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TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARD 
 

Membership: 
Murray Cox (Chairman) 

Alan Hayman 
Peter Munro 

Peter Maxwell 
Ian Radford 

 
 
 

Notice is given of the Meeting of the Tekapo Community 
Board to be held in the Lake Tekapo Community Hall, on 

Tuesday 25 October 2011 at 7.30 pm 
 
 

please note day and start time 
 
 
Business:  As per Agenda attached 

 
 
 
 
 
 

NATHAN HOLE 
ACTING CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  
 
19 October 2011 
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TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARD AGENDA 
Tuesday 25 October 2011 

 
 
I APOLOGIES:  
   
II DECLARATION S OF INTEREST   
 
III. MINUTES:   
 Confirm and adopt as the correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Tekapo 
 Community Board held on 12 September 2011. 
 MATTERS UNDER ACTION: 
   
IV REPORTS: 

1. Financial Report (to be circulated) 
2. Freedom Camping Bylaw 
3. Dog Control 
4. Lakeside Drive Safety Footpath 
5. Review of Local Authority Remuneration Setting 
6. New Zealand Cycle Trails Network Expansion Project  
7. Ward Member’s Report 
8. Reports from Members who Represent the Board on Other Committees 

 
VI PUBLIC EXCLUDED: 
 
  That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of this meeting namely: 

a) Tekapo Community Centre 
     Reason for passing Ground(s) under 

General subject this resolution in Section 48(1) for 
of each matter relation to each the passing of 
to be considered matter this resolution 

 
  Tekapo Community Centre Commercial Sensitivity 48(1)(a)(i) 
  
 This resolution is made in reliance on Section 48(1)(a)(i) of the Local Government Official Information 

and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of that Act, which 
would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or the relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in 
public, are as follows: Tekapo Community Centre, section 7(2)(b)(ii). 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL  
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARD  
HELD IN THE LAKE TEKAPO COMMUNITY HALL  

ON MONDAY 12 SEPTEMBER 2011 AT 7.30 PM 
 

PRESENT: 
 Murray Cox (Chairman) 
 Alan Hayman 
 Cr Peter Maxwell 
 Peter Munro 
 Ian Radford 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 
 Claire Barlow (Mayor) 
 Glen Innes (Chief Executive Officer) 

Bernie Haar (Asset Manager)  
Suzy Ratahi (Manager – Roading) 

 Rosemary Moran (Committee Clerk) 
 
 
 
II DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: 
 

There were no Declarations of Interest. 
 
 
III MINUTES: 
 

Resolved that the Minutes of the meeting of the Tekapo Community Board held on 8 
August 2011 be confirmed and adopted as the correct record of the meeting. 

Peter Maxwell/Ian Radford 
 

 MATTERS UNDER ACTION 
  
 Lakeside Drive Walkway 

Cr Maxwell said he had been liaising with Barry Green about the lighting of the 
Lakeside Drive walkway.  He undertook to keep the Asset Manager informed. 
 

 
IV REPORTS: 

 
1. REQUEST FROM LAKE TEKAPO LIONS CLUB: 
 

This report from the Community Facilities Manager asked the Tekapo 
Community Board to consider a request from the Lake Tekapo Lions Club to 
make land available for amenity planting in the Lake Tekapo Township. 
 

 Resolved that the report be received.   
Ian Radford/ Alan Hayman/ 

 
 

 The Chairman said the Lions Club had approached the Environment Canterbury 
for permission to plant giant redwoods trees at the Regional Park.  
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Resolved: 
 
1. That the Lake Tekapo Lions Club’s request for land to be made available for 

amenity planting in the Lake Tekapo Township be approved in principle. 
 
2. That the Chairman, Peter Munro and the Community Facilities Manager liaise 

with the Lions Club regarding suitable sites and tree species and report back 
to the Community Board. 

Peter Maxwell/Alan Hayman 
 

2. WARD MEMBER’S REPORT: 
 
  Cr Maxwell reported that five new trustees had been appointed to the Mackenzie 

Tourism and Development Trust following the resignation/removal of the 
previous trustees.  He said the Tekapo Property Development project was 
proceeding positively and that Boffa Miskell and Robin Hughes Developments 
had a reached the point they would be initiating discussions with the main 
players. 

  
3. REPORTS FROM MEMBERS WHO REPRESENT THE BOARD ON OTHER 

COMMITTEES: 
 

Peter Munro reported that: 
• The Mackenzie Alpine Trust which operated the McCauley Hut and the 

Camp Stream Hut intended to upgrade/rebuild the South Opuha Hut.  The 
Trust’s AGM was coming up.  

• The Tekapo White Water Trust had had its AGM and was considering a 
$100,000 upgrade over the next two or three years including work on the 
riverbed which had been scoured out.  He said the old toilet shed from 
Pines Beach was to be refurbished as a changing shed and sited at the top 
of the course.  The release schedule for the year had been published; the 
first release was scheduled for 11 October 2011.  The Trust would like to 
erect a noticeboard advising the release dates.  It had also asked Genesis 
to upgrade the signage.  

• The Lake Tekapo Promotions Group was to have its AGM on 22 
September 2011.  

• The Lake Tekapo Footbridge Committee was planning a major 
fundraising fashion show to be held on 19 November 2011. 

 
 Murray Cox advised that working bees were again being held at the regional 

park. 
 
