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Kia ora

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft proposal for simplifying local
government.

For further information about matters covered by his submission, in the first instance please
contact Christine Jones, General Manager: Strategy, Partnerships & Growth.

Overview

We support the Government’s intention to improve the local government system to make local
government easier to understand, reduce duplication and deliver better value for ratepayers.

However, the following paragraphs highlight several areas of concern with the proposal as drafted.

There is a cumulative effect of local government reforms that places pressure on councils. The
timeframes to finalise the design of these reforms, including considering the interrelationships
between them, and the subsequent implementation need to be carefully considered.

However, there is a definite benefit in moving at some pace with a view to removing what has been
ongoing uncertainty within the sector. The Council supports replacement arrangements developed
at pace, with subsequent implementation proceeding in parallel with other reform initiatives where
it is practical and efficient to do so.

The Government should go further in specifying its envisaged local government system - there
is general agreement within local government that change is needed. We believe that it would be
much more efficient if the Government went further in determining what regional local government
should look like at least at a high level. Currently there is potential for 11 different approaches to be
developed across 11 regional areas, with little indication of which, if any, of these would then be
approved by the Minister.
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Resourcing to support mayors, the Local Government Commission (LGC), and the transition
will be essential — without additional resourcing it is unlikely that mayors will be able to effectively
take on regional council governance and develop a comprehensive plan for future local government
service delivery across the region, while continuing to deliver their existing roles including the
significant reforms already underway (particularly resource management, water services, and rates
capping). To mitigate this risk, we recommend that funding for additional resourcing to support
mayors is included in the proposal. Likewise, the LGC is proposed to undertake a vital role at least
during the two-year regional reorganisation plan (RRP) development phase, so will also require
additional resourcing to enable timely and quality outcomes. Once RRPs have been approved,
transition support from the Government will be essential for successful implementation.

Alternative staged approach proposed - to mitigate district/city councils’ capacity risks and
enable input from regional councillors. We propose that the CTB of mayors (with or without a
commissioner) would be responsible for developing the RRP within two years, while regional
councillors would continue in their roles for the same period with a mandate to run the day-to-day
business of the regional council. Triggers would be put in place for escalation of bigger issues
outside the day-to-day mandate.

Environmental protection risk — depending on results from the Government’s rapid review of
regional council functions, there is a risk that this function is deprioritised with the eventual
disestablishment of regional councils.

Part A: background information

Q1: Do you agree there is a need to simplify local government?

Yes, simplification of the local government structure would provide an opportunity to create a more
efficient system that communities across New Zealand can benefit from. We believe that the
system designed 36 years ago can be improved.

With 78 councils nationwide, including seven in the Bay of Plenty, there is inevitably some
duplication of resources, systems, processes and expertise, which creates unnecessary
complication and adds to overall delivery costs.

There are areas where the current system could be streamlined to improve decision-making and
reduce cost. Ratepayers face huge cost pressures, and we need a system that delivers better value.

Q2: What do you think of the proposed approach overall?

The proposed approach is going in the right direction, but doesn’t go far enough to create the long-
term, efficient and effective change needed in the local government sector.

We believe that more direction from central government is required. At the very least a framework
of minimum expectations for local government structures and service delivery approaches should
be developed. This would result in consistent structures and service delivery across the regions,
where appropriate, while still enabling bespoke solutions for areas of regional differences. This



DRAFT as at: 31 January 2025

would also reduce duplication of effort required across each of the regions to develop and
implement their own solutions, freeing up resources to focus in the right areas.

Successful achievement of the aims of this proposal will be extremely difficult without better
recognition and sequencing of the raft of local government reforms underway. Expectations on
councils and their communities to navigate the best pathway forward are unrealistic given the
complexity and overlapping timeframes of the reform initiatives underway and in the pipeline.
Specifically, the resource management system reform and the simplifying local government
proposal have timeframe overlaps and some content overlaps, e.g. the new regional plans required
by the resource management system reforms would start to be developed by a committee of the
regional council over the next 1-2 years, then would be taken over by a different group of people (the
CTB comprising all mayors from the region) to complete alongside the regional reorganisation plan
(RRP).

