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Foreword  
The Local Government Commission has continued to engage and consider options relating to 
local government reorganisation in Hawke’s Bay since it completed public hearings on its 
draft proposal in June 2014. 

The proposed reforms to the structure of local government continue to generate debate in 
the region. Parliament has also amended legislation which has a direct bearing on the 
original reorganisation proposal.  

These ongoing discussions and developments have informed and influenced the 
Commission’s views on the best structure for local government in Hawke’s Bay.  

The Commission has now revised its position in a number of key respects. It has decided to 
add an interim step to the formal process of reorganisation in order to update and inform 
councils and other interested parties.  

The Commission has produced this position paper to explain how the proposed reforms 
could change if the Commission decides to proceed through further stages.  

A professional and independent survey company will be engaged during the first quarter of 
2015 to test support for the Commission’s revised position. The Commission also plans to 
circulate information more widely to Hawke’s Bay households. 

The Commission is not calling for further submissions or embarking on a new round of 
hearings as a result of this position paper. 

The earlier round of public submissions and hearings were valuable as they enabled the 
Commission to hear a range of community views and helped it to fine-tune its position. 
However, only a small proportion of affected residents and ratepayers took part in that 
process. The Commission believes an independent survey of wider public opinion will add 
value to its efforts to determine the best structure for local government in Hawke’s Bay. 

Once this interim step is complete, the Commission will decide whether to issue a Final 
Proposal of some sort or to leave the status quo arrangements in place. Hawke’s Bay 
residents and ratepayers still retain the ability to trigger a referendum on any Final Proposal. 

The Commission appreciates the ongoing co-operation and assistance provided by councils 
and other affected parties in Hawke’s Bay as it works towards identifying the structure that 
best promotes good local government in the region. 

Regards 

 
 

 
Basil Morrison Anne Carter Janie Annear 

Chairman Commissioner Commissioner 
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Chapter 1: Statement of current position 
 On 26 November 2013 the Local Government Commission released a draft 1.1

proposal for reorganisation of local government in Hawke’s Bay Region. The 
Commission proposed the establishment of one unitary authority for the region 
which would combine the functions of the region’s territorial authorities 
(Napier City Council and the Wairoa, Hastings and Central Hawke’s Bay District 
Councils) with the functions of the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council. 

 As part of the proposal, the Commission proposed the establishment of 1.2
community boards to represent and advocate for the communities of Napier, 
Wairoa, rural Hastings (Ngaruroro), urban Hastings and Central Hawke’s Bay. 
The Commission sought feedback on the alternative of local boards rather than 
community boards if this option were to become available to the Commission, 
given a number of advantages of local boards. 

 The Commission invited feedback on the draft proposal by 7 March 2014 and 1.3
received a total of 733 submissions, analysed as follows: 

• 108 submissions (14.7%) supported the proposal to some degree, including 
one submission with a petition attached signed by 107 people 

• 609 submissions (83.1%) opposed the proposal, including 348 submissions 
on a standard form 

• 16 submissions (2.2%) were neutral on the proposal. 

 The Commission held public hearings in Hawke’s Bay in May and June 2014 and 1.4
also met a number of interested parties. The feedback represented a range of 
views on the draft proposal. It addressed issues such as the case for change, the 
size and diversity of the region, the number of councillors, the importance of 
the regional council role, access to council services, the treatment of debt, and 
the question of how local boards compare to community boards. 

 Since the release of the draft proposal, Parliament has passed legislation that 1.5
allows the Commission to provide for local boards as part of a reorganisation 
proposal to establish a unitary authority in areas like Hawke’s Bay. 

 The Commission now has a decision to make under clause 21(1) of Schedule 3 1.6
of the Local Government Act 2002, on whether to: 

• issue the draft proposal as a final proposal 
• issue a modified draft proposal as a final proposal 
• issue another draft proposal 
• decide not to issue a final proposal. 

 The Commission’s position on future local government arrangements in 1.7
Hawke’s Bay Region now differs from parts of the draft proposal in light of the 
feedback received, the changes to the legislation and further analysis.  

 The Commission has decided to issue this position paper to set out its revised 1.8
thinking on Hawke’s Bay reorganisation before deciding on one of the four 
options under clause 21(1).  
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 While the Commission could proceed to make a decision under clause 21(1), it 1.9
has decided to test the level of support for its revised position. The number of 
submissions from individuals represented less than 1% of the Hawke’s Bay’s 
population. The Commission will now be seeking community views across 
Hawke’s Bay through an independent survey. 

 The Commission will then weigh up the survey results and other information 1.10
and feedback before it makes a decision on reorganisation of local government 
in Hawke’s Bay. It aims to make that decision by the end of the first quarter of 
2015. 

 This position paper sets out the following: 1.11

• a summary of the Commission’s amended proposal for Hawke’s Bay local 
government arrangements 

• the case for change to existing local government arrangements in Hawke’s 
Bay 

• the response to the following key issues raised in the feedback together 
with the proposed detailed amendments to the draft proposal: 
○ preservation of local democracy 
○ advantages of local boards compared to community boards 
○ recognition of the different characteristics of existing districts 
○ Māori participation in decision-making 
○ recognition of the importance of the regional council role 
○ location of the council headquarters 
○ location and services to be provided from local area offices/service 

centres 
○ arrangements for repayment of existing council debt 
○ transition arrangements to a new council 

• next steps and timeline on the reorganisation proposal process. 
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Chapter 2: Summary of the Commission’s revised position  
 The Commission proposes one council (a unitary authority) for Hawke’s Bay, 2.1

called Hawke’s Bay Council. It would cover Napier City, Wairoa, Hastings and 
Central Hawke’s Bay Districts and take over the responsibilities of the Hawke’s 
Bay Regional Council. 