  

V GENERAL: 
 

1. GENESIS UPDATE: 
 

The Chairman reported on a meeting between Community Board members, local 
farmers and Genesis officials at which information had been provided regarding 
the history of the canal and some of the current problems associated with it and 
the Maryburn cutting.  He said that Genesis intended starting work on the 
collapsed culvert under the canal in the summer of 2012/13 and had undertaken to 
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keep the Community Board informed about what was being done and when, and 
the impact the work could have on lake levels and access. 

 
 The Chairman suggested that when the lake levels were low, the opportunity 

could be taken to upgrade the boat launching ramps. 
 

2. NEW ZEALAND MOTOR CARAVAN ASSOCIATION – PROPOSED PARK 
OVER AREA AT THE REGIONAL PARK: 

 
The Chairman said the siting of an entranceway had been discussed with Council 
staff and he was awaiting a visit from the relevant Environment Canterbury 
manager.  He said he had emailed the NZMCA about the proposal but had yet to 
receive a response. 

 
 Ian Radford advised that John Simpson of Mt Hay had expressed concerns to him 

about the proposed camping area but had been more comfortable when it was 
explained that it would be for the sole use of NZMCA members.   

 
 The Chairman said that he had yet to meet with the Mt Hay Trustees. 
 
 Mr Radford said concerns had also been expressed that the camping area might 

be visible from the Township or the road.  He suggested the Board make a public 
statement to allay the concerns. 

 
 The Chairman said it seemed that resource consent would be required for the 

activity.  The Camping Ground Act required provision to be made for laundries, 
showers etc;   however it was likely an exemption could be applied for. 

   
3. COMMNITY FACILITIES UPDATE: 

 
The Chairman reported on the positive feedback he had received about the proposed 
renovations for the community hall.  He said George Epsom had asked if provision 
could be made for displaying historic local photographs in the building and it was 
agreed that should be incorporated in to the planning. 
 
Peter Maxwell advised that his neighbour Kelvin Campbell was keen to be involved 
in the project and had offered his expertise in designing kitchens. 
 
With regard to the Community Board’s contributions to the Tekapo recreational 
projects, viz the footbridge, playground and sundial, it was noted the relevant 
committees needed to submit invoices to enable the grants to be paid out. 

 
 Peter Munro noted that the grant of $7,000 for the sundial had been approved 

subject to it not being funded by Meridian.  He said Meridian had contributed to 
the project but that grant had not included the funding of interpretation panels 
which would be an essential aspect of the project.   

 
 Resolved that funding of up to $7,000 be granted to the sundial project for the 

completion of landscaping and signage. 
Peter Munro/Ian Radford. 
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4. JEUNE STREET AND MURRAY PLACE: 
 

The Manager – Roading advised that she had requested the contractor to pick up the 
loose chip on the roads and that the repair of the seal would commence when 
weather conditions permitted.  She said the reason for the failure of the seal was 
being investigated. 
 
The Chairman asked that the contractor be reminded not to seal over the tobies at 
property boundaries. 

 
5. TREES SHADING AORANGI CRESCENT: 

 
Peter Munro referred to trees shading the steep portion of the road at the bottom of 
Aorangi Crescent which made driving conditions dangerous in frosty and snowy 
weather.  
 
Resolved that the shading of Aorangi Crescent be reduced by trimming and/or 
removing some of the trees adjacent to the road and that the corner be tidied up and 
beautified. 

Peter Munro/Alan Hayman 
 

6. LAKE TEKAPO MINOR IMPROVEMENTS BUDGET: 
 
The Manager – Roading sought guidance on how the $10,000 Minor Improvements 
fund should be used. 
 
Resolved that costings be obtained for both chip seal and concrete for the Lakeside 
Drive safety footpath as the first priority project for the Minor Improvements fund. 

Peter Munro/Peter Maxwell 
 

 The Manager – Roading was asked to obtain costings for the application of 
wearing course on Andrew Don Drive which could be carried out using the 
unsealed road maintenance budget. 

 
 
 

THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS THE 
CHAIRMAN DECLARED THE MEETING CLOSED AT 8.35 PM 

  
 CHAIRMAN:   
   

DATE:  ____________________________________ 
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TEKAPO COMMUNITY BOARD MATTERS UNDER ACTION 
 
 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES MANAGER  
 
8 August 2011 
Community Facilities  

• Obtain ‘ball park’ price for renovations including a covered entrance way and amended mends 
WC design 

• Subject to acceptability of ‘ball park’ price, commission working drawings 
• Post plans on community notice board and website and seek comment from the public. 

Under Action 
  
Correspondence from Pete Speedy - the Area West of the Power Boat Club House and Boat 
Ramp: 
The Community Facilities Manager meets with Mr Speedy to discuss the issues which he had raised in 
his letter and report back to the next Community Board meeting.  Meeting to be re-scheduled. 
 
Amenity Planting – Lake Tekapo Lions Club 
Chairman, Peter Munro and Community Facilities Manager to liaise with Lake Tekapo Lions re 
suitable sites and species. 
Plantings have been discussed. 
 
Community Facilities 
Advise playground and sundial project organiser of the grants made and ask them to provide invoices 
to enable them to be paid out. 
 
Trees on Corner of Aorangi Cres and SH8 
Reduce shading on Aorangi Cres by trimming and/or removing some trees adjacent to the road and tidy 
up and beautify the corner  
Contractor organised to do the work early November 2011.  Discussions have been held with the 
Tekapo Lions Club about doing the work as a beautification project. 
 