To ensure the greatest chance of success, we recommend that:

(a) thereform s progressed in a manner such that the future arrangements are determined in a
timely manner, removing the ongoing uncertainty which has surrounded the local
government sector for many years

(b) transition to the new structural arrangements for the local government sector proceeds in
parallel with other reforms impacting on local government where it is practical and efficient
to do so.

Part B: Simplifying regional governance

Q3: Do you agree with replacing regional councillors with a CTB?

Not fully, for the reasons outlined under ‘Q4: what we like and dislike about the proposal to replace
regional councillors with CTBs’.

Q4: What do you like or dislike about the proposal to replace regional councillors with a
CTB?

There will be challenges for mayors in working together as each has different perspectives and has
been elected to serve the interests of their own communities. It may be difficult for many mayors to
take a regional view as part of the CTB. It is possible that a region such as the Bay of Plenty ends up
proposing a unitary authority for each member council, which would achieve little to improve
longer-term outcomes for our communities.

We are also concerned about mayors’ capacity constraints if adding all regional councillors’
governance responsibilities while trying to develop the regional reorganisation

plan (including service delivery assessments for all council activities) to their existing governance
roles, at a time where there is already a raft of interrelated local government reform underway.

As an alternative, we propose a staged approach where:
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e Regional councillors would be retained for the two-year period with the mandate to run the
day-to-day business of the regional council and with triggers in place for escalation of ‘big
decisions’ (as per Auckland Council transition legislation’, or with a Crown
observer/manager to have veto over such issues); AND

e The CTB would be established to focus primarily on developing the regional reorganisation
plan, including service delivery assessments for all council functions based on significant
input/guidance from central government. Regional councillors, and recent ex-regional
councillors, have significant intellectual property and organisational knowledge that would
often provide invaluable input to the CTB’s task.

We also propose that local government elections for all affected councils should be halted until
after the full reorganisation plan has been implemented, so that communities know what structure
they are voting people into. This would exclude Auckland Council and potentially other unitary
councils that choose not to participate in a CTB process.

The proposal does not cover how a chair for the CTB would be appointed, and/or whether the chair
would have a casting vote for regions where there are an even number of mayors (six for the Bay of
Plenty) and where a vote is tied. We recommend that both of these matters are addressed in the
final proposal and legislation.

Options for consideration include:

e CTB Chair-the CTB chair could be elected by CTB members, as per current regional
council processes. A rotating chair is a less preferred option as it may negatively impact
continuity. Where a Government-appointed CTB member is in place, they may
automatically take up the chair role.

e Casting vote — once enacted, the standard standing orders contemplated within the System
Improvements Bill could apply where a casting vote is required, or each CTB could be
responsible for determining its own approach.

Q5: What level of Crown participation in regional decision-making do you prefer?

Given the concerns raised above about mayor-only CTBs, a voting commissioner to chair the CTB
might be helpful for running the process, and the veto power would potentially avoid sub-optimal
outcomes.

Q6: Do you agree that mayors on the CTB should have a proportional vote adjusted for
effective representation?

Yes, because it better represents the region’s communities and is therefore more appropriate than
an equal vote for each mayor or being purely population-based.

We prefer that the LGC is provided with specific legal objectives and criteria to guide its decisions
on mayoral voting weights to balance population size with effective representation, i.e. the second

" Local Government (Auckland Transitional Provisions) Act 2010:
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2010/0037/latest/dlm3016607.html
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option proposed. The draft objectives proposed (democratic legitimacy, effective representation,
and effective governance) also seem reasonable.

Q7: What do you like or dislike about the voting proposal for the CTB?

The voting proposal for the CTB would place considerable additional workload on the LGC, which
would need to be appropriately planned for and resourced by the Government to enable success.

Although Ministers’ decisions have already been made regarding the CTBs taking over responsibility
for development of the regional spatial plan and natural environment plan, we note the significant
capacity risks for mayors (and their elected members and supporting staff) if the two sets of
legislative changes proceed and are implemented simultaneously as currently signalled. This
capacity risk compounds the previously-mentioned risk from changing the decision-making body
for the regional spatial plan and natural environment plan part-way through their development; and
would likely also negate any benefits gained from our suggestion of staging this (simplifying local
government) proposal.