 It also proposes: 2.2

• to exclude the area of Rangitikei District (as well as the area of Taupo 
District) currently in Hawke’s Bay Region, but to transfer responsibility for 
regional council functions in both areas to the new Hawke’s Bay Council 

• an enlarged council with a governing body comprised of a mayor and 18 
councillors (doubled from nine) elected as follows: 
○ Wairoa: 2 councillors 
○ Ngaruroro: 2 councillors 
○ Napier: 6 councillors 
○ Hastings: 6 councillors 
○ Central Hawke’s Bay: 2 councillors 

• five local boards (rather than community boards) with membership as 
follows: 
○ Wairoa: 6 elected members and 2 appointed members with a 

chairperson elected by the board 
○ Ngaruroro: 7 elected members and 2 appointed members with a 

chairperson elected by the board 
○ Napier: 9 elected members and 2 appointed members with a 

chairperson elected by the board 
○ Hastings: 9 elected members and 2 appointed members with a 

chairperson elected by the board 
○ Central Hawke’s Bay: 6 elected members and 2 appointed members 

with a chairperson elected by the board 
• to make the local boards responsible and democratically accountable to 

their local communities for the maximum possible range of services and 
functions 

• a Māori Board to provide advice to Hawke’s Bay Council and assist it meet 
its statutory obligations 

• a Hawke’s Bay Regional Planning Committee with a role and membership in 
line with the committee to be entrenched in legislation as part of Hawke’s 
Bay treaty settlements 

• to initially locate the council headquarters in Napier. However, the 
Commission now places more emphasis on local access to council services 
through establishment of area offices in Wairoa, Napier, Hastings and 
Waipawa, and retention of the service centre in Waipukurau library. 
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 The proposed council structure is shown in Figure 1 below. 2.3

 
Figure 1: Proposed structure for Hawke’s Bay Council 

 The proposed wards, local boards, and subdivisions are in Appendix A: on page 22.2.4
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Chapter 3: Case for change in Hawke’s Bay  
 Hawke’s Bay Region is facing a number of challenges and opportunities over 3.1

the next 30 years. The Commission considers these would be best handled by a 
single council for the region.  

 The challenges include a lack of economic scale to maximise the advantages 3.2
and potential of the region.1 There are areas where a declining and ageing 
population raises concerns about the future viability and sustainability of some 
councils. Local government must be able to provide necessary infrastructure, 
meet higher legislative and regulatory standards and deliver on increased 
public expectations. There is also significant uncertainty in relation to regional 
economic development planning and policy.  

 There are clear opportunities to build upon the advantages that Hawke’s Bay 3.3
Region enjoys, for example, to utilise and add value to its primary production 
and natural resource base, leverage its visitor economy and enhance its 
connections to its markets.  

 There is also a strong financial case for change.2  3.4

 Advice received by the Commission indicates significant net savings and other 3.5
efficiencies would be achieved by replacing the existing five councils in the 
region with a single council, supported by local decision-making structures for 
distinct local communities. These savings offset the costs of reorganisation and 
produce an estimated $10 million per year from year 5 of the new council’s 
operations. Collectively the savings provide a net $260 million to invest in the 
region and/or to mitigate the burden on ratepayers over the next 30 years.  

Common interests, infrastructure and amenities as integrated networks 
 Businesses and communities across Hawke’s Bay are strongly interdependent 3.6

through shared infrastructure such as roading, the port and airport. There are 
also strong interconnections in the regional labour market, reflected in travel to 
work statistics and the use of regionally-significant amenities. 

 The draft proposal highlighted the vital role that regional roading and transport 3.7
networks play in the Hawke’s Bay economy. This reflects the significance of 
primary production and the need to transport products as efficiently as possible 
either to the port, airport, or the state highways out of the region.  

 Given the increasing pressure on transport networks and their importance to 3.8
the whole region, not just any constituent part, the network needs to be 
governed on a regional basis. A regional approach would assist planning, 
prioritisation and funding for roading and ensure maximum organisational 
capacity is available to manage the network. 

                                                      
1 In order to have an updated picture of the key economic issues and challenges facing Hawke’s Bay, the 

Commission contracted a report ‘Hawke’s Bay Economic Performance Update’ by Sean Bevin, 
Economic Solutions Ltd dated September 2014. This report will be available on the Commission’s 
website www.lgc.govt.nz  

2 The financial case for change is based on a report prepared for the Commission by Stimpson & Co 
dated 6 November 2014 will be available on the Commission’s website www.lgc.govt.nz  

http://www.lgc.govt.nz/
http://www.lgc.govt.nz/
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 The region as a whole also has a common interest in finding the right balance 3.9
between balancing growth with the impact on the environment and the 
region’s resources, including the availability and quality of water supply. 
Planning and mitigation of risks of earthquakes, tsunami and rising sea levels 
also require common approaches and maximum organisational capacity and 
expertise. 

 Prioritising investments in infrastructure, amenities and services, for the benefit 3.10
of both local communities and the region as a whole, requires a common 
governing platform which reflects a united voice for Hawke’s Bay. The current 
approach of joint committees and joint initiatives rely on the ongoing goodwill 
of the councils, are generally slow to get off the ground, do not cover all areas 
of common interest and do not provide sufficient certainty into the future. 

A local government structure to support an economy that needs to grow 
 The Hawke’s Bay regional economy has challenges and is underperforming in a 3.11

number of areas. These include the relatively high levels of unemployment, low 
income and productivity levels, and limited tertiary education and industry 
research opportunities. The region’s relative lack of scale and slow-growing 
population, combined with a decline in the traditional working-age population, 
also pose challenges.  

 Local government has an important role to play in the performance of the 3.12
regional economy. It is a funder and provider of key enabling infrastructure and 
amenities, a regulator and, ultimately, helps make the constituent parts of the 
region sufficiently attractive to draw talent and investment into the region.  

 Local government’s role in supporting growth across the region is best 3.13
promoted through a single council. A single council would have improved scale, 
capability and alignment to make the necessary investments to attract and 
retain skilled people and capital in the region. It would have the best chance of 
ensuring that regulatory settings achieve a good balance between growth and 
the management of the region’s natural resources. It would best identify and 
help mitigate risks from natural hazards. 

Concerns about the future viability of smaller rural councils 
 Projected changes in populations within parts of Hawke’s Bay over the next few 3.14

decades raise concerns about the ongoing viability of some councils in the 
region.  

 As illustrated in Figure 2 on page 7, large parts of the region are projected to 3.15
experience a decline in population. Future growth will be modest and 
concentrated in the urban areas of Hastings and Napier. In addition, the decline 
in population will be most acute in the working-age population, while there will 
be a simultaneous increase in the older-age groups. Even Napier is forecast to 
almost ‘flat-line’ and age. 
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 As a result of these trends, population and social and economic activity are 3.16
increasingly concentrated in Napier City and parts of Hastings District, with the 
opposite occurring in Wairoa and Central Hawke’s Bay Districts. The councils in 
the latter areas may be able to ‘tread water’ for a few more years, but this 
situation is not sustainable. It will lead to significant infrastructure deficits and 
declining levels of service, or ever increasing debt and rates charges rising 
beyond the ability of the declining and ageing community to pay. Should these 
scenarios eventuate, it would accelerate the downward trends and work 
against investment and economic activity in these areas. 

 While Wairoa District Council is currently forecasting a surplus for 2014-15, its 3.17
financial situation is masked by forecast subsidies for water and sewerage 
projects, and ongoing roading assistance. Without these subsidies there would 
be an underlying deficit. The council also has a high level of rates arrears that 
appears unlikely to be significantly reduced in the short term. When the 
declining and ageing population base is added to the mix, it produces a picture 
of a council that is unsustainable in the longer term.  

