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Timaru District Council 

Notice is hereby given that a meeting of the Ordinary Council will be held in the Council Chamber, 
District Council Building, King George Place, Timaru, on Tuesday 11 August 2020, at 3pm. 

Council Members 

Mayor Nigel Bowen (Chairperson), Clrs Allan Booth, Peter Burt, Barbara Gilchrist, Richard Lyon, 
Gavin Oliver, Paddy O'Reilly, Sally Parker, Stu Piddington and Steve Wills 

Quorum – no less than 5 members 

Local Authorities (Members’ Interests) Act 1968 

Councillors are reminded that if they have a pecuniary interest in any item on the agenda, then 
they must declare this interest and refrain from discussing or voting on this item and are advised 
to withdraw from the meeting table. 

Bede Carran 

Chief Executive 
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7 Confirmation of Minutes 

7.1 Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 21 July 2020 

Author: Jo Doyle, Governance Advisor  

 
 

Recommendation 

That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 21 July 2020 be confirmed as a true and correct 
record of that meeting. 

 

 
 

 

Attachments 

1. Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 21 July 2020   
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Minutes of Timaru District Council 
Ordinary Council Meeting 

Held in the Council Chamber, District Council Building, King George Place, Timaru 
on Tuesday, 21 July 2020 at 11.31am 

 

Present: Mayor Nigel Bowen (Chairperson), Cr Allan Booth, Cr Peter Burt, Cr Barbara 
Gilchrist, Cr Richard Lyon, Cr Gavin Oliver, Cr Paddy O'Reilly, Cr Sally Parker, Cr 
Stu Piddington, Cr Steve Wills 

In Attendance:  Community Board Representatives 
 Temuka Community Board – Lloyd McMillan 
 Pleasant Point Community Board – Anne Lemmens 
 Geraldine Community Board – Jennine Maguire  

 Council Officers 
 Chief Executive (Bede Carran), Group Manager Commercial and Strategy 

(Donna Cross), Group Manager Environmental Services (Tracy Tierney), Group 
Manager People and Digital/Acting Group Manager Community Services 
(Symon Leggett), Governance Advisor (Jo Doyle), Governance Support Officer 
(Joanne Brownie) 

 

1 Opening Prayer and Waiata 

Cr Paddy O’Reilly offered a prayer for the work of Council, this was followed by the Timaru District 
Council Waiata. 

2 Apologies  

There were no apologies. 

3 Public Forum 

There was no public forum. 

4 Identification of Urgent Business 

There were no items of Urgent Business. 

5 Identification of Matters of a Minor Nature 

There were no items of minor nature. 

6 Declaration of Conflicts of Interest 

While there is no conflict of interest, it was noted that in respect of item 8.2 - TDHL Constitution, 
Mayor Nigel Bowen and Cr Richard Lyon are Directors of Timaru District Holdings Limited. 
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7 Confirmation of Minutes 

7.1 Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 30 June 2020 

Resolution 2020/29 

Moved: Cr Steve Wills 
Seconded: Cr Sally Parker 

That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 30 June 2020 be confirmed as a true and correct 
record of that meeting. 

Carried 

  

8 Reports 

8.1 COVID-19 Stimulus Fund 

Council considered a report on the funding criteria and application approach for the COVID-19 
Stimulus Fund. 

Council supported Option 2 and the criteria detailed in the report.  It was discussed that all 
applications for this fund should be on the official application form and the approach should be fair 
and equitable. 

Resolution 2020/30 

Moved: Mayor Nigel Bowen 
Seconded: Cr Peter Burt 

That Council approves the COVID-19 Stimulus fund objectives and criteria and agrees on option 
two for the application and distribution process. 

Carried 

 
8.2 Timaru District Holdings Limited: Amendment of Company Constitution 

Council was presented with proposed amendments to the constitution of Timaru District Holdings 
Limited (TDHL).   

The constitution is being amended to align it with the new arrangements for director appointments 
and other changes arising from the implementation of recommendations resolved on by Council 
and contained in the MartinJenkins’ Report (the Report) on TDHL.   