Q8: What do you think about the ways that communities crossing regional boundaries
could be represented?

We generally prefer the district adoption option (where an isolated population is ‘adopted’ by a
neighbouring district), however this would depend on the size of the isolated population.

Given that both the district adoption and additional representation options will be available, we
prefer a combination of the two methods for determining which of these two options is applied to
any given isolated population. This would mean that a threshold as proposed (i.e. population of
1,000) is set by legislation and would normally apply, but the LGC would be able to override this and
apply the other approach in cases where the LGC deems this would provide more effective
representation for a particular isolated population. The LGC would need to consider the relevant
isolated populations when determining the voting powers for each CTB.

Additionally, we propose a third option for addressing cross-boundary issues (alongside district
adoption or additional representation) which would enable a council to opt in to a different region’s
CTB if they wished to (e.g. Taupo could opt in to the Bay of Plenty CTB). Considerations would
include:

o Whether they would need to boundary a district in the region ‘adopting’ them (e.g.
Matamata-Piako DC boundaries Western Bay of Plenty DC, so would be able to optin to the
Bay of Plenty CTB), or if it would be sufficient to simply be part of a neighbouring region (e.g.
Thames-Coromandel DC, which does not share a boundary with a Bay of Plenty council but
which is part of the neighbouring Waikato region, could opt in to the Bay of Plenty CTB).
There would likely need to be some geographic connection to the region to enable a council
to optin to that region’s CTB.

e Suggestion that councils could also keep discussions open with more than one region’s
CTB, but could only have voting rights in one CTB at any point in time.
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Part C: Improving local government

Q9: Do you support the proposal to require CTBs to develop regional reorganisation plans?

Yes, on the basis that sufficient and appropriately skilled resource is made available (through
funding or direct appointment at officer level) to enable this work to be delivered to the standard
required to produce an accurate, robust, well-evidenced RRP, within the required timeframe.

Please also refer to our previous comments on resource and timing risks created by competing
demands to deliver on the raft of local government reforms underway, while continuing to focus on
the council’s ‘day job’ including Long-term Plan development and delivery.

To mitigate this, please also refer to our alternative staged approach proposed under ‘Q4: what do
you like or dislike about the proposal to replace regional councillors with a CTB?’. In short, our
proposal is to:

e Retain regional councillors for a two-year period, with the mandate to govern only the day-
today regional council business. Triggers would be in place for any ‘big decisions’ required;
while

e The CTB would be established to focus primarily on developing the RRP over the same two-
year period.

Q10: What do you think about the criteria proposed for assessing regional reorganisation
plans?

We agree with the criteria proposed, with the recommended addition of one further criterion, being
‘Efficiency of operating model’.

Local government needs an operating model that delivers services and infrastructure more
efficiently, while maintaining strong local governance and representation by and on behalf of
communities. Our view is that this proposal provides the opportunity to clarify which functions are
best delivered nationally, regionally, or locally.

Our view is that collaboration will be key to ensuring the future form and function of local
government is fit-for-purpose, while not compromising local voices or negatively impacting
important considerations such as Treaty of Waitangi principles and protecting New Zealand’s
environment.

Part D: Treaty of Waitangi and Maori representation

Q11: What do you think about how the proposal provides for iwi/Maori interests and Treaty
arrangements?
We agree that the CTB should comprise only the region’s mayors (with central government

representation as agreed), and that the city/district mayors represent all constituents within their
area.
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We note that the proposal references the Bay of Plenty Regional Council’s specific Maori
representation legislation, and our understanding is that this proposal, if implemented, would
render that legislation obsolete.

Our view is that the RRP will be able to address Maori representation in the future state, but we do
recognise that this proposal would create a gap between BOPRC councillors’ roles being
disestablished and the RRP being implemented. Our recommended staged approach to dissolution
of the regional councillor roles and development of the RRP would eliminate this gap in specific
Maori representation. Alternatively, we recommend that some other transitional provisions for
Maori representation are applied during the two-year ‘gap’ period.

Thank you again for the opportunity to share our collected views on the draft proposal for
simplifying local government.

Mayoral sign-off
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