 

 
Figure 2: Population Projections  
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 Under a combined Hawke’s Bay council the wealth of the wider region and in 3.18
particular its urban core can help ensure that each constituent part remains 
vibrant and sustainable.  

 The Commission has been asked why ratepayers in other areas, particularly the 3.19
urban centres, should support the viability of the more sparsely populated and 
remote parts of the region.  

 Urban areas do not exist in isolation from the rural parts of the region: they 3.20
benefit from the flow of goods to the port and airport, from export earnings, 
from the urban services and jobs required to support rural economies and from 
the rural contribution to the quality of life enjoyed by the residents and tourists 
in Hawke’s Bay. Declining viability of local government and the services it 
provides in the rural areas of Hawke’s Bay Region would impact negatively on 
the future prosperity of Hastings and Napier. 

Napier and Hastings stronger together 
 Hastings and Napier have many shared economic, social and cultural interests 3.21

which are likely to grow stronger over time.  

 The two areas largely share a common labour market and the flow of goods 3.22
and services between them and across the region underpins the economy. 
Major infrastructure like the port, the airport, transport networks, the regional 
hospital, and significant entertainment and cultural amenities are critical to the 
future of both areas and the wider region. Yet there is no common platform to 
align planning, prioritising and investment in these services and amenities. 

 Napier and Hastings collectively represent 86% of the region’s population. They 3.23
are the urban epicentre of the region and are forecast to provide 100% of 
population growth to 2031. This growth is predicted to be enough, just, to 
offset the forecast population decline in other parts of the region. 

 The case for change is not just about supporting the wider region’s vitality, 3.24
sustainability and growth. A single council also enables the region to seize the 
opportunity provided by the scale and cohesion of a common governance 
structure. 

 A single council would significantly reduce the number of plans, policies and 3.25
rules in the region and remove unnecessary duplication of functions across the 
existing councils. It would facilitate growth and free up resources and capacity 
that could be put to more productive use. 

 The enhanced capacity of a single council is also a matter of strategic 3.26
importance. The combined operating revenues and assets of the region’s 
councils under one consolidated council would enable the new council to do 
more, and do it more quickly, through its enhanced capacity. A combined 
council would have more than double the operating and asset base of the 
largest existing council in the region.  
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One council with shared local decision-making would produce savings 
 Analysis undertaken for the Commission (the Stimpson report) has concluded 3.1

that replacing the existing five councils in the region with a single council with 
shared local decision-making would produce significant savings, even after 
taking account of the costs of establishing the new structures. These savings 
would be available to invest in future services or to return to ratepayers. 

 From the fifth year of the new council, savings of around $10 million per annum 3.2
would be produced through the efficiencies of a single set of systems, policies, 
governance, staffing and plans for the region. The major sources of savings are 
in corporate personnel (37% of total savings), other corporate activities (30%), 
followed by operational expenditure (14%), capital expenditure (9%) 
governance (6%) and audit costs (4%). 

 The $10 million per annum in savings represents approximately 6.5% of total 3.3
rates collected and about 4% of total operating expenditure in the region. 

 The costs of transition – going from five councils to one council – are estimated 3.4
to be $19 million. The primary transition costs are development and 
implementation of single ICT and other business systems, transition body costs, 
and redundancies. These costs are offset by savings in year four of the new 
council’s operation.  

 Assuming the new Hawke’s Bay Council existed in its proposed form for at least 3.5
30 years, the cumulative (undiscounted) net savings from the proposed 
changes would be $260 million over that period. These have a net present 
value of $87 million. 

 These savings would be available for investment in the economic, social, 3.6
environmental and financial well-being and ongoing sustainability of the region. 
Such an investment would be highly unlikely without the reforms identified in 
this position paper. 

Other options considered  
 Alternative ideas for achieving more integrated governance, planning and/or 3.7

delivery of regionally-important functions were put forward by some 
organisations and individuals. These options were considered by the 
Commission prior to the release of the draft proposal. The options included the 
following. 

• Keep the existing councils but transfer land use planning and roading 
functions, and possibly other activities such as water and wastewater 
services, to the Hawke’s Bay Regional Council. This option was not 
supported because the removal of regionally-important functions from the 
existing councils would bring into question their ongoing viability as city or 
district councils. 
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• Merge the existing district and city councils into one territorial authority for 
Hawke’s Bay, and keep the regional council in place. This option was not 
supported because it would be likely to cause confusion about the 
respective roles of two councils covering the same geographic area and 
communities of interest. While this option would significantly reduce the 
number of plans and policies, it would continue the separation of planning 
and Resource Management Act 1991 responsibilities between the regional 
and territorial authority levels, and raise concerns about the ability of such 
structures to adequately represent both regional and local communities of 
interest.  

• Establish regional bodies to make regional decisions on certain matters 
without the requirement for ratification of each decision by the five 
councils. This option was not supported because of the inherent lack of 
certainty about the longevity of such arrangements. The arrangements can 
be affected by periodic changes in political direction and the priorities of 
individual councils. The accountability provisions of regional bodies under 
such arrangements are also open to question. 
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Chapter 4: Key issues and proposed amendments  
 The following issues were raised frequently in the feedback received on the 4.1

draft proposal. They were considered carefully and influenced the 
Commission’s thinking. Its revised position is identified in detail below. 

Preserving local democracy 

Level of representation 

 A frequently expressed concern was that greater scale and cohesion in local 4.2
government could come at the cost of local representation and control. Many 
submitters expressed concern about the proposal for only nine councillors to 
represent the region.  

 The Commission has listened closely to these concerns. It agrees the number of 4.3
councillors should be increased.  

 In order to retain an appropriate degree of compliance with the legislative 4.4
requirement for the ratio of population to members to be within +/-10% for the 
district as a whole, the number of councillors will be doubled from nine to 18.  

 The draft proposal for five wards (see Appendix A: on page 22) was based 4.5
largely on the existing city or district communities of interest: Napier, Wairoa, 
the rural area of Hastings (Ngaruroro), Hastings urban area and Central Hawke’s 
Bay. It recognised the distinct nature and characteristics of the different areas. 
It preserved the unique identity of Wairoa, such as its rugged geography and 
remoteness and features such as Lake Waikaremoana and Mahia Peninsula, 
compared to the relatively compact and urban nature of downtown Napier. 