The Chief Executive advised that the constitution will be updated to future proof the Board so that 
it can have a properly constituted Board across a range of circumstances. 

In regard to whether there must be 2 elected member directors, it is Council that decides and 
appoints directors, if an elected member did not meet the criteria, the constitution provides that 
Council is not obligated to make an appointment. 
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Resolution 2020/31 

Moved: Cr Peter Burt 
Seconded: Cr Barbara Gilchrist 

1. That Council receives the Report  

2. That Council adopts the changes to the constitution of Timaru District Holdings Limited as set 
out in the Report 

3. That the Mayor and Deputy Mayor are authorised on behalf of Council to sign the following 
special resolution of Council as the sole shareholder of Timaru District Holdings Limited:  

‘Special Resolution of Sole Shareholder   
Under section 32(a) of the Companies Act 1993 – amending Constitution 

Timaru District Holdings Limited (Company) 

Company number: 881487 

Date: 

Resolved: 

that the Company revoke its existing Constitution and adopt the Constitution attached 
to this resolution and marked "A" with effect from the date of this Resolution. 

Signed as a written resolution in accordance with section 122 of the Companies Act 
1993 by the sole shareholder of the Company’ 

4. That the Chief Executive is delegated authority to complete administrative matters for the 
amended constitution to be perfected including its filing at the registered office of Timaru 
District Holdings Limited and with the Registrar of Companies 

5. That the Mayor and Chief Executive are authorised to correct any typographical errors 
identified in completing the finalisation of the amended constitution.   

Carried 

 
8.3 Director and Trustee Appointment Committee: Amendment to Composition where 

Conflict of Interest Arises 

Council considered a report by the Chief Executive proposing the amendment to the composition 
of the Director and Trustee Appointment Committee where a conflict of interest arises. 

A third option was discussed for inclusion where the Mayor and Deputy Mayor may both have a 
conflict of interest, in this situation the Chair of the Commercial and Strategy Meeting would Chair 
the meeting. 

Resolution 2020/32 

Moved: Cr Stu Piddington 
Seconded: Cr Steve Wills 

That Council amends the composition of the Director and Trustee Appointment Committee where 
a conflict, or perceived conflict, of interest arises as detailed in the Delegations Manual as follows: 
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(i) where a member is prevented from participating in a matter before the Committee due 
to a conflict, or perceived conflict, of interest or a pecuniary interest, whether direct or 
indirect, the Mayor shall co-opt another Councillor on to the Committee to participate 
in that matter. 

(ii) where the Mayor is prevented from participating in a matter before the Committee 
due to a conflict, or perceived conflict, of interest or a pecuniary interest, whether 
direct or indirect, the Deputy Mayor shall co-opt another Councillor on to the 
Committee to participate in that matter and the Deputy Mayor shall chair the 
Committee. 

(iii) where the Mayor and Deputy Mayor are prevented from participating in a matter 
before the Committee due to a conflict, or perceived conflict, of interest or a pecuniary 
interest, whether direct or indirect, the Chair of the Commercial and Strategy 
Committee shall co-opt 2 other Councillors on to the Committee to participate in that 
matter and the Chair of the Commercial and Strategy Committee shall chair the 
Committee. 

(iv) Delegates to the Chief Executive the authority to amend the delegations manual as 
required. 

Carried 

 

   

9 Consideration of Urgent Business Items 

There were no urgent business items. 

10 Consideration of Minor Nature Matters 

There were no minor nature items. 

11 Public Forum Items Requiring Consideration 

There were no public forum items. 