ASSET MANAGER  
 
12 Sept 2011 
Unsealed Road Maintenance Budget 
Obtain costings for application of wearing course on Andrew Don Drive 
An update will be provided at the meeting. 
 
12 September 2011 
Lakeside Drive Walkway 
Peter Maxwell to liaise with Barry Green and Asset Manager re lighting of walkway 
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MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
REPORT TO:  TWIZEL, TEKAPO AND FAIRLIE COMMUNITY BOARDS 
 
SUBJECT:  FREEDOM CAMPING   
 
MEETING DATE: 27 AND 28 OCTOBER 2011 
 
REF:  REG 4/1 
 
FROM:  MANAGER – COMMUNITY FACILITIES 
 
ENDORSED BY: ACTING CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
 
 
 
PURPOSE OF REPORT: 
 
To advise of the requirement to make a bylaw consistent with the new Freedom Camping Act 
2011. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 

1. That the report be received.  

2. That the Community Boards identify areas for freedom camping on maps provided. 

3. That Community Boards identify any immediate concerns. 

 
 
 
GARTH NIXON          NATHAN HOLE 
MANAGER – COMMUNITY FACILITIES     ACTING CEO 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• The amended Roadways and Reserves Camping Bylaw 
• LGNZ Quarterly Review – Sept 2011 
• Maps will be provided at the meeting 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
  
We are required to make a new bylaw consistent with the new Freedom Camping Act 2911 
within twelve months of its enactment.  
 
The purpose of this exercise is to identify areas within the Townships where freedom 
camping is specifically permitted and areas where it should be excluded.  These will be to be 
mapped and used to develop the new bylaw.  Areas where freedom camping is allowed will 
be for fully self-contained vehicles; all other campers should be directed to camping ground 
areas. 
 
To address any immediate concerns, we can make additions or deletion to the existing bylaw 
quite simply  
 
 
POLICY STATUS: 
 
The current policy provides for enforcement and instant fines in relation to the existing 
bylaw.      
 
Additional areas can be added by ordinary Council resolution. 
 
To create a new bylaw is a drawn out process and will require the use of the special 
consultative procedure.  The new bylaw cannot be completed prior to this summer season. 
 
Council is required to create a new bylaw consistent with the Freedom Camping Act 2011 
prior to September 2012. 
 
 
SIGNIFICANCE OF DECISION REQUESTED: 
 
Not a significant decision 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The Community Boards should consider areas within the Townships that are suitable for 
freedom camping and those that are not and identify them on the map provided.  
 
The Boards should also identify any immediate concerns that need addressing prior to the 
holiday season. 

9



y:\agenda\agendas 2011\tekapo c bd\tekapo agenda for 25 oct 2011\gbylaw camping ammended.docx 

 
ROADWAYS AND RESERVES CAMPING BYLAW 

 
1. This bylaw is made pursuant to sections 145 and 146(b)(vi) of the Local 

Government Act 2002, section 12 of the Litter Act 1979, and all other Acts, powers and 
authorities enabling the Council in that behalf. 
 

2. This bylaw shall be known as the Roadways and Reserves Camping Bylaw 2009. 
 

3. Camping – No person shall camp in or upon any road, roadside, reserve or area listed in the 
schedule hereto. 

4. Power to Move On ‐ Any warranted officer of Council may request a person camping on land 
referred to in the schedule to move on and may direct them to any other camping ground or 
other Council land where camping is permitted. 

5. Offences ‐ Failure to comply with such a request constitutes an offence under this bylaw. 

6. Penalties And Offences.‐.Every person commits a breach of this bylaw who: 

(a)  Commits, or causes to be committed, any act contrary to this bylaw; or 
(b)   Omits, or knowingly permits to remain undone, any act required by this bylaw; or 
(c)   Refuses, or neglects to comply with, any notice or request, or any 

condition in any such notice or request, given by a Council Officer 
pursuant to this bylaw; or 

(d)   Obstructs  or  hinders  any  officer  of  the  Council  in  the  performance  of  any
  power or duty conferred upon him or her by this bylaw. 
 
6.1   Every person who breaches this bylaw commits an offence and is liable on summary 

conviction to a fine not exceeding $20,000. 
 

7. Signs – Signs may be erected on any  land  in  the Schedule hereto,  such  signs  to  read  “No 
camping by order Mackenzie District Council”. 
 

8. Definitions – For the purpose of this bylaw, the following definitions shall apply; 
 
“Road” means road as defined in Section 315(l) of the Local Government Act 1974. 
“Reserve” means reserve as defined in the Reserves Act 1977. 
“Roadside” means  the area between  the  road centre  line and any private property either 
side of the road centre line. 
“Camp” means  to stay, or  intend  to stay at any  time, and  includes staying or  intending  to 
stay at any time with any form of moveable or portable accommodation. 
 

9. Additions or Deletions – Additions or deletions to the schedule hereto may be made by the 
Mackenzie District Council from time to time by Resolution. 

 
10. Exceptions  ‐ Council may grant exceptions  to  this bylaw.   These exceptions may be made 

from  time  to  time  for  special  circumstances  or  one  off  events      The  exception may  be 
granted by Council following application and Council resolution.  
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Schedule 

 
 
A   SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED AREAS  
 
a) Lake Opuha Council Picnic Areas and Reserves. 