 The enlarged governing body of 18 councillors will include two councillors for 4.6
the Wairoa, Ngaruroro and Central Hawke’s Bay Wards and six each for the 
Napier and Hastings Wards. A minimum of two ward councillors has the 
advantage of providing residents with more certainty of continuous 
representation, for example in the event of absence or illness of a councillor. It 
also provides a choice for residents as to which representative to approach on 
particular matters of concern. It will enable local councillors to work together in 
the interests of the community or to specialise in particular matters if 
appropriate. 

 A governing body of 18 councillors gives an overall ratio of just under 9,000 4.7
people per councillor. The ratio of all elected representatives (councillors and 
local board members) is set out in paragraph 4.19 on page 13. 

 The level of representation and ratios for existing councils are as follows: 4.8

• Hawke’s Bay Regional: 9 councillors, a ratio of 17,562 per councillor 
• Wairoa District: 6 councillors, a ratio of 1,383 per councillor 
• Napier City: 12 councillors, a ratio of 4,965 per councillor 
• Hastings District: 14 councillors, a ratio of 5,478 per councillor 
• Central Hawke’s Bay District: 8 councillors, a ratio of 1,658 per councillor. 
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A local structure to share decision-making with the regional level  

 Alongside the need for Hawke’s Bay to be able to speak with a united voice, the 4.9
local government structure must also reflect the needs of individual 
communities. Communities want to keep the ability to address and resolve 
local matters that do not have an impact on the wider region.  

 The Commission proposed a tier of community boards in its draft proposal. 4.10
However, following the passage of the Local Government Act 2002 Amendment 
Act 2014, the Commission now has the option of proposing local boards instead 
of community boards. 

 The Commission analysed submissions from people who addressed the 4.11
respective merits of community boards and local boards alongside their 
position on the wider reorganisation proposal.  

 Irrespective of their position on the wider proposal, more people were positive 4.12
about local boards and more were negative about community boards.  

Position on reorganisation Community boards Local boards 

Support 17 negative 
5 positive 

4 negative 
27 positive 

Oppose 43 negative 
2 positive 

11 negative 
19 positive 

Total 60 negative 
7 positive 

15 negative 
46 positive 

Advantages of establishing local boards rather than community boards 
 The level of support for local boards reflects the important differences between 4.13

local boards and community boards.  

 Firstly, local boards are more permanent. They are established as part of a 4.14
reorganisation scheme in a particular area and can only be removed by another 
reorganisation scheme. Continued existence of community boards is less 
certain as they can be removed by a council as part of its representation 
review, which is required at least every six years but can be done after three 
years. 

 Secondly, legislation provides that local boards share decision-making with the 4.15
governing body of the council (the mayor and councillors) on particular 
matters. Unless there are good reasons for decisions on these matters to be 
made by the governing body, these decisions are to be made by local boards 
and the boards are then democratically accountable for their decisions. 
Community boards rely on delegations from the governing body for important 
decision-making powers. Their delegations can be removed at any time by the 
governing body. 

 Finally, local boards have a more certain level of funding. There is a legislative 4.16
requirement for the governing body to have a local boards funding policy. 
There is a formal process for boards to develop local plans and then to agree 
funding for the plans with the governing body. 
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 A detailed description of the breadth of the scope of local boards can be found 4.17
in Appendix B: on page 25, which: 

• sets out the statutory role and responsibilities of local boards and the 
potential allocations of responsibility between the Hawke’s Bay Council 
governing body and local boards 

• includes a set of recommended delegations to the boards. 

 The Commission’s proposed membership of the five local boards is set out 4.18
in Chapter 2: on page 3. The local boards have a fixed number of elected 
members and two appointed members, who are local ward councillors. The 
appointment of councillors provides an important communication and 
coordination link between the governing body and the local board. Each board 
will elect its own chairperson. 

 The total number of elected representatives for Hawke’s Bay (councillors and 4.19
local board members) provides a ratio per head of population as follows: 

• Wairoa: a ratio of 1,037 per elected member 
• Ngaruroro: a ratio of 2,272 per elected member 
• Napier: a ratio of 3,972 per elected member 
• Hastings: a ratio of 3,750 per elected member 
• Central Hawke’s Bay: a ratio of 1,658 per elected member. 

Recognising the different circumstances and needs of the four districts 
 The Commission received many submissions pointing out the diversity of 4.20

Hawke’s Bay Region, the clear differences between its four districts and travel 
times between areas. For example, it takes nearly an hour and a half to drive 
from Napier to Wairoa, which is physically remote and has markedly different 
geography and patterns of land use compared to Napier City. The 
demographics of each area also differ in age, ethnicity and socio-economic 
status. These are important differences and arrangements need to recognise 
and where appropriate, preserve these differences. 

 The revised ward and local board arrangements go a long way to achieve the 4.21
desired objective. The five boards are based on existing communities of 
interest. The five wards will also reflect the interests of these communities on 
the governing body. The local board areas will be subdivided for electoral 
purposes to ensure smaller populations are also adequately represented. Each 
community will have a fully empowered local board to make decisions on 
matters directly affecting the community. There will be clear channels of 
responsibility and accountability, including two ward councillors, to advocate 
for the community to the governing body on matters of regional significance. 
The proposed local board electoral arrangements are summarised in diagrams 
in Appendix A: on page 22. 

 In addition local area offices (see Public ability to access council services 4.22
locally on page 17) will be established to provide a wide range of council 
services to meet the varied needs of different local communities. 
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Assisting Māori participation in decision-making 
 Councils are required by the Local Government Act 2002 to provide 4.23

opportunities for Māori to contribute to council decision-making processes, and 
to foster the development of Māori capacity to contribute to these processes. 
In line with these legislative requirements, a Māori Board and a Māori 
Committee on Resource Management were proposed in the 2013 draft 
proposal.  

 These two elements of the proposal reflected the limits of the powers available 4.24
to the Commission. Firstly, the Commission is not able to propose the 
establishment of Māori wards, unless such wards already exist in the area. 
Secondly, the Commission is not able to propose the establishment of an 
independent Māori board, such as the one in Auckland. The Māori board in 
Auckland was specifically provided for by the legislation that established the 
new Auckland Council. 

 Since the release of the 2013 draft proposal, a Bill has been introduced to 4.25
Parliament as part of the treaty settlement process in Hawke’s Bay. It provides 
for the establishment of a statutory body called the Hawke’s Bay Regional 
Planning Committee. The Bill, when enacted, will entrench the existing regional 
planning committee and its joint council-hapū/iwi membership. 

 The Commission intended that the proposed Māori Committee on Resource 4.26
Management would mirror the existing regional council committee. 
Accordingly the committee will be renamed the Hawke’s Bay Regional Planning 
Committee to reflect its statutory purpose. It will be made clear that the 
committee is a statutory body with a shared governance and decision-making 
model. The committee will comprise 10 council representatives, with at least 
one from each of the five wards, and 10 hapū/iwi representatives. There will be 
two co-chairpersons. 