12 Resolution to Exclude the Public  

Resolution 2020/33 

Moved: Mayor Nigel Bowen 
Seconded: Cr Peter Burt 

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting on the 
grounds under section 48 of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 as 
follows: 

General subject of each matter 
to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

Plain English Reason 
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12.1 - Public Excluded Minutes 
of the Council Meeting held on 
30 June 2020 

s7(2)(b)(ii) - The withholding of 
the information is necessary to 
protect information where the 
making available of the 
information would be likely 
unreasonably to prejudice the 
commercial position of the 
person who supplied or who is 
the subject of the information 

s7(2)(h) - The withholding of the 
information is necessary to 
enable any local authority 
holding the information to carry 
out, without prejudice or 
disadvantage, commercial 
activities 

s7(2)(i) - The withholding of the 
information is necessary to 
enable the Council to carry out, 
without prejudice or 
disadvantage, negotiations 
(including commercial and 
industrial negotiations) 

Commercial sensitivity 

To enable commercial activities 

To enable commercial or 
industrial negotiations 

Carried 

 

Resolution 2020/34 

Moved: Cr Richard Lyon 
Seconded: Cr Paddy O'Reilly 

That the meeting moves out of Closed Meeting into Open Meeting. 

Carried 
   

 

13 Public Excluded Reports  

12.1 Public Excluded Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 30 June 2020  

14 Readmittance of the Public 

 

The meeting closed at 11.58am. 

 

................................................... 

Chairperson 
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8 Schedules of Functions Attended 

8.1 Schedule of Functions Attended by the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Councillors 

Author: Alesia Cahill, Executive Assistant to the Mayor  

Authoriser: Nigel Bowen, Mayor   

 

Recommendation 

That the report be received and noted. 

 
Functions Attended by the Mayor for the Period 22 June 2020 to 31 July 2020 

22 June 2020 Monthly meeting with Local MP  

Opened new Metro service, My Way 

Attended Geraldine Water Solutions meeting  

23 June 2020 Chaired June Council Meeting and annual Plan Hearing 

24 June 2020 Attended CBD meeting 

25 June 2020 Attended Re-ignition Panel meeting 

Attended Library tour 

Attended Hui at Orari River 

29 June 2020 Visited Timaru Life Church  

Met with South Canterbury Mayors 

Met with South Canterbury District Health Board  

Attended Timaru District Council Recovery Action Plan 

Attended Alpine Energy Directors meeting 

30 June 2020 Attended City Hub Steering Group meeting 

Attended People and Performance Committee meeting 

Chaired Council meeting 

Attended Council workshops 

1 July 2020 Spoke to Timaru Probus Group 

2 July 2020 Met with South Canterbury Chamber of Commerce 

Met with Opuha Water Ltd  

3 July 2020 Judged event at Waihi Boys School 

6 July 2020 Opened the Timaru Library 

7 July 2020 Attended Arowhenua Marae meeting 

Attended Timaru District Holdings Ltd workshop 

Attended Council workshops 
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8 July 2020 Attended Timaru District Holdings Ltd Board meeting 

16-17 July 2020 Attended Rural and Provincial Sector meeting 

20 July 2020 Attended South Canterbury Chamber of Commerce Board meeting 

21 July 2020 Attended Standing Committee meetings 

Chaired Council meeting 

Attended Council workshops 

22 July 2020 Met with Salvation Army Corps Officers 

Read to pupils at St Joseph’s Primary School for NZ book week 

23 July 2020 Met with Clr O’Reilly to discuss Temuka issues 

Attended Spark BA5 event 

25 July 2020 Attended unveiling of Blue Plague at Landing Services building 

27 July 2020 Attended Canterbury Plan workshop led by Canterbury Mayoral Forum 
Chair 

Presented at South Canterbury Branch of Hospitality NZ AGM 

Attended Timaru District Recovery Action Plan meeting 

Attended Roncalli College Zonta Club Charter Event 

28 July 2020 Attended City Hub Review 

Attended Council workshops 

29 July 2020 Attended Pink Ribbon Breakfast 

Attended Timaru District Holdings Limited meeting 

Attended Three Waters Steering Committee workshop 

30 July 2020 Spoke to Bluestone Primary School students 

31 July 2020 Attended Zone 5 Water reforms meeting 

In addition to these duties I met with 13 members of the public on issues of concern to them. 