Lot 28  2.7475 
Ha 

DP 
301677 

Lot 29  .8787 
Ha 

DP 
301677 

Lot 30  1.8105 
Ha 

DP 
301678 

Campers need to supply their own self‐contained toilet. 
No camping permitted between 23 December and the second Monday in January. 
 
b) Lake Ruataniwha Reserve SEC 1 SO 346762 excluding the designated camping area 
No camping permitted between 23 December and the second Monday in January. 
 
c) Pattersons Ponds off Tekapo Canal Road Lake Tekapo 
 
d) Lake Wardell  State Highway 8 Twizel 
 
 
B   SCHEDULE OF PROHIBITED AREAS 
 

 
a) All of Pioneer Drive Road Reserve from State Highway 8 intersection at the south eastern 

end of the road to the intersection with State Highway 8 at the north western end of the 
road, including all public car‐parking areas and grassed areas within the road reserve. 

 
b) All of the Part Reserve 180 on the foreshore of Lake Tekapo in the vicinity of the Church of 

the Good Shepherd. 
 
c) All of Reserve 5182 and Pt Reserve 2923 being part of the Tekapo Domain (excluding the 

Motor Camp). 
 
d) All of the roadways in the Tekapo Domain being Domain Road and also known as Lakeside 

Drive and the unnamed roadway on Reserve 5182. 
 
e) With the exception of the Lake McGregor camping ground, the land surrounding Lake 

McGregor and Lake Tekapo being the following areas relating to the development of water 
power: 

 
Pt Res 4281  0.5281  SO8247  Gaz 1957  P615 
Pt Res 36738  0.0304  SO8247  Gaz 1957  P615 
Pt Res 36738  1.1534  SO8247  Gaz 1957  P615 
Pt Res 36738  0.2226  SO8247  Gaz 1955  P2014 
Pt Res 33695  0.3845  SO8247  Gaz 1955  P2014 
Pt Lot1 DP9597  2.7562  SO8247  Gaz 1955  P2014 
Pt Res 34675  1.1938  SO8247  Gaz 1955  P2014 
Pt Res 3840    SO8247  Gaz 1955  P2012 
Pt Res 36738  0.8701  SO8247  Gaz 1957  P615 
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f) Closed Roads: 
Pt Res 36738  SO8247 Gaz1957  P615 
 
g)  Pt Reserve:       
   Pt Res 34675  0.6404  SO8247 
 
h) Lake Opuha Buffer Zones and Esplanade strips as described  below and as identified on the 

attached map 
 

Lot 2  281.8950 Ha  DP 301677 
Lot 1  52.2460 Ha  DP 301677 
Lot 3  1293.270 Ha  DP 301677 
Lot 27  5.7808 Ha  DP 301677 
Lot 5  13.7895 Ha  DP 301678 
Lot 4  161.4400 Ha  DP 301678 
Lot 6  17.9460 Ha   DP 301678 
Lot 7  7.9040 Ha  DP 301678 
Lot 9  6.9500 Ha  DP 301678 

 
i)   Lake Opuha Council Picnic Areas and Reserves. 

Camping not permitted between 23 December and the second Monday in January. 
 

Lot 28  2.7475 Ha  DP 301677 

Lot 29  .8787 Ha  DP 301677 

Lot 30  1.8105 Ha  DP 301678 

 
Campers need to supply their own self‐contained toilet. 

 
This bylaw was adopted by the Council on 15 December 2009 following the completion of a special 
consultative procedure under Section 86 of the Local Government Act 2002. 
 
 
THE COMMON SEAL OF THE MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL was hereto affixed in the presence of: 
 
 
______________________________ 
The Mayor 
 
 
_____________________________ 
The Chief Executive Officer 
 
 

 

 
Common Seal of the Mackenzie 

District Council 
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Discussion Document
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35



Remuneration Authority | Review of Local Authority Remuneration Setting – Discussion Document2

Responses to this Discussion Document
Local Authorities are invited to respond to this discussion document –  
see section 8 for questions for responses. 

Only one response from each council or board, please.

Responses may be sent to one of the following:

A. To Local Government New Zealand (this is the preferred place to send responses)

 Local Government New Zealand has offered to collate the responses it receives.

 Responses should be sent to:

 Mike Reid, Manager Governance 
mike.reid@lgnz.co.nz

B. To Representatives

 To any of the following representatives of local government with whom the Remuneration Authority is 
consulting:

 Richard Kempthorne, Mayor of Tasman 
richard.kempthorne@tasman.govt.nz

 Adrienne Staples, Mayor of South Wairarapa 
themayor@swdc.govt.nz

 Dave Cull, Mayor of Dunedin 
mayor@dcc.govt.nz

 Brendan Duffy, Mayor of Horowhenua 
mayor@horowhenua.govt.nz

 Mick Lester, Chair Community Board Executive Committee 
mglester@clear.net.nz

 Brian Lester, Chief Executive Ashburton 
brianl@adc.govt.nz

 Kevin Lamb, Administration Manager, Waimakariri District Council 
kevin.lamb@wmk.govt.nz

C.  The Remuneration Authority

 Responses should be sent to: 
info@remauthority.govt.nz
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Introduction
This discussion document has been prepared by the Remuneration 
Authority to facilitate a review of how the Authority goes about setting 
remuneration for elected members of local authorities in a way that meets 
the requirements of the Local Government Act and the Remuneration 
Authority Act.

The Remuneration Authority is consulting with representatives of local government in order to gain their input 
and insights into the review.

It is expected that a final proposal will be prepared following that consultation. The final decisions, of course, 
will be made by the Remuneration Authority.