 As the committee is the result of the treaty settlement process, any future 4.27
changes to its role and responsibilities will have to be agreed between all the 
parties to the settlement. This means that while there is potential for the role 
of the committee to be extended in future to include district planning as well as 
regional planning, this will occur only if all the parties, including the Crown, 
agree to the change. 

 In addition to the regional planning committee, a Māori Board will be 4.28
established in order to assist the new council meet its wider obligations in 
respect of Māori in Hawke’s Bay. These obligations include providing 
opportunities for Māori to contribute to the decision-making processes of the 
council and to foster the capacity of Māori to contribute to these processes. 
The board will also advise the council on matters relating to the Treaty of 
Waitangi and matters affecting Māori generally. 

 The Commission heard a range of views on membership of the Māori Board 4.29
through submissions and at the hearings. It also held meetings with hapū/iwi 
representing the interests of Hawke’s Bay tangata whenua and on the current 
Hawke’s Bay Regional Planning Committee: Ngāti Kahungunu, Te Wairoa, Ngāti 
Pāhauwera, Ngāti Hineuru, Maungaharuru Tangitu, Mana Ahuriri, Heretaunga 
Tamatea, Ngāti Ruapani ki Waikaremoana, Ngāi Tūhoe, and Ngāti Tuwharetoa. 
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 The Commission confirms its proposal for a Māori Board with joint Māori/ 4.30
council membership. 

 Some groups raised with the Commission the question of the relationship 4.31
between hapū/iwi/Māori and local boards. It also heard from hapū/iwi in the 
Wairoa rohe about the quality of the existing relationship with the Wairoa 
District Council.  The Commission expects that the governing body and local 
boards of the new council will work closely with hapū/iwi/Māori within each 
rohe to maintain and further develop good working relationships. The nature of 
the relationship between a particular local board and marae, hapū, iwi, Māori is 
ultimately up to those parties to determine together, and may vary between 
local board areas. 

Recognising the important existing regional council role 
 A number of submitters, including Hawke’s Bay Regional Council, identified a 4.32

risk of a loss of focus under the proposed unitary authority. The council was 
concerned a focus on the important longer term natural resources/regional 
council role could be lost in the face of more immediate or higher impact 
activities of territorial authorities.  

 The important regional council role is reflected in the current Hawke’s Bay 4.33
resource management plan (including regional policy statement) which sets out 
regionally significant issues including: 

• managing the built environment including the adverse effects of sporadic 
and unplanned urban development 

• sustainable management of coastal resources 
• effects of conflicting land use activities 
• groundwater quantity and quality 
• natural hazards given the region’s susceptibility to flooding, droughts, 

earthquakes, volcanic ash falls and tsunami. 

 These responsibilities must be able to be addressed effectively and efficiently 4.34
into the future. 

 For guidance, the Commission has looked to the only New Zealand study of the 4.35
effectiveness of the unitary authority model: a joint investigation by the 
Auditor-General and Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment in the 
late 1990s.  

 Their joint report concluded that “there are more significant factors in 4.36
determining effective environmental management than the nature of the 
model”. It found “the unitary authority model is as capable of delivering sound, 
integrated environmental management as any other model provided that these 
other more significant factors are addressed”. The report concluded that the 
actual model adopted needed to reflect factors such as “the diversity of 
environmental issues of the regions and the socio-economic, cultural and 
biophysical outcomes desired by the communities involved”. 
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 The Hawke’s Bay Regional Council suggested the establishment of a ‘natural 4.37
resources board’ if a final reorganisation proposal was to exclude a standalone 
regional council. The Commission has considered this suggestion and revised its 
position accordingly. A sufficiently representative board would be an 
appropriate mechanism to help the new council reflect the diversity of 
environmental issues in Hawke’s Bay and meet the needs of the different 
communities. 

 The Commission proposes that a natural resources board be required to be 4.38
appointed. The size and final membership of the board will be up to the council 
to determine but it is seen as including representatives of landowners, industry, 
conservation and recreational groups. The new council will have to consider 
carefully the respective roles of the Hawke’s Bay Regional Planning Committee 
and the Māori Board, and their relationships with the natural resources board. 

 There is one further major point in relation to the regional council role, 4.39
affecting Taupo and Rangitikei Districts.  

 The Commission originally proposed that the area of Taupo District currently in 4.40
Hawke’s Bay Region be excluded from the new district/region, but that 
responsibility for regional council statutory obligations in this area be 
transferred to the new Hawke’s Bay Council. This reflected existing 
communities of interest in Taupo District and acknowledged the importance of 
effective catchment management and associated regional council functions for 
the Mohaka River. 

 A different approach was proposed for the area of Rangitikei District currently 4.41
in Hawke’s Bay Region. It was proposed that this area be transferred to the new 
Hawke’s Bay District/Region, and that responsibility for catchment 
management and associated functions be the direct responsibility of the new 
council. However, in light of submissions and discussions, the Commission has 
revised its position in respect of this area.  

 It proposes that the same approach be taken in Rangitikei to that proposed in 4.42
respect of the Taupo area. This will leave the existing Rangitikei District intact, 
and responsibility for catchment management and other associated regional 
council functions will be transferred to the new Hawke’s Bay Council. 

 These proposals will require agreements between the new Hawke’s Bay Council 4.43
and the Bay of Plenty and Manawatu-Wanganui (Horizons) Regional Councils 
relating to the areas of Taupo and Rangitikei Districts respectively. The Bay of 
Plenty and Horizons Regional Councils will levy the required rates to fund 
activities in their areas undertaken by the Hawke’s Bay Council. 

 Location of the council headquarters 
 Under the draft reorganisation proposal the administrative headquarters for 4.44

the new Hawke’s Bay Council were to initially be located in Napier. The 
transition board was to review this location and make any recommendation for 
change to the new council. 



Chapter 4: Key issues and proposed amendments 

  Page 17 

 Hastings District Council submitted that the decision on the headquarters 4.45
should be made by the new council, following full investigation of all relevant 
issues including costs, property values, final staff numbers and any other 
relevant matters. It suggested that if the Commission was to make a decision 
on the headquarters, it should undertake its own detailed investigation 
addressing all the necessary matters. 

 The Commission agrees the location of the headquarters requires careful 4.46
evaluation of the factors identified by Hastings District Council. However, the 
new council also requires certainty about its location from ‘day one’ of its 
existence. 

 The Commission has not revised its position. It believes the headquarters 4.47
should be in Napier from ‘day one’. The location should, however, not be a 
priority concern for the transition board responsible for ensuring smooth 
transition to the new arrangements. The new council will remain free to 
consider the location of the headquarters in the future. 