Functions Attended by the Deputy Mayor for the Period 22 June 2020 to 31 July 2020. 

8 July 2020 Attended Lunch with National Party Leader Todd Muller 

 

Attachments 

Nil  
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8.2 Schedule of Functions Attended by the Chief Executive 

Author: Bede Carran, Chief Executive  

Authoriser: Bede Carran, Chief Executive   

 

Recommendation 

That the report be received and noted. 

 
Functions Attended by the Chief Executive for the Period 20 June 2020 and 31 July 2020. 

23 June 2020 Attended Council Meeting 

24 June 2020 Meeting with General Manager Arowhenua Marae 

25 June 2020 Attended Re-ignition Panel Meeting 

Attended Hui with Runanga to discuss Orari River 

26 June 2020 Phone conference with representatives of the Technology Investment 
Network 

29 June 2020 Visited New Life Church 

30 June 2020 Attended People and Performance Sub Committee Meeting 

Attended Council Meeting 

Attended Council Workshops 

2 July 2020 Meeting with Chamber of Commerce Representatives  

3 July 2020 Meeting with Chief Executive Venture Timaru (formerly Aoraki 
Development) 

Attended EquiP Limited Board meeting (via zoom) 

6 July 2020 Attended Library Opening 

Phone conference with representatives of Department of Internal Affairs 
and Chief Executive Manawatu District Council 

7 July 2020 Attended Council Workshops 

8 July 2020 Attending TDHL Board Meeting 

9 July 2020 Attended Chief Executives Three Waters Ministerial Announcement via 
Zoom 

10 July 2020 Attended Zone 5 Water Reforms Meeting via Zoom 

13 July 2020 Attended SOLGM Chief Executives Q&A session on Three Waters via 
Zoom 

Attended Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Meeting via Zoom 

14 July 2020 Attended Council Workshops 

20 July 2020 Meeting with the South Canterbury Chamber of Commerce Board 
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21 July 2020 Attended Standing Committees Meeting 

Attended Council Meeting 

Attended Council Workshops 

22 July 2020 Attended conference call with representatives of Department of Internal 
Affairs 

23 July 2020 Meeting with Chief Executive Venture Timaru (formerly Aoraki 
Development) 

Attended Business after 5 

24 July 2020 Meeting with Chief Executive Officer Alpine Energy 

Attended Museum Opening ‘Timaru Brigade – 150 Years Serving the 
Community’ 

27 July 2020 Attended Canterbury Chief Executives Forum 

Attended Civil Defence Emergency Management Co-ordinating 
Executive Committee Meeting 

28 July 2020 Attended Council Workshops  

29 July 2020 Attended Central/Local Government Three Waters Steering Committee  
- Three Waters Reform Programme Workshop 

30 July 2020 Meeting with General Manager Arowhenua Marae 

Attended Combined Community Boards Long Term Plan Workshop 

31 July 2020 Attended Zone 5 Water Reforms Meeting 

 

Meetings were also held with various ratepayers, businesses and/or residents on a range of 
operational matters. 

 

Attachments 

Nil  
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9 Reports 

9.1 Affixing of the Common Seal 

Author: Jo Doyle, Governance Advisor  

Authoriser: Bede Carran, Chief Executive  

  

Recommendation 

That the affixing of the Common Seal to the following document be noted: 

1 July  Warrants of Appointments 2020/21. 
  

 
Purpose of Report 

1 To report the affixing of the Common Seal to the Warrants of Appointment 2020/21. 

 

Attachments 

1. Staff and Contractor Warrant - 30 June 2020 ⇩  
2. Staff and Contractor Warrant - 6 July 2020 ⇩   
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9.2 Repeal of Council Policies 

Author: Fabia Fox, Policy Analyst  

Authoriser: Donna Cross, Group Manager Commercial and Strategy  

  

Recommendation 

1. That Council repeal the Library Fees and Charges Policy. 

2. That Council repeal the Council Controlled Organisations Exemption Policy. 

3. That Council repeal the Electoral System Policy. 

4. That Council repeal the Street and Amenity Lighting Policy. 

 
Purpose of Report 

1 To present Council with four policies that have been reviewed and are recommended for 
repeal.  

Assessment of Significance 

2 The significance of this report is consider low in accordance with the Significance and 
Engagement Policy. The nature of these policies are such that their repeal will not affect 
Council’s delivery of services, assets or relationship with the community.  