This document:

1. Examines the need for a review

2. Outlines the expected consultation process

3. Sets out a timetable for the review

4. Outlines historic and current processes for setting residual pools for local authorities, noting any issues

5. Outlines historic and current processes for setting remuneration for Mayors of Territorial and Unitary 
Councils and Chairs of Regional Councils, noting any issues

6. Explains two broad options for future determinations of remuneration for elected members (excluding 
Mayors and Chairs) with high-level pros and cons for each option

7. Examines in more detail each option, including possible ways of implementing each 

8. Outlines inputs which would be helpful from local government representatives.

The obligations of the Remuneration Authority for the setting of salaries and allowances for local authority 
elected members, as set out in the Remuneration Authority Act and the Local Government Act, are summarised 
in Appendix A.
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1. Why Review?
The current pool system of setting remuneration for local authority elected members was established in 
2001/02 after consultation with local authority representatives.

Under the system a pool is established each year for each local authority and the allocation of the pool to each 
elected member position is determined by the Remuneration Authority after considering representations from 
each authority.

It is appropriate to examine, from time to time, the outworking of any approach to remuneration setting and to 
ask whether the system employed is producing the ’right’ answers and whether any unexpected or perceived 
unfair results are being produced.

Some analysis of the outworking of the current approach has been carried out. The analysis shows a variety of 
salaries for different councillors and Community Board members, in which it is difficult to see the reflection of 
a fair remuneration for the job. This is illustrated in some information drawn from the 2010/11 Determinations 
(post election).

■■ Councillor salary cost per head of population
The following chart shows the total councillor salary cost (ie including supplements for additional 
responsibilities) per head of the local authority’s population against the local authority’s population base:

Councillor’s salary cost per head of population
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Some details are shown in the table below:

Council Total Population Number of 
Councillors

Population per 
Councillor

Cost per head of 
population

Christchurch 372,500 13 28,654 $3.05

Far North 58,000 9 6,444 $6.59

Tauranga 112,600 10 11,260 $6.68

Queenstown – Lakes 27,140 10 2,714 $12.69

Wairoa 8,420 6 1,403 $17.17

This shows that ratepayers in different territories can be paying significantly different amounts for councillors’ 
services. In particular, ratepayers in smaller territories are paying much more than ratepayers in larger 
territories.

■■ Community Boards
The following chart shows the same information for Community Boards (an outlier has been excluded from this 
chart):

CB salary cost per head of population
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Some details are shown in the table below:

Community Board Total CB Population Number of 
CB Members

Population per CB 
Member

Cost per head of 
population

Greytown 3,050 6 763 $2.65

Bay of Islands – Whangaroa 26,000 7 4,333 $2.65

Lyttelton – Mount Herbert 5,710 6 1,142 $10.66

Taupiri 460 8 77 $10.67

Ahuriri 1,200 6 240 $31.41

Clearly there are wide differences in remuneration levels between Community Boards. Some of the differences 
may be explained by different degrees of delegation given to different Community Bards, or different 
representational expectations between Boards. However, there do not seem to be any universal delegation or 
representational guidelines for Community Boards and the Remuneration Authority has no knowledge of levels 
of delegation or representational responsibilities for individual Community Boards. This leads to concerns that 
remuneration for the members of various Community Boards might not be reflecting a fair rate of pay for the job.

Most councils pay 50% of Community Board salaries from the pool, and some meet all Community Board 
salaries from inside the pool. There are no rules or guidelines set down anywhere to cover how Community 
Board salaries are to be funded.

■■ Councillor salaries
The next chart shows average councillor salary (including additions for extra duties) against average population 
per councillor:

average councillor salary
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Some details are shown in the table below:

Council Population per 
Councillor

Base Councillor salary1 Average Councillor 
salary2

Whakatane District 3,434 $23,748 $24,983

Taupo District 3,362 $30,988 $31,553

Kapiti Coast District 4,891 $23,403 $28,320

Napier City 4,761 $34,000 $37,178

This shows that there are wide differences between councillors’ salaries for what appear to be similar-sized 
responsibilities.

■■ Conclusion
The current pool system is giving results that seem to be counter intuitive.

It is also opportune to examine whether the current system is providing a fair remuneration for elected 
members, and the extent to which the Remuneration Authority should be involved in the allocation of the 
pools (if they are retained).

  1. Base Councillor Salary is the salary paid to a councillor with no additional responsibilities
  2. Average Councillor Salary is the total salaries paid to all councillors divided by the number of councillors
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2. Outline of Consultation Process (with timetable)
Activity By Whom Target Completion 

Date

Produce discussion document ready for discussion with 
representatives

Remuneration Authority 30 August 2011

Decide on representatives and advise Remuneration Authority 
(with details of main contact point)

Local Government NZ 15 August 2011 

Meetings between Remuneration Authority and representatives, 
to outline issues, present discussion document, and discuss issues

Remuneration Authority 
and representatives

September 2011 

Distribute discussion document to all local authorities, with 
request for any feedback by 10 November

Remuneration Authority 10 September 2011

Preparation of Preferred Option with details of how it will work 
and sample remuneration results

Remuneration Authority 30 October 2011

Review Preferred Option and feedback from constituencies Representatives 15 November 2011

Meeting between Remuneration Authority and representatives to 
finalise details of Preferred Option

Remuneration Authority 
and representatives

30 November 2011

Implementation of Preferred Option for the 2012/13 year Remuneration Authority 1 March 2012

During the process the Remuneration Authority will keep the Local Government Minister and officials appraised 
of the process and its progress.