 The Commission also wishes to note factors which should be considered by 4.48
residents in relation to location of the council headquarters. A number of 
councils rotate their meeting venues around their district rather than always 
meeting at the council headquarters. The Commission has separately proposed 
that significant levels of service should be provided at area offices around 
Hawke’s Bay and in many instances it would not be necessary for residents to 
travel to the council headquarters in order to access the required service. 

Public ability to access council services locally  
 Under the draft reorganisation proposal, service centres for the new council 4.49

were to be located in Wairoa, Napier, Hastings, Waipawa and Waipukurau for 
at least five years. Existing services to the public were to be provided from 
these locations but the new council could also provide additional services. 

 The Commission believes these arrangements could be enhanced. The nature 4.50
of the different districts in the region needs to be acknowledged, including the 
relative remoteness from the centre of the region of Wairoa in particular. To 
reflect the diversity of the region, the Commission believes area offices (rather 
than service centres) should be established across the region to allow for the 
decentralisation of services to the public as far as is practicable. 

 There will be an area office in four of the five wards, Wairoa, Napier, Hastings 4.51
and Waipawa (for Central Hawke’s Bay), and these must be retained for at least 
five years. In addition, the existing service centre in the Waipukurau library will 
be retained for at least five years. Currently there is no designated site within 
the proposed Ngaruroro Ward or local board area for delivery of council 
services through an area office. However, it is relatively close to both Napier 
and the Hastings urban area. 
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 Across Hawke’s Bay, under a single council, there are likely to be variations in 4.52
the types of services provided at area offices. These will reflect factors such as 
whether an area is urban or rural in nature, its size and remoteness. However, a 
standard minimum level of service at an area office should include basic advice 
and information on infrastructural services (for example, roading, water and 
wastewater), planning and regulatory activities, community services and 
facilities, general council news and information, and consultation exercises. In 
addition it is envisaged that the local board for the area will be based at the 
area office. 

 The Commission notes that the existing councils are increasingly encouraging 4.53
the public to contact them either online or by phone, instead of the traditional 
face-to-face contact at office premises. There are increasing opportunities for 
efficiencies from increased use of technology. The circumstances of different 
areas also offer the possibility of agency arrangements and co-location with 
other council or non-council services. In light of these factors detailed 
arrangements for the location of particular services and staff in each area office 
will be left to the transition board. 

Arrangements for repayment of existing council debt 
 In the draft proposal the responsibility for existing council debt was proposed 4.54

to be ring-fenced to the ratepayers of each council concerned for six years. This 
aimed to achieve a balance between giving the new Hawke’s Bay Council the 
flexibility to reap the full benefits of scope and scale, and acknowledging any 
issues of equity where higher levels of debt were carried by some councils and 
their ratepayers. The equity principle sees ratepayers continue to bear the 
costs and benefits of their council’s performance, its decisions to build assets 
through borrowing as well as savings, and any decision to provide higher levels 
of service than a neighbouring council. 

 The Commission received divergent views on this and related issues. Some 4.55
submissions suggested all existing debt should be ring-fenced until it is 
completely paid off, others suggested the new council should start from a 
‘clean slate’ because ring-fencing would essentially defeat the purpose of 
reorganisation. Both views have merit. 

 Before reaching a final position on the ring-fencing of debt in Hawke’s Bay, the 4.56
Commission requires more detailed information and analysis of both existing 
financial arrangements and future infrastructure and asset investment 
requirements across the whole region. This information is currently being 
sought from the councils. 

 Once the Commission has this information and has assessed it, it will release its 4.57
position on the issue of ring-fencing of debt. It is anticipated that this will be in 
February 2015. The Commission’s position will be publicly communicated 
before it undertakes the region-wide survey of community views on the 
Commission’s position on Hawke’s Bay reorganisation. 
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 There is precedent for ring-fencing debt as part of local government 4.58
reorganisation. It was universally applied to the local government 
reorganisations of 1989, including changes to local government in Hawke’s Bay. 
The current legislative settings for reorganisation, where the Commission is 
tasked with assessing the merits of individual applications (rather than wide-
scale reform of the structure of local government across the country) 
encourages the Commission to take a case-by-case approach. It will assess the 
relative debt, asset and investment positions of the councils, apply some 
consistent principles and reach a conclusion on the facts of each situation. 

 Debt alone, while understandably attracting a level of headline interest and 4.59
debate across the community, does not provide a full picture of the financial 
health of each council. For example, current debt (whether internal or external) 
may not accurately reflect the future liabilities facing a council. Councils with 
relatively high levels of debt may have reached a point in their asset 
management cycles where they have renewed or invested in major 
infrastructure, while councils with lower debt may have built up significant 
future liabilities by way of renewals and new infrastructure that will need to be 
addressed in the years to come.  

 Another scenario is a council with low external debt and assets in good 4.60
condition, but which has borrowed from its own internal funds, and has 
obligations to repay those funds. Such a council may not be able to borrow 
further without resorting to external borrowing.  

 All three scenarios may represent councils with similar overall financial 4.61
situations, particularly if a longer term view is taken. 

 As well as understanding net debt positions and the future asset investment 4.62
requirements of councils in the region, it is also important to understand the 
value and nature of assets held by councils – particularly productive and/or 
realistically realisable assets.  A house with a $1,000,000 mortgage may look a 
worse proposition at face value than a house with a $500,000 mortgage, but 
that depends very much on the value of the asset that the mortgage is geared 
to. 

 Once the additional information has been collected and analysed, a 4.63
comprehensive overview of each council’s financial position will be made 
available to the public, along with the Commission’s position on the question of 
ring-fencing of existing council debt. This will be provided ahead of the planned 
independent survey of public opinion in the first quarter of 2015.  

Managing the transition to a new council 
 A number of submitters sought further details on the transition arrangements 4.64

should a new council be established. If a Hawke’s Bay Council with local boards 
is to be established, it would be implemented through an Order in Council 
following any poll on the final reorganisation proposal. The Order in Council 
would establish a transition body, made up of a transition board and an 
implementation team, broadly representative of the affected area. 
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 The role of the transition body would initially be to work with the Commission 4.65
to develop the necessary detailed reorganisation scheme. A key task for the 
transition board would also be to appoint an interim chief executive for the 
new council.  

 The next phase of transition would be to develop and implement a change 4.66
management plan to guide transition to the new arrangements, led by the 
interim chief executive. The transition body would also be required to carry out 
any other actions that the Commission may consider necessary or desirable. 

 The Commission would appoint the members of the transition board and may 4.67
seek advice or nominations from the affected councils. The Commission would 
also appoint the implementation team and its manager.  

