2024.  

KCDC has demonstrated clearly it does not listen to its ratepayers. 

 

 KCDC’s history of and predisposition to demonstrated authoritarian 
undemocratic leftist behaviour is not going to continue under the current 
coalition government, furthermore this undemocratic regime is not going to 
continue  based on the Reviews and Inquiries now being conducted by external 
Government agencies who uphold the principles of Fairness,  true 
representation and Democracy.     

 

 

Please acknowledge receipt of this Representation complaint.   

Yours faithfully  

         

 





Yours faithfully 
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   12th August 2024 
 
Democracy Services  
Kāpiti Coast District Council 
175 Rimu Road 
Private Bag 60601 
Paraparaumu 5254 
 

Representation Review   

The Complainant ratepayer requests to present this at the public hearing 24th 
September 2024.  

In a survey conducted by KCDC in April 2024; 69% of respondents of the total 580 were 
against the retention of the Māori ward. This was democracy in action but, 
unfortunately, the majority of councillors rejected the strong messaging incorporated 
from the survey results. 

Instead of upholding the rule of democratic law, KCDC went ahead and reaffirmed a 
Māori ward which has led to this situation. 

Do you agree with keeping the number of councillors to 10? 

Yes 

Do you agree with having seven ward councillors, two districtwide councillors and 
one Māori ward councillor? 

No 

No - tell us more 

Revert back to the 7 ward councillors and 3 district wide.  

I do not agree with a Maori ward Councillor as this criterion is solely based on race. All 
councillors currently are elected on merit as the population of Kapiti sees fit. Judging by 
figures provided by KCDC, a vote for a Maori ward councillor is worth double compared 
with any other votes cast in our district. 
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If you did not agree to 1 or 2, what changes to the initial proposed arrangements 
would you make? 
(Note: In line with legislation, arrangement must include one Māori ward councillor 
and at least one general ward councillor.) 

The statement above is incorrect according to The Local Government (Electoral 
Legislation and Māori Wards and Māori Constituencies) Amendment Act 2024 passed 
in 30th July 2024.  

It is not “in line” with the “legislation” the council MUST include one Maori ward - the 
Maori Ward IS OPTIONAL in the legislation; the Council had two options;  

a) They could reverse their decisions on Māori wards or, 
b) councils that established a Māori ward without holding a poll following 

the 2021 changes will be required to hold a poll at the 2025 local 
elections. 

  (Please do NOT distort the facts.) 

Do you agree with keeping the number and membership of community boards to 
five represented by four elected representatives each, and retaining the number of 
councillors appointed to community boards? 

No 

No - tell us more: 

There is disparity in the appointment process of councillors to community boards 
already - Paraparaumu has the right for two whilst Waikanae can only have one.  

Change this inequity so both councillors in both wards are seconded to the community 
board. 

Do you agree with the proposed general ward and community board boundary lines 
for Ōtaki and Waikanae? (optional) 

No 

No - tell us more: 

The proposed move of the boundary south results in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of electoral 
population to Councillors being more than 10% higher than the average ratio for the 
General Wards of the Kapiti Coast District.  

The current KCDC Initial Proposal violates the Fair Representation tolerance provision 
in the Local Electoral Act 2001. Otaki will be under-represented. In contrast leaving the 
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boundary unchanged would result in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of population to Councillors 
complying with the Fair Representation provision. 

 

The non-compliance resulting from moving the boundary south would trigger a review 
by the LGC of the KCDC Final Representation Proposal. Leaving the boundary 
unchanged or moving it north would mean that no review was required (unless a 
submitter appealed based on another of the permitted appeal provisions). 

The 2021 Electoral Commission findings found that the Waikanae ward had to move up 
to Te Horo which balanced the +/- 10% requirement of the Electoral Act.  

With the creation of a Maori ward, the boundary should move closer to Otaki; most 
probably the Otaki River. (This would alleviate the issues with mesh block boundaries 
running down the centre of roads.) 

Do you agree with the proposed general ward boundary lines for Paekākāriki-
Raumati and Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and Paraparaumu community 
boards? (optional) 

Unable to comment as I am unsure of the issues within these communities. 

Would you like to speak to your submission in person on Tuesday 24 September 
2024? 

Yes 

Please acknowledge receipt of this Representation complaint.   

Yours faithfully  

Quentin Poole 
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Submission on the 2024 Kapiti Coast District Council’s Representation 
Initial Proposal 
 
This is a submission on the 2024 Kapiti Coast District Council’s Representation Initial 
Proposal (the “KCDC Initial Proposal”) by the Waikanae and Peka Peka Beach 
Residents Society Incorporated.  
 