The timetable is tight but is achievable with full cooperation between all parties.
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3. Outline of Current Process for Residual Pools
The residual pool is set each year by reference to the population, expenses, and net assets (’statistics’) of 
each authority. Points are allocated using weights for each statistic. The size of the pool for each authority is 
derived from the points allocated to the authority using an algorithm3. The algorithm increases the pool size 
by tranches of points, where the higher points’ tranches result in lower allocations to the pool. This produces a 
relationship between points and pool size as illustrated in the following graph:

An additional statistic (Capital) is used for Regional Councils. 

Change factors, which recognise growth or decline in population (over the last five years) above or below the 
average for all authorities, are applied to the points before they are used to determine the pool.

A loading is applied for Unitary Authorities to recognise their dual responsibilities.

The weights used have remained unchanged over the years. 

These are: 

Territorial and Unitary 
Authorities

Regional Authorities

Population 50% 30%

Expenses 33% 30%

Net Assets 17% 5%

Capital 35%

3. An algorithm is a set of instructions, sometimes called a procedure or a function, which is used to perform a certain task.
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The algorithm for converting points to pool size has remained basically unchanged, apart from increasing the 
pool size in each tranche each year to reflect movement in wages. As an example, the algorithm used to convert 
points to residual pool amounts for the 2011/12 year was:

Points Residual Pool

From To

0 11,245 61,300 plus (points – 0) times 6.22

11,245 31,235 131,215 plus (points – 11,245) times 5.33

31,235 63,594 237,719 plus (points – 31,235) times 5.22

63,594 127,189 406,636 plus (points – 63,594) times 4.65

127,189 190,783 702,361 plus (points – 127,189) times 3.82

190,783 254,377 945,441 plus (points – 190,783) times 3.09

254,377 317,971 1,142,002 plus (points – 254,377) times 2.47

317,971 381,566 1,299,002 plus (points – 317,971) times 1.88

381,566 445,160 1,418,310 plus (points – 381,566) times 1.31

445,160 508,754 1,501,794 plus (points – 445,160) times 1.13

508,754 572,349 1,573,753 plus (points – 508,754) times 0.88

572,349 1,224,899 1,629,616 plus (points – 572,349) times 0.88

Until 2010, the total number of points for all councils was equal to the total population for all councils divided 
by the population percentage. As a result the total number of points was equal to twice the population (for 
Territorial and Unitary Authorities), as adjusted each year. Because the basic algorithm remained unchanged, 
pool sizes increased each year by both the increase in population and the wage movement adjustment. This 
may have distorted pool sizes, both overall and relatively.

From 2010 the figure for total points was kept constant and the algorithm adjusted by movements in wage 
growth only. There were further adjustments to the algorithm to compensate for the removal of the Auckland 
councils from the pool-setting process.

The method of determining and applying the change factors was also changed from 2010 to better reflect 
perceived additional remuneration needs for councils whose population movement was other than average. 

Total pools are advised to each local authority, which then makes recommendations to the Remuneration 
Authority regarding allocation of the pool between various elected member positions.

Some councils apply part of the pool to the payment of meeting fees. The daily rates for meeting fees and the 
maximum fees payable vary considerably between councils.
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■■ Issues Arising
1. Councils with the same pool sizes but different numbers of councillors have different per councillor 

salaries

2. The existence of Community Boards does not affect the points or residual pool size so that Councils 
with Community Boards have lower councillor salaries

3. Generally, 50% of Community Board salaries are met from the pool – is this ideal?

4. Do the current residual pools enable the payment of reasonable salaries for councillors and Community 
Board members?

5. Should there be separate pools for councillors and Community Board members?

6. Rates set for meeting fees, and maximum amounts, vary considerably between councils

7. Should meeting fees be allowed? If so, should there be a standard rate or rates?

8. Recommendations about how the pools should be allocated between positions of increased 
responsibility vary considerably between councils – should there be some standardisation?

9. Should the Remuneration Authority set minimum councillor salaries (depending on council size) and 
thereby possibly limit the amounts available for additional responsibilities?

10. Should the Remuneration Authority specify standard positions for additional responsibilities?

11. Should there be some extra allowances (over and above the pools) for district planning meetings?

12. Are there conflicts of interest for councillors in setting their own allocation from the pool?
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4. Outline of Current Process for Mayors and Chairs
A system similar to that used for setting residual pools (see above) was used up to 2010.

From the 2010/11 year the system was revised.

The revised system:

•	 Identifies sample councils (both Territorial and Regional) for which the mayoral and chair positions have 
been independently job sized

•	 Sets target remuneration for those sample councils by reference to the Remuneration Authority’s 
standard remuneration scales (which are reviewed annually) and the proportion full time deemed for 
each sample position

•	 Assigns points for each sample position, using the same statistics as are used for the residual pools 
(Population, Net Assets, Expenses and, for Regional Chairs, Capital)

•	 Finds a curve (or formula) that gives the best fit4 of points and target remuneration for the sample 
councils. For Territorial and Unitary councils the weights for each statistic are the same as those used for 
the residual pools. For Regional councils the weights are varied for each statistic to enhance the best 
fitting process

•	 The formula for the curve is then used to determine remuneration for all positions by assigning points 
using the optimum weights for the statistics.