 The majority of the members of the transition board must be elected members 4.68
of the affected councils and it is proposed that the existing councils appoint one 
representative each. The Commission also proposes the appointment of an 
independent person to chair the transition board.  

 The costs of managing the transition to the new council would be met by the 4.69
existing Hawke’s Bay councils and the Commission would be required to specify 
how these costs are to be apportioned between the councils.  
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Chapter 5: Next steps and timelines in the 
reorganisation process 

 Next steps and timelines in the process of considering reorganisation of 5.1
Hawke’s Bay local government arrangements are shown in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Next steps and timelines 

Date Action 

First quarter 2015 The Commission releases its position in respect of existing council debt and 
how this should be treated if reorganisation of local government in Hawke’s 
Bay was to proceed.  
Following this, an independent survey of residents is conducted across 
Hawke’s Bay and small areas of Taupo and Rangitikei Districts to gauge the 
level of support for the Commission’s revised position on reorganisation. 

By end of March 
2015 

The Commission weighs up all information and statutory considerations and 
makes a decision on whether or not to issue a final reorganisation proposal.  
The most likely options are to EITHER:  
• issue a modified draft proposal as the final proposal, largely reflecting the 

position outlined in this paper (if that is the decision, the remainder of 
this timetable would apply); OR  

• decide not to issue a final proposal (if that is the decision, a public notice 
of the decision and reasons for it would be given and the reorganisation 
process in Hawke’s Bay would cease). 

March – April 2015 The Commission releases its decision. If the decision is for a modified final 
proposal, the public notice would include advice of the opportunity to 
demand a poll on the final proposal. 

April – June 2015 Up to 60 working days is provided for 10% or more of affected electors in the 
district of a territorial authority to demand a poll on the final proposal. 
If no valid petition is received, the final proposal would be implemented by 
an Order in Council establishing a transition body to work with the 
Commission to prepare the required reorganisation scheme. The transition 
board would appoint an interim chief executive and begin the steps to 
establish the new council. 

July – September 
2015 

A poll would be held after any successful petition. (If a successful petition is 
received in less than the 60 working day period, the poll would be held at a 
commensurately earlier date.) 

October 2015 If the poll supports the final proposal, the final proposal would be 
implemented by an Order in Council establishing a transition body to work 
with the Commission to prepare the required reorganisation scheme. The 
transition board would appoint an interim chief executive and begin the steps 
to establish the new council. 
If the poll does not support the final proposal, the reorganisation process 
would cease and the existing council structures would continue in place. 

November 2015 to 
September 2016 

The transition body continues to oversee implementation of transition and 
prepares for the commencement date of the new organisation. 

8 October 2016 Elections are held for the new Hawke’s Bay Council including local boards. 

1 November 2016 The new Hawke’s Bay Council comes into existence. 

 



Position Paper: Hawke’s Bay reorganisation 

Page 22 

Appendix A: Proposed wards, local boards & subdivisions 

 
Figure 3: Proposed wards and representation  
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Figure 4: Proposed local boards and subdivisions of the Hawke’s Bay Council  
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Figure 5: Detail of the proposed local boards and subdivisions near Napier and Hastings  
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Appendix B: Role, allocations and delegations to local 
boards  
Hawke’s Bay local boards will be required to undertake the statutory functions, duties 
and powers of local boards set out in section 48H of the Local Government Act 2002. 
This section provides that a local board: 

• must exercise the responsibilities conferred on it by section 48K(1) 
• must monitor and report on the implementation of the local board 

agreement for its local board area 
• must communicate with community organisations and special interest 

groups within its local board area  
• must undertake any responsibilities or duties that are delegated to it by the 

governing body and may exercise any powers delegated to it 
• may consider and report to the governing body on any matter of interest to 

the local board. 

Under section 48K(1) each local board will be responsible and democratically 
accountable for: 

• the decision-making of Hawke’s Bay Council in relation to the non-
regulatory activities allocated to it 

• identifying and communicating to Hawke’s Bay Council the interests and 
preferences of the people of its local board area in relation to the 
strategies, policies, plans and bylaws of Hawke’s Bay Council 

• identifying and developing bylaws specifically for its local board area and 
proposing them to the governing body 

• reaching agreement with the governing body (as set out in a local board 
agreement) in respect of local activities in the local board area. 

To assist it undertake its role, each local board must develop a local board plan that 
sets out the priorities and preferences of the communities in its local board area in 
respect of the level and nature of local activities to be provided over the next three 
years. This plan will inform the development of Hawke’s Bay Council’s long-term plan 
(section 48N).  

Each local board plan will be the basis for a three-year local board agreement with the 
governing body (section 48O). The local board agreement will set out the local 
activities to be provided in the local board area and the responsibilities and powers 
delegated to the local board. 

The governing body will be required to adopt a local boards funding policy to provide 
certainty and predictability about the levels of funding for local boards (section 48M). 
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Governing body decision-making responsibilities 
Section 48J of the Local Government Act 2002 sets out the decision-making 
responsibilities of the governing body. These responsibilities are in respect of: 

• regulatory responsibilities, duties and powers 
• transport networks and infrastructure 
• non-regulatory activities allocated to the governing body 
• establishment and maintenance of the capacity of Hawke’s Bay Council to 

provide services 
• the governance of council-controlled organisations 
• the financial management of Hawke’s Bay Council 
• reaching agreements with each local board on local activities. 

For the purposes of section 48J, regulatory activities are seen as activities that Hawke’s 
Bay Council is required by legislation to undertake in order to achieve specific 
outcomes or avoid specified effects or consequences. These activities include such 
things as the use and development of land and other resources, preservation of the 
natural environment, protection of public health and safety, and prevention or 
minimisation of public nuisance. Regulatory activities also include activities necessary 
to enforce prescribed standards or rules. 

It follows that the Hawke’s Bay Council’s non-regulatory activities are all the other 
activities and services provided by the council to the public. 

Allocation of non-regulatory decision-making responsibilities 
The Local Government Act 2002 provides for the Local Government Commission, as 
part of a reorganisation scheme, to make initial allocations of responsibility for non-
regulatory decision-making between the governing body and local boards. While this 
only applies to reorganisation schemes, Table 2 Potential allocations of non-regulatory 
decision-making responsibilities on page 28 provides a picture of the likely scope of the 
role of local boards as part of Hawke’s Bay Council. 