Our Submission 
 
We support the KCDC Initial Proposal as regards retaining the current number of 
General Ward and District-Wide Councillors. 
 
We oppose, however the proposal to move the Otaki Ward-Waikanae Ward boundary 
south, which results in the Te Horo Beach residential area being in the Otaki Ward 
rather than being in the Waikanae Ward, as at present.  
 
We submit that the boundary between the Waikanae and Otaki Wards (“the Otaki-
Waikanae boundary”) should be either left unchanged or moved north. 
 
Importantly, the introduction of the Maori Ward has the result that leaving the Otaki-
Waikanae boundary unchanged would result in the existing General Wards complying 
with the Fair Representation provisions of the Local Electoral Act 2001. Compliance 
would be achieved with or without the proposed change in the Paraparaumu-
Paekakariki/Ramati boundary. 
 
Our reasons for opposing movement of the Otaki-Waikanae boundary south are as 
follows: 
 

1. The Local Government Commission (LGC) considered where the Otaki Ward – 
Waikanae Ward boundary should be in its 2022 review of the 2021 KCDC 
Representation Final Proposal. The LGC determined that the boundary should 
be Te Horo Beach Road and School Road and KCDC has not offered any 
evidence justifying reversing this decision. The LGC’s 2022 Determination noted: 

  
“10. A Council briefing on 28 October 2021 provided direction to Council officers 
for a final proposal The Council’s officers’ report on the final proposal set out the 
following options: a. Option A: Seven councillors elected from six wards, three 
elected at large. Four community boards. All wards comply with the '+/- 10% 
rule' b. Option B: As per Option A but with subdivisions for two of the community 
boards. All wards comply c. Option C (modified status quo): Five councillors 
elected from four wards, five elected at large. Five community boards. Two non-
compliant wards d. Option D (modified status quo): As per Option C but with four 
community boards, one larger than existing. Two non-compliance wards. 
 
“53. The main boundary differences between Options A and B and the Council’s 
final proposal are: a. The Ōtaki/Waikanae boundary moves north to Te Horo 
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Beach Road and School Road. b. [Paraparaumu/Paekākāriki-Raumati boundary 
changes].”  
 
Thus the LGC rejected the 2021 KCDC Representation Final Proposal which 
included moving the Otaki Ward – Waikanae Ward boundary south in the 
same way as the current KCDC Initial Proposal.  
 
Instead, the LGC, determined that the Ōtaki/Waikanae boundary should 
move north to Te Horo Beach Road and School Road, as in the Council’s 
Officer’s Report Options A and B on the 2021 Representation Review.  
 
Thus, the KCDC now proposes to reverse the LGC 2022 decision which rejected 
KCDC’s proposal to move the boundary south and instead moved the boundary 
north. The Council is relitigating the LGC’s 2022 decision without providing any 
evidence to support this complete reversal of the LGC’s conclusion as to the 
appropriate position for the boundary. The LGC would be justified in considering 
that KCDC is wasting everyone’s time and ratepayers’ money by relitigating the 
LGC’s 2022 decision. 
  

2. In its 2022 determination the LGC stated: 
 
“21. Section 19R of the Act makes it clear that the Commission, in addition to 
consideration of the appeals and objections against a council’s final 
representation proposal, is required to determine, in the case of a territorial 
authority, all the matters set out in sections 19H and 19J which relate to the 
representation arrangements for territorial authorities. This interpretation was 
reinforced by a 2004 High Court decision which found that the Commission’s 
role is not merely supervisory of a local authority’s representation arrangements 
decision. The Commission is required to form its own view on all the matters 
which are in scope of the review. 
 
… 
 
 64. The Council officer’s report on the final proposal notes that under Options A 
and B, the Ōtaki/Waikanae boundary may split the Te Horo community along the 
inland section between the Waikanae wards and Ōtaki Wards. At the hearing, the 
Council and appellants again highlighted this and also noted that the 
Paraparaumu/Paekākāriki-Raumati boundary splits the Raumati community.  
 
65. At the hearing, the Council described Te Horo as distinct but not large 
enough to make up a ward, with an estimated population of 1,810. The Council 
further noted that the community was split by links to larger communities in the 
north and south, with no local services and no economic or commercial hub. 
Given this fragmentation, we do not believe the ward boundary will impact 
greatly on the community.” 
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Thus, the LGC decision on the appropriate boundary was reached by the LGC 
forming its own view on the boundary issue, after considering all relevant issues 
and reports, as required by the Local Electoral Act 2001. That is why we submit 
that the KCDC would be wasting its ratepayers’ money and the LGC’s time by 
relitigating the LGC’s 2022 decision as set out above. 
 