Background 

3 Council’s strategic policy suite is being reviewed. As a result of this review officers are 
recommending the repeal of a number of policies. These recommendations aim to refine the 
policy suite by removing duplication in processes; and by removing policies that are covered 
by legislative or regulatory requirements; or policies that have been operationalised and their 
principles contained in planning documents such as Activity Management Plans following their 
adoption. The background and content of each policy is presented below, along with a 
rationale for the recommendation to repeal.   

4 All policies recommended for repeal are attached.  

Library Fees and Charges Policy 

5 The current purpose of this policy is to identify and specify which library services and facilities 
shall be subjected to a fee or a charge and to indicate when and how such fees shall be 
determined.  

6 All fees identified in this policy are included in Council’s fees and charges document. Council 
fees and charges are reviewed and set annually as part of the Annual Plan process. 

7 There is no requirement that fees for Council activities be set out in individual Council policies. 
For this reason, Council officers are recommending this policy be repealed to reduce the 
duplication of review processes. Any notes or explanation required for the application of 
library fees will be included in the Fees and Charges document, on Council’s website and the 
Library website. 
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Council Controlled Organisations Exemptions Policy    

8 The stated purpose of this policy is to grant an exemption to an organisation from the 
provisions for Council Controlled Organisations as specified in the Local Government Act 2002 
(LGA). 

9 Section 7 of the LGA allows a local authority to exempt a small organisation that is not a council 
controlled trading organisation, from the planning, monitoring and reporting requirements of 
council controlled organisations, as set out in Part 5 of the LGA.  

10 In allowing an exemption Council must take into account: 

10.1 The nature and scope of the activities provided by the organisation; and 

10.2 The costs and benefits, if an exemption is granted, to the local authority, the council 
controlled organisation, and the community.  

11 The LGA states that an exemption must be granted by resolution of the local authority and 
that any exemptions must be reviewed within three years of being granted.  

12 Council’s current policy states that: 

12.1 “Council will review all CCOs on a three yearly cycle and exempt any from the status of 
a Council Controlled Organisation where the nature and scope of the activities provided 
by the organisation are minor and where it is considered that the costs outweigh the 
benefits to the CCO and the community.” 

13 Council has four Council Controlled Organisations.1 

13.1 Timaru District Holdings Limited; 

13.2 Aoraki Development and Promotions Limited; 

13.3 Aorangi Stadium Trust; and  

13.4 A D Hally Trust 

14 On 26 May 2003 Council granted an exemption under section 5 of the LGA for the A D Hally 
Trust on the grounds that no Council funds are involved in the Trust’s business, and the Trust 
has the singular role of distributing funds from the A D Hally Trust in accordance with the will 
of Albert Daniel Hally. This exemption has been reviewed and granted regularly since 2003 
and was last granted on 13 March 2018.  

15 Having reviewed this policy, it is Officers’ recommendation that, as the content of the policy 
is wholly consistent with the requirements of the LGA, and therefore is not required as part of 
Council’s strategic policy suite. Council will continue to review the exemptions granted to 
CCOs and consider any future exemptions on a three-yearly basis.  

16 The A D Hally Trust’s exemption, and any other potential exemptions for Council Controlled 
Organisations, will be reviewed prior to April 2021.  