Section 48L of the Act sets out principles for allocation of non-regulatory decision-
making responsibilities between the governing body and local boards. These principles 
provide that unless there are particular reasons for responsibility to be exercised by 
the governing body, responsibility for decision-making on non-regulatory matters 
should be exercised by local boards. The reasons why responsibility should be 
exercised by the governing body are: 

• the impact of the decision will extend beyond the local board area 
• effective decision-making requires alignment or integration with other 

decisions that are the responsibility of the governing body 
• the benefits of a consistent or co-ordinated approach outweigh benefits of 

reflecting local preferences. 
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The Local Government Commission considers that generally it will be appropriate for 
Hawke’s Bay Council itself to determine and designate what are ‘regional’ services and 
facilities. Therefore the designation of regional services and facilities is shown in Table 
2 as a governing body responsibility, but to be undertaken in consultation with 
particular local boards as appropriate. 

For the purposes of providing maximum information to the public, the Local 
Government Commission is also identifying examples of criteria, in line with section 
48L, which may result in the governing body determining particular services and 
facilities as being ‘regional’. These criteria include clear regional usage patterns, 
distinctive features or values which warrant regional level decision-making, and 
designation of a park as a regional park based on the fact it is part of a river catchment.  

To fully understand the responsibilities of both the governing body and the local 
boards, the meaning of ‘governance’ needs to be understood as distinct from 
‘management’ responsibilities. Governance for a local authority is closely related to 
the purpose of local government which is to enable democratic local decision-making 
and action by and on behalf of communities, and to meet the current and future needs 
of communities for good quality local infrastructure, local public services and 
performance of regulatory functions in a way that is cost effective for households and 
businesses (section 10 of the Local Government Act 2002). 

In relation to local boards, governance involves being responsible for decision-making 
in respect of allocated activities and being democratically accountable for the resulting 
decisions. This responsibility and accountability will be in the context of the local 
boards funding policy, local board plans and local board agreements all required by the 
Local Government Act 2002 to be prepared for the governing body and local boards of 
a unitary authority. Within the parameters of these documents, local board 
governance will involve responsibility and accountability for decision-making including 
such matters as approval of management plans, tenders, service levels and 
applications for use; the monitoring of service level performance and budgets; and 
promotional activities and funding initiatives. 

Where governance is the responsibility of the governing body, the local boards may 
still be involved in ‘oversight’ of new developments approved under regional plans and 
budgets including detailed design and location of facilities, impacts on the local 
community, and also ‘monitoring’ of local activities in major facilities located in the 
local board area (that is, facilities not designated as regional but of significance beyond 
one local board area). 
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Table 2: Potential allocations of non-regulatory decision-making responsibilities  

Governing body Local boards 

Parks and reserves 

Designation and governance of regional 
parks 

Governance of local parks within agreed local 
boards funding policy, plans and agreements 

General location of parks/acquisition of 
new parks/prioritisation of major upgrades 

Oversight of development of new parks/major 
upgrades, including approval of detailed design 
and location, within regional policies and 
budgets 

Coordination of sports-ground usage as 
required on regional basis 

Oversight of coordination of sports-ground 
usage on local basis 

Regional policies/any national standards n/a 

Recreational and community facilities 

Designation and governance of regional 
facilities 

Governance of local facilities within agreed 
local boards funding policy, plans and 
agreements 

Coordination of usage, promotion and 
overall budget responsibility for major 
facilities 

Monitoring of usage and activities in major 
facilities in board area 

General location of facilities/acquisition of 
new facilities/prioritisation of major 
upgrades 

Oversight of development of new facilities/ 
major upgrades, including approval of detailed 
design and location, within regional policies 
and budgets 

Regional policies including charges n/a 

Arts and cultural facilities 

Designation and governance of regional 
facilities 

Governance of local facilities within agreed 
local boards funding policy, plans and 
agreements  

Coordination of usage and promotion of 
major facilities and overall budget 
responsibility 

Monitoring of usage and activities in major 
facilities in board area 

General location of facilities/acquisition of 
new facilities/prioritisation of major 
upgrades 

Oversight of development of new facilities/ 
major upgrades, including approval of detailed 
design and location, within regional policies 
and budgets 

Regional policies including charges n/a 

Libraries 

Number and general location of libraries Governance of local libraries within agreed 
local boards funding policy, plans and 
agreements 

Prioritisation of major upgrades Oversight of development of new facilities/ 
major upgrades, including approval of detailed 
design and location, within regional policies 
and budgets 

Regional policies on collections, 
acquisitions, charging 

n/a 
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Governing body Local boards 

Cultural, recreational and community development programmes and events 

Designation and governance of regional 
programmes/events  

Governance of local programmes/events 
within agreed local boards funding policy, 
plans and agreements 

Regional policies, prioritisation, 
coordination and consents 

n/a 

Environmental and heritage activities and projects 

Designation and governance of regional 
projects/sites 

Governance of local projects/sites and 
identification of possible new sites/initiatives 
within agreed local boards funding policy, 
plans and agreements 

Regional policies, prioritisation and 
coordination 

n/a 

Community place-shaping, public health and safety 

Regional policies, prioritisation and 
coordination 

Governance of local public areas including 
town centres and street environments within 
agreed local boards funding policy, plans and 
agreements 

Grants 

In relation to national/regional facilities, 
programmes and events  

In relation to local facilities, programmes and 
events 

 

Delegations of decision-making responsibilities 
The Local Government Commission does not have the power to set delegations of 
governing body decision-making responsibility (regulatory or non-regulatory) to local 
boards. However, it believes such delegations should be considered and therefore 
recommends that the transition board identifies appropriate delegations and in turn 
recommends these to the governing body of Hawke’s Bay Council. 

To complete the picture of the scope of the potential role of local boards as part of 
Hawke’s Bay Council, the Local Government Commission has identified possible 
delegations as set out in Table 3 below. Delegated responsibility to local boards 
involves ongoing monitoring of operations, service level performance and budgets. 
Delegations may also involve actions by local boards taken prior to the exercise of 
decision-making responsibility by the governing body. 
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Table 3: Recommended delegations by governing body to local boards 

Governing body 
responsibility 

Delegations to local boards 

Infrastructure services 

Roading and 
transport 

Responsibility in relation to agreed levels of service for non-regional 
infrastructure including rural roads, walking and cycling paths and tracks 
Approval of plans for local parking and signage 

Solid waste Responsibility in relation to local collection services, transfer facilities and 
recycling services  

Regulatory services  

RMA regulatory Input into notification decisions for resource consent applications 

Environmental 
health and 
safety 

Actions, within overarching regional frameworks, prior to adoption by the 
governing body of dog, stock, liquor, gambling, prostitution policies and 
bylaws  

Emergency 
management 

Appointment of local committee under regional plan 
Engagement/coordination of local volunteers 
Operation of local centres 

Economic development 

Economic 
development 
 

Governance in relation to local i-sites, events, initiatives, main street 
programmes and business advice  including initiation, marketing, 
promotion and funding within regional policies 
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