As an example, the sample points and fitted curve are shown for Territorial and Unitary councils for the 2011/12 year:

 

We are comfortable with this revised system for mayors and chairs. It is likely that we will use the enhanced 
Regional system for Territorial and Unitary councils in future years.

fitted curve

4. Two candidate curves are used – a rectangular hyperbola with offset and a power curve with offset. Curve fitting is done using Excel Solver 
Add-in. Goodness of fit is measured by use of the R2 statistic.
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■■ Issues Arising
1. The need to ensure that suitable sample councils are identified, given they must represent all councils 

and must cover the range of the size of councils

2. The need to ensure regularly that the positions are correctly sized for the sample councils

3. The need to ensure regularly that the proportion of full-time work a position is deemed to have is fair 
and reasonable

4. Are salary reductions for the provision of mayoral or chair cars fair and reasonable?

5. Could the Remuneration Authority allow changes to cars (or usage) during the year, within set bands, 
without the need to adjust salaries?
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5. Options for the Future
Two broad options have been identified for setting remuneration for councillors and Community Board 
members.

■■ Pool Approach:
This is similar to the approach used in the past. It has the following key features:

•	 A pool is determined for each authority (either a single pool or one pool for councillors and one for 
Community Board members)

•	 Councils recommend the allocation of the pool for Remuneration Authority approval

•	 The Remuneration Authority may set minimum councillor salaries and/or specify standard councillor 
positions.

Pros and cons for this approach are:

Pros:

•	 Allows councils the flexibility to arrange their councillor roles to best meet their particular circumstances

•	 It is a system many are used to.

Cons:

•	 Councillors with similar-sized responsibilities in different councils may be paid markedly different 
salaries

•	 ‘One size fits all’ for councils with differing numbers of councillors or Community Boards may not be the 
best way

•	 Can be administratively complicated.

■■ Specified Salary Approach:
This approach would have the following key features:

•	 The Remuneration Authority would specify the base councillor salary for each council, based on an 
estimate of relative council size

•	 The Remuneration Authority would specify the base Community Board salary for each Community 
Board, based on an estimate of relative Community Board size

•	 The Remuneration Authority may allocate an amount for each council that could be used to increase 
councillors’ salaries to recognise increased responsibilities, or be used for meeting fees.

Pros and cons for this approach are:

Pros:

•	 Councillors with similar job sizes would be paid the same

•	 Perceived greater fairness between councils

•	 Community Board members’ pay may be fairer.

Cons:

•	 Removes some ability for councils to arrange their salaries and positions to best meet their particular 
circumstances

•	 Some councillors’ salaries might have to ’mark time’ or be reduced if the salaries are higher than the set 
base salary

•	 The Remuneration Authority would need to job-size more positions and to assess the proportion to 
which those positions are full time 

•	 It might be difficult for the Remuneration Authority to assess the time and degree of complexity relating 
to the governance and representational aspect of councillors’ jobs.
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6. Pool Approach 
■■ How it will work

A pool approach would have the following features:

•	 A method to rank councils by ’size’. The ’size’ will reflect the extent and complexity of the council’s 
business. This can be done by job-sizing selected councils on the basis of the job size if the whole of the 
council’s governance were carried out by a single person. Statistics (eg population, expenses) for the 
selected councils can then be used to find a combination of the statistics (’points formula’) which gives 
roughly the same number of points for each council of the same size. The ’points formula’ is then applied 
to all councils so that each council has a number of points allocated to it

•	 A method to determine a fair pool size in relation to points. This can be done, for sample councils, by 
assessing a fair salary for the councillors (taking into account the size of the job and assessed proportion 
to which the position is full-time), multiplying by the number of councillors and adding a margin for 
additional responsibilities to get a fair amount for each council’s pool. An algorithm can then be found 
which translates the points for each of the sample councils to give the fair pool amount. The algorithm is 
then applied to the points for each council

•	 There may be some adjustments to the resulting pools to recognise:

a. Significant changes in an individual council’s population base

b. The presence or otherwise of Community Boards

c. Efficiencies or additional responsibilities of Unitary Councils

d. Additional work of councils in years when there are District Planning reviews

•	 The Remuneration Authority may set some guidelines on minimum salaries and/or additional 
remuneration for additional responsibilities

•	 There may be some guidelines on the use and amount of meeting fees

•	 The Remuneration Authority will determine remuneration after considering recommendations by 
councils.

•	 The Remuneration Authority may issue some guidelines on appropriate additional salaries for sample 
positions with additional responsibilities.

■■ Issues
Issues to be addressed for the pool approach:

1. How to establish ’correct’ pool size and ’correct’ relativities:

a. Build up from councillor job sizes and Remuneration Authority standard pay scales?

b. How should correct full-time proportions for councillors in different councils be assessed?

c. How much extra should be available for additional responsibilities?

d. Separate pools for Community Boards?

e. What proportion of Community Board salaries should come from the pool?

2. What statistics to use to establish ’correct’ relativities between councils:

a. Population, assets, expenses?

b. What weights?

3. How to translate points to pool size:

a. Stepped algorithm or smooth curve?

b. Need to review whole process regularly to ensure it still remains fair and reasonable.

4. Should the Remuneration Authority set minimum councillor salaries for each council?
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5. Should the Remuneration Authority set standard salaries and positions’ descriptions for positions of 
responsibility?

6. Should meeting fees be allowed? Should rates and caps be standardised?

7. Should there be extra pool amounts for years in which district plans are reviewed?

8. Should there be some recognition of varying governance and representational roles between councils? 
How?

9. Should the representational roles of Community Boards be recognised by reducing the representational 
component of salaries for councillors whose wards include Community Boards? How?