Electoral Systems Policy 

17 The purpose of the policy is to state the electoral system to be used for Timaru District Council 
local elections.  

                                                      

1 Council Controlled Organisations are defined by the LGA as a company or entity in which one or more local authority 
has control, directly or indirectly, of 50% or more of the voting rights, or the right to appoint 50% or more of the trustees, 
directors or managers.  
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18 In accordance with section 27 of the Local Electoral Act 2001: 

 “any local authority may, no later than 12 September in the year that is two years before the 
year in which the next triennial general election is to be held, resolve that the next two 
triennial general elections of the local authority and its local boards or community boards (if 
any), and any associated election, will be held using a specified electoral system other than 
that used for the previous triennial general election.”  

19 A resolution made by Council under this section takes effect for the next two triennial general 
elections; and continues in effect until either: 

19.1 A further resolution under this section takes effect; or 

19.2 A poll is held to decide on an electoral system. 

20 Having reviewed the Electoral Systems Policy, Officers believe there are robust legislative 
requirements for the setting of Council’s electoral system and that a policy is not required. 
Officers recommend the repeal of the Electoral Systems Policy. 

21 Council will continue to undertake the legislative requirements for setting the electoral system 
on a three yearly basis, or as required on receipt of notice requesting a poll. This process is 
discussed in a separate report in this agenda.  

Street and Amenity Lighting Policy   

22 The purpose of this policy is to outline Council’s approach to street and amenity lighting. It 
was developed in 2016 following District Services Committee resolutions in 2013 and 2015 
that sought to fund and implement a programme of installing LED street lights. 

23 Since its adoption in 2016, the statements within this policy have been operationalised and 
included as part of the Timaru District Infrastructure Code of Practice and the Land Transport 
Activity Management Plan as standard practice and established levels of service.  

24 The Long Term Plan 2018-28 included just over $150,000 per annum for the active 
replacement of streetlights with LED lanterns allowing for lower maintenance and energy 
costs.2  

25 Council officers have reviewed the policy and recommend that it be removed from Council’s 
strategic policy suite. 

Options and Preferred Option 

26 Option 1 (Preferred option): Council repeals the policies as presented. Officers have reviewed 
the policies presented and have recommended they be repealed to reduce duplication of 
processes and to refine Council’s policy suite.  

27 The risk of failing to meet legislative or regulatory requirements or maintaining levels of 
service associated with the policies presented will be mitigated through ongoing monitoring 
of Council’s legislative compliance and robust planning frameworks.  

28 Option 2: Council resolves to retain some, or all of the policies presented. Under this option, 
Officers will seek further feedback from Council on the purpose, scope and content of these 
policies at a later date.  

                                                      

2 The 2020/21 Annual Plan amended this LTP budget to include $700,000 for the completion of the LED street light 
installation programme.  
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Consultation 

29 No external consultation has been carried out in the review of these policies.   

30 Should Council wish to amend the policies presented, there may be consultation requirements 
and Council may wish to engage with the public and key stakeholders. This would be 
considered of any further review is requested by Council.  

Relevant Legislation, Council Policy and Plans 

31 The relevant legislation, Council policies and plans have been identified in the above 
discussion.  

Financial and Funding Implications 

32 There are no budget implications directly associated with the repeal of the policies presented. 
Should Council seek to review and amend the policies presented there may be budget 
implications. These would be fully examined as part of any further policy review requested by 
Council.  

Attachments 

1. Library Fees and Charges Policy ⇩  
2. Council Controlled Organisations Exemption Policy ⇩  
3. Electoral System Policy ⇩  
4. Street and Amenity Lighting Policy ⇩   
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Library Fees and Charges Policy 
 

Approved by: Community Development Committee 

Date 
Approved: 26 April 2016 

Keywords: 
Subscription, fines, membership, fees, charges, reserves, 
services, processing fees, damaged items 

 

1.0 Purpose 
The purpose of this policy is to identify and specify what library services and facilities 
shall be subjected to a fee or a charge and to indicate when and how such fees shall be 
determined.  
 

2.0 Background  
Fees and charges shall be determined by Council on an annual basis and be in 
accordance with the appropriate legislation and Council strategic direction. 
 
The library offers a range of services and materials for which a charge is made as a 
condition of their use. 
 