3. The proposed move of the boundary south results in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of 
electoral population to Councillors being more than 10% higher than the average 
ratio for the General Wards of the Kapiti Coast District. Therefore, the current 
KCDC Initial Proposal violates the Fair Representation tolerance provision in the 
Local Electoral Act 2001. Otaki will be under-represented. In contrast leaving the 
boundary unchanged would result in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of population to 
Councillors complying with the Fair Representation provision. 
 
The non-compliance resulting from moving the boundary south would trigger a 
review by the LGC of the KCDC Final Representation Proposal. Leaving the 
boundary unchanged or moving it north would mean that no review was required 
(unless a submitter appealed based on another of the permitted appeal 
provisions). 
  

4. The issue of the Otaki-Waikanae boundary was not included in this year’s “Pre-
engagement” consultation. In its 2022 Determination the LCG noted: 
 
“24. We also heard the Council’s frustration that the Act allows councils to 
formally consult on only one option as the initial proposal. However, preliminary 
consultation is a councils’ opportunity to seek views on particular representation 
options to assist in developing its formal proposal. We recommend the Council 
factors this into its next review.” 
  
If the LGC’s advice had been followed, the boundary issue would have been 
included in the “Pre-engagement” consultation. Since this issue was not 
included in that consultation, the Councillors discussion of the issue has 
seemed to involve mainly an exchange of anecdotes since no up-to-date survey 
of Te Horo residents’ views is available. 
 
Importantly, Te Horo has benefitted financially from being part of the Waikanae 
Ward, which has provided Te Horo with access to grant funds. The Waikanae 
Community Board has assisted Te Horo residents regarding funding the costs of 
its community hall. The Waikanae Community Board member who resides in Te 
horo has reported this financial benefit is appreciated by Te Horo residents. 
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Issues regarding the boundary running down the middle of Te Horo Beach Road and 
other roads 
 
Councillors and the Waikanae Community Board member who resides in Te Horo have 
noted that Te Horo residents are surprised and irritated that the boundary runs down 
the middle of Te Horo Beach Road and School Road. 
 
This situation, where a boundary runs down the middle of a road, is a result of Statistics 
NZ using the middle of the roads as the boundary of the relevant “mesh blocks”. Mesh 
blocks are the smallest geographical areas for which Statistics NZ provide population 
data and Ward boundaries are required to run along mesh block boundaries.  
Statistics NZ have explained that historically their mesh block boundaries typically run 
down the middle of roads because that facilitated collection of census forms – 
collectors could focus on one side of a road. Typically mesh block boundaries will 
remain unchanged from one census to the next, so most boundaries were set when 
most census forms were collected by hand. 
 
Since Ward boundaries are required to follow mesh block boundaries, Ward 
boundaries will therefore often run down the middle of roads.  That results in residents 
on one side of a road being in a different Ward than their neighbours on the other side of 
the road. The best solution to the Ward boundary being down the middle of Te Horo 
Beach Road and other roads is to ask Statistics NZ to change the mesh block 
boundaries rather than attempting to relitigate the Local Government Commission’s 
decision that the Te Horo Beach residential area should be in the Waikanae Ward. 
 
If, as seems likely, there is either not time or not a willingness to persuade Statistics NZ 
to revise the boundaries of those mesh blocks that currently run down the middle of Te 
Horo Beach Road, then the available options are  

 
a) to leave the boundaries unchanged in this Representation Review and 

address the issue after the result of the referendum on the Maori Ward is 
known (which would allow time for Statistics NZ to be persuaded to 
change the relevant mesh block boundaries), or  
  

b) to add to the Waikanae Ward those mesh blocks which have boundaries 
on Te Horo Beach Road which are currently in the Otaki Ward because 
they extend north from Te Horo Beach Road.  

 

c) to add to the Waikanae Ward those mesh blocks which have boundaries 
on Te Horo Beach Road and School Road, which are currently in the Otaki 
Ward because they extend north from Te Horo Beach Road or School 
Road.  

 
In summary, Statistic NZ’s approach in determining mesh block boundaries directly 
conflicts with the Local Electoral Act objective of keeping communities of interest 
together in Wards. Statistics NZ are not required to facilitate the Local Electoral Act 
objective and instead the mesh block boundaries are based on a conflicting objective. 
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The best remedy for situations where residents on opposite sides of a road want to be in 
a single ward is to ask Statistics NZ to change the mesh block boundary. KCDC should 
also ask the Local Government Authority to work with Statistics NZ to address the issue 
in a more fundamental way. 
 