10. Should a change multiplier continue to be used to recognise population growth (or decline) outside the 
average?

a. Does change in population numbers really make a difference to size of job or time required to do 
job?

b. What formula should be used to recognise growth or decline outside the average?

11. How should the additional responsibilities of Unitary Councils be addressed?

a. Use a Unitary multiplier (currently 1.25)? 

12. How should the transition to new system be managed?

a. Minimum pools?
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7. Specified Salary Approach 
■■ How it will Work

A Specified Salary approach would be likely to have the following features:

•	 The Remuneration Authority would set the base salary for each councillor for each local authority. The 
base salary is likely to be based on the job size and the proportion full time that is assessed as being 
needed for the position’s responsibilities to be effectively carried. Research to date has indicated that 
there are about three different job sizes across all local authorities and the proportion full time ranges 
from 20% (equivalent to one day a week on average) to 80% (equivalent to 4 days a week on average). 
The relativities between local authorities (job size and proportion full time) will need to be determined.

•	 The Remuneration Authority will set the base salary for each Community Board member. The base salary 
is likely to take into account the population base of the Community Board and the level of delegation to 
the Community Board.

•	 An additional pool will be allocated to each local authority to enable the payment of additional salaries 
for additional responsibilities. It is possible that part of that pool could be used for meeting fees. The 
additional pool is likely to be based on a fixed percentage of the total of the base councillors’ and 
community board members’ salaries.

•	 The Remuneration Authority will determine the additional salaries and/or the meeting fees’ rules after 
considering representations from the local authorities.

■■ Issues
Issues to be addressed for the Specified Salaries approach:

1. Identification of sample councils from which to job size standard councillor positions and full-time 
proportions

2. What statistics are to be used to establish ’correct’ relativities between councils:

a. Population, assets, expenses?

b. What weights?

3. Should the representational roles of Community Boards be recognised by reducing the representational 
component of salaries for councillors whose wards include Community Boards? How?

4. How much extra (over and above standard salaries) should be allowed for additional responsibilities?

5. Should the Remuneration Authority set standard salaries and position descriptions for positions of 
responsibility?

6. Should there be some recognition of varying governance and representational roles between councils? 
How?

7. Should there be some recognition of population growth (or decline) outside the average?

a. How?

8. Should meeting fees be allowed?

a. Standard rate?

b. Standard cap?

9. Should there be extra pool amounts for years in which district plans are reviewed?

a. How much?

10. How should the additional responsibilities of Unitary Councils be accommodated?

a. Use a Unitary multiplier (currently 1.25)? 

11. How should the transition to a new system be managed?

a. Minimum pools?
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8. Questions to which Responses are Sought
It will be helpful to the Remuneration Authority if respondents give their views on the following (as well as 
views on any other relevant matters):

1. Preferred approach – Pool or Specified Salary? Reasons?

2. The best ways of establishing relativities between local authorities

3. Appropriate local authorities to use as representational samples

4. Proportion full time appropriate for local authorities of differing sizes

5. Should meeting fees be allowed? Set rate and cap?

6. Should allowance be made for the extra work generated by planning reviews in the years in which 
District Plans are reviewed? How?

7. If the Pool approach is chosen:

a. Should the Remuneration Authority set a minimum salary for councillors?

b. Should the Remuneration Authority set a minimum salary for Community Board members?

c. What are the best statistics to measure relativities between councils? Population? Expenses? 
Assets? Capital?

d. Should pool size be set independently of the existence of Community Boards?

e. What portion of community board salaries should be met from the pool?

f. Should pool size be adjusted for abnormal population growth or decline?

g. What is the best way to recognise the additional responsibilities of Unitary Councils?

8. If the Specified Salary approach is chosen:

a. Should standard salaries reflect the existence of Community Boards (ie be reduced if there are 
Community boards)?

b. How much extra money should be allowed for additional responsibilities and/or meeting fees?

c. Should the Remuneration Authority set standard salaries and positions’ descriptions for positions 
of responsibility

d. Should standard salaries be adjusted for abnormal population growth or decline?

e. What is the best way to recognise the additional responsibilities of Unitary Councils?
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Appendix A
■■ Remuneration Authority’s Obligations

The Local Government Act, Schedule 7 section 6, provides that:

1. The Remuneration Authority must determine the remuneration, allowances, and expenses payable to 
elected members

2. The Remuneration may do one or more of the following things:

a. Fix –

i. Scales of salaries

ii. Scales of allowances

iii. Ranges of remuneration

iv. Different forms of remuneration

b. Prescribe –

v. Rules for the application of those scales, ranges, or different forms of remuneration

vi. Rules for reimbursing expenses incurred by elected members

c. Differentiate – 

vii. Between persons occupying different positions in different local authorities or community 
boards

viii. Between persons occupying equivalent positions in the same local authorities or community 
boards

ix. Make determinations that apply to individuals, or groups occupying equivalent positions

3. Section 19 of the Remuneration Authority Act applies.

The Remuneration Authority Act has the following provisions which apply to determinations made under the 
local Government Act:

Sections 18 and 18 A require the Authority when making determinations to have regard to, or to take into 
account:

a. The need to achieve fair relativity with levels of remuneration achieved elsewhere

b. The need to be fair to both –

a. The people whose remuneration is being determined, and

b. Taxpayers or ratepayers

c. The need to recruit and retain competent people

d. The requirements of the position concerned

e. The conditions of service for those whose remuneration is being determined and conditions of 
employment for comparable positions

f. Any prevailing adverse economic conditions.

Section 19 covers the frequency of determinations and adjustments to determinations.
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