3.0 Key Definitions 
Fees and Charges - Library fees and charges are levied under the Local Government 

Act 2002 and specified in the Council’s Annual Plan. 

Subscription - A lending library to which borrowers pay a membership fee either 
instead of or in addition to a specific charge for books borrowed. 

Membership - Library members are administered a library card that provides 
them with access and borrowing rights. 

Fines -  Library fines can also be know as late fees or overdue fees. A 
fine is an enforcement designed to ensure that materials 
borrowed are returned. 

 

4.0 Policy 
4.1 No subscription fee is levied on Timaru District residents. 

 
4.2 The subscription fee for out of district adult members will be equivalent per 

household to the annual cost of the Library per ratepayer. 
 

4.3 No subscription fee will be levied on out of district children in view of the 
educational value of the service. 
 

4.4 No rental fee will be charged on books, DVD’s, PlayStation games or children’s 
music.  
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4.5 A rental fee will be charged for adult music, while the current collection is 

maintained. The annual rental income contributes to the annual cost of purchases. 
 

4.6 A fee will be charged to recover the full cost (excluding labour) of Reserves, 
Interloans and Replacement Cards services. 
 

4.7 A fee will be charged to recover the full cost plus a minimum of 50% surplus for 
photocopying services. 
 

4.8 A fine will be levied for items returned after the due date based on an accumulating 
weekly penalty. 

 
 
 

5.0 Delegations, References and Revision History 
5.1 Delegations - Identify here any delegations related to the policy for it to be operative or required as a result of the 
policy  
5.2 Related Documents - Include here reference to any documents related to the policy (e.g. operating guidelines, 
procedures) 

5.3 Revision History – Summary of the development and review of the policy 

5.1 Delegations  
Delegation Delegations Register 

Reference 

Nil Include Delegations Register 
reference 

5.2 References 

Title Document Reference 

Annual Plan Fees and Charges   

5.3 Revision History  

Revision # Policy Owner Date Approved Approval by Date of next 
review 

Document Reference 

1 Libraries 
Manager 

26 April 2016 Community 
Development 
Committee 

April 2019 #989240 
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Council Controlled Organisations  

Exemptions 

 

Approved by: Policy and Development Committee 

Date 
Approved: 13 March 2018 

Keywords: Exemption, AD Hally  

 

1.0 Purpose 

To be able to grant an exemption to an organisation from the provisions for Council 
Controlled Organisations as specified in the Local Government Act 2002. 
 
 

2.0 Background  

An exemption can be made by resolution of the local authority after taking into account: 
- The nature and scope of the activities provided by the organisation; and 
- The costs and benefits, if an exemption is granted, to the local authority, the CCO 

and the community. 
(LGA Section 7(5)) 

 
An example the Council has is the AD Hally Trust which is a Council Controlled 
Organisation (CCO) because the Trustees are Councillors.  Since 2003, the Council 
granted an exemption for the AD Hally Trust on the grounds that no Council funds are 
involved, and the Trust has a single focus of distributing funds from the AD Hally Trust 
in accordance with the Albert Daniel Hally Will. 
 
 

3.0 Key Definitions 

Council Controlled Organisation – an entity that is controlled, either directly or 
indirectly, by one or more local authorities. 
 
 

4.0 Policy 

That the Council will review all CCO’s on a three yearly cycle and exempt any from 
the status of a Council Controlled Organisation where the nature and scope of the 
activities provided by the organisation are minor and where it is considered that the 
costs outweigh the benefits to the CCO and the community. 
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Timaru District Council Elections –  

Electoral System 
 

Approved by: Council 

Date Approved: 10 September 2014 

Keywords: 
Electoral system, First Past The Post (FPP), Single 
Transferable Vote (STV) 

 

1.0 Purpose 

The purpose of the policy is to state the electoral system to be used for Timaru District 
Council local elections. 
 