Statistics NZ prohibit release of mesh block population data because they consider the 
data for individual mesh blocks is not sufficiently certain (while the aggregates total for 
a set of mesh blocks will have a lower percentage uncertainty.) This is a case of seeking 
perfection at the expense of obstructing submissions and democratic consultation.  
 
A specific complicating factor at this time is that the population estimates which 
Statistics NZ are supplying to KCDC are derived by modifying the 2018 population data 
by an estimate of changes between 2018 and mid-2023 and thus the estimates have 
high degree of uncertainty, particularly as regards the Maori versus General Roll 
populations. When the data from the 2023 census becomes available that will be a 
much more accurate basis for calculations which is another reason to refrain from 
making boundary changes at present. 
 
 
Summary of our submission 
 
In summary, there is no sound reason for KCDC to attempt to reverse the 
Commission’s 2022 decision that overturned the KCDC 2021 Representation Review 
proposal. The KCDC staff paper refers to a 2021 survey, but the Local Government 
Commission was fully aware of that information when it made its decision to move Te 
Horo into the Waikanae Ward. The staff’s argument that Te Horo is more closely 
associated with Otaki was exhaustively presented to the Commissioners by Councillor 
Cootes in the 2022 hearing (as can be seen and heard in the video of the hearing at: 
https://www.youtube.com/live/MsbZBspkQE0?si=yaxe6Is6k9dgD8mc ). The 
Commission rejected Councillor Cootes’ argument in 2022 and furthermore his 
arguments based on Maori relationships are now much less relevant since there is to be 
a Maori ward. 
 
The Otaki-Waikanae boundary should be left unchanged or moved north. 

Waikanae and Peka Peka Beach Residents Society Incorporated 
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Provide your feedback 
Your feedback on the following questions will help Council make their final decision on 
31 October 2024 on the representation arrangements for the 2025 local government 
elections.  
Submissions close at 5pm, Thursday 12 September. 
All fields marked with an asterisk (*) are required 
1.   
Do you agree with keeping the number of councillors to 10? 
* required* 
 
Yes 
 
3.   
Do you agree with having seven ward councillors, two districtwide councillors and one 
Māori ward councillor? 
* required* 
 
No Response  
 
5.   
Do you agree with keeping the number and membership of community boards to five 
represented by four elected representatives each, and retaining the number of 
councillors appointed to community boards? 
* required* 
Yes 
 
7.   
Do you agree with the proposed general ward and community board boundary lines for 
Ōtaki and Waikanae? (optional) 
 
No 
8.   
No - tell us more: See above submission on this issue 
 
9.   
Do you agree with the proposed general ward boundary lines for Paekākāriki-Raumati 
and Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and Paraparaumu community boards? 
(optional) 
 
No response 
 
10.   
Is there anything else you would like to say to guide councillors' thinking on the 
representation review? (optional) 
No 
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11.   
Would you like to speak to your submission in person on Tuesday 24 September 2024? 
 
Yes 
  
Please remember to fill out your details below if you'd like to speak to your submission. 
We will need to be able to contact you to arrange a specific time to have your say on the 
district's representation arrangements. 
 
 
Your details 

18.   
What ward do you reside in? 
 
Waikanae 
 
19.   
Publishing feedback – your name and feedback will be publicly available in Council 
reports which will be included in Council meeting agendas unless you ask for your 
name to be withheld. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2024 9:42 AM
To: Mailbox - Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@kapiticoast.govt.nz>
Subject: Representation review

My comments:
If the proposed boundary changes are accepted then Waikanae should be reduced to one council representative
and District Wide increased by one extra.



  
Sent: Friday, September 6, 2024 8:28 AM
To: Mailbox - Have Your Say <HaveYourSay@kapiticoast.govt.nz>
Subject: Proposed boundary changes

 
The Whareroa Guardians Community Trust is a volunteer group who have been
working at Whareroa Farm Recreation Reserve at Mackays Crossing since 2007.
 
We support the inclusion of Whareroa Farm in the Paekakariki/Raumati Ward.
 
Historically, Whareroa has always been linked to the Paekakariki Community.
It has always been known as Whareroa Farm, Paekakariki.
When the US Marines were encamped,at Whareroa, the other camps were across the
road (now QE Park) and the 3rd was in Paekakariki itself. They were all seen as an
entity in Paekakariki.
 
Many of our volunteers come from Paekakariki/Raumati and we have long standing
links with primary schools in Paekakariki and Raumati. We have a very close link with
restoration group Nga Uruora working on the Paekakariki Escarpment and streams.
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   12th August 2024 
 
Democracy Services  
Kāpiti Coast District Council 
175 Rimu Road 
Private Bag 60601 
Paraparaumu 5254 
 

Representation Review   

Do you agree with keeping the number of councillors to 10? 

Yes 

Do you agree with having seven ward councillors, two districtwide councillors and 
one Māori ward councillor? 

No 

No - tell us more 

Revert back to the 7 ward councillors and 3 district wide.  

I do not agree with a Maori ward Councillor as this criterion is solely based on race. All 
councillors currently are elected on merit as the population of Kapiti sees fit. Judging by 
figures provided by KCDC, a vote for a Maori ward councillor is worth double compared 
with any other votes cast in our district. 

 

If you did not agree to 1 or 2, what changes to the initial proposed arrangements 
would you make? 
(Note: In line with legislation, arrangement must include one Māori ward councillor 
and at least one general ward councillor.) 

The statement above is incorrect according to The Local Government (Electoral 
Legislation and Māori Wards and Māori Constituencies) Amendment Act 2024 passed 
in 30th July 2024.  

It is not “in line” with the “legislation” the council MUST include one Maori ward - the 
Maori Ward IS OPTIONAL in the legislation; the Council had two options;  
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a) They could reverse their decisions on Māori wards or, 
b) councils that established a Māori ward without holding a poll following 

the 2021 changes will be required to hold a poll at the 2025 local 
elections. 

  (Please do NOT distort the facts.) 

Do you agree with keeping the number and membership of community boards to 
five represented by four elected representatives each, and retaining the number of 
councillors appointed to community boards? 

No 

No - tell us more: 

There is disparity in the appointment process of councillors to community boards 
already - Paraparaumu has the right for two whilst Waikanae can only have one.  

Change this inequity so both councillors in both wards are seconded to the community 
board. 

Do you agree with the proposed general ward and community board boundary lines 
for Ōtaki and Waikanae? (optional) 

No 

No - tell us more: 

The proposed move of the boundary south results in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of electoral 
population to Councillors being more than 10% higher than the average ratio for the 
General Wards of the Kapiti Coast District.  

The current KCDC Initial Proposal violates the Fair Representation tolerance provision 
in the Local Electoral Act 2001. Otaki will be under-represented. In contrast leaving the 
boundary unchanged would result in the Otaki Ward’s ratio of population to Councillors 
complying with the Fair Representation provision. 

 

The non-compliance resulting from moving the boundary south would trigger a review 
by the LGC of the KCDC Final Representation Proposal. Leaving the boundary 
unchanged or moving it north would mean that no review was required (unless a 
submitter appealed based on another of the permitted appeal provisions). 

The 2021 Electoral Commission findings found that the Waikanae ward had to move up 
to Te Horo which balanced the +/- 10% requirement of the Electoral Act.  
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With the creation of a Maori ward, the boundary should move closer to Otaki; most 
probably the Otaki River. (This would alleviate the issues with mesh block boundaries 
running down the centre of roads.) 

Do you agree with the proposed general ward boundary lines for Paekākāriki-
Raumati and Paraparaumu, and the Paekākāriki and Paraparaumu community 
boards? (optional) 

Unable to comment as I am unsure of the issues within these communities. 

Would you like to speak to your submission in person on Tuesday 24 September 
2024? 

No 

Please acknowledge receipt of this Representation complaint.   

Yours faithfully  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 
 

 

12 September 2023 

 

Tēnā koe, 

 Re: Māori Ward Name and Boundary Adjustment 

The ART Confederation, comprised of Ātiawa ki Whakarongotai, Ngā Hapū o Ōtaki, and Ngāti 

Toa Rangatira, formally supports the Kāpiti Coast District Council’s proposed name for the 

Māori Ward as Kapiti Coast Māori Ward, subject to the macron correction. 

Ngā Hapū o Ōtaki and Ātiawa ki Whakarongotai, with the support of Ngāti Toa Rangatira, would 

also like to formally request an adjustment to the boundary shared between Waikanae and 

Ōtaki, moving it from School Road, Te Horo to Te Hapua Road, Te Horo. This adjustment better 

aligns with the shared iwi boundary along the course of the old Kukutauāki Stream. Importantly, 

this will ensure that our hapū, whānau, whenua and wai are appropriately included within their 

respective iwi rohe, better reflecting the mana whenua of our iwi on the Kapiti Coast. 

Thank you for your commitment to this take, and we look forward to your continued 

collaboration and meaningful engagement as this process progresses. 

  

Nāku noa, nā, 

 

 

Denise Hapeta 
Chairperson 
 