2.0 Background  

Under Section 27 of the Local Electoral Act a local authority may resolve to change 
electoral systems. There are two electoral systems available – First Past The Post (FPP) 
or Single Transferable Vote (STV).  
 

3.0 Key Definitions 

Electoral System – as defined by the Local Electoral Act 2001. 
 

4.0 Policy 

At a meeting on 10 September 2014, the Council resolved to use the First Past the Post 
electoral system for the 2016 and 2019 local elections.  
 
This applies to all Timaru District Council elections (e.g. Mayor, Council, Community 
Board). 
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Street and Amenity Lighting Policy 
 

Approved by: District Services Committee 

Date 
Approved: 

22 March 2016 

Keywords: Street lighting, Amenity lighting, LED, Light Emitting Diode 

 

1.0 Purpose 
This policy outlines Timaru District Council’s policy for street lighting in the district. 

2.0 Background  
Street and amenity lights provide lighting to roads, walkways, access roads, and car 
parks. The current street lights are predominately High Pressure Sodium (HPS) lanterns 
that produce a yellow light with the wattages ranging from 70 to 250 Watts,  
 
Light Emitting Diodes (LED) have many advantages over incandescent light sources. A 
27W LED provides the equivalent light output as a 70W High-Pressure sodium (HPS). 
In addition to lower energy consumption, LED also have a longer lifetime, improved 
physical robustness, smaller size, and faster switching. 
 
At the February 2015 District Services Standing Committee meeting, the Committee 
considered a report by the Land Transport Manager on options for LED street lighting. 
The Committee supported an active program to progressively replace street lights with 
LED technology and that all new street lights also be LED.  
 
Street lights on the State Highways are owned by NZTA but managed by the Council. 
The replacement of State Highway street lights with LED is encouraged. 
 

3.0 Key Definitions 

Amenity lighting The provision of lighting at night for public amenity (e.g. 
car parks). 

High-Pressure Sodium (HPS) Sodium-vapour lamp is a sodium gas-discharge lamp that 
produces yellow light. 

Lanterns A mounted fixture used to illuminate areas. An enclosure 
for a light source, used for street lights. 

Light Emitting Diode (LED) This is a two-lead semiconductor light source. 

LTP Long Term Plan 

NZTA New Zealand Transport Agency – A Crown entity that 
provides financial assistance for roads on behalf of the 
government. They are also the State Highway controlling 
agency. 
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Road This is the designated Council road and has the meaning 
assigned to it as defined in the Local Government Act 
1974. 

Street lighting The provision of lighting at night in public places to 
illuminate the roads and pedestrian accessways, 
including walkways that are not private ways. 

TDC Street Lighting System This includes all, Timaru District Council and NZ 
Transport Agency owned street lights, festoons, poles, 
cables and wires dedicated to street lighting that are 
connected to the Electrical Supply Authority’s Systems. In 
these areas this covers street lighting arms, fixing bolts, 
underground columns (including foundations) overhead 
poles for street lighting purposes only, lanterns and 
associated equipment within Timaru District. Where the 
lighting is mounted on poles carrying power wires, then 
the pole and cross arm is excluded. 

Unless specifically defined in this policy, all words and expressions shall have the 
meaning as defined in the Local Government Act 1974 and 2002, the Land Transport 
Act 1998, and any Acts passed in amendment or substitution thereof. 

 

4.0 Policy 
1. Street lighting shall be designed in accordance with the national street lighting 

standard, AS/NZS 1158: Lighting for roads and public spaces. 

2. The Council will seek financial assistance from NZTA for the maintenance and 

renewal of street lighting. 

3. A programme for replacement of lighting with cost effective and energy efficient 

technology to reduce the Council’s future energy usage as well as minimising 

ongoing operational and maintenance costs shall be implemented within LTP budget 

allocations. 

4. All street light network extensions shall be LED, including new developments. 

5. Community amenity lighting that is not eligible for NZTA financial assistance shall 

be funded from the relevant community rate. 

6. State Highway street lights are managed by Council and entirely funded by NZTA. 

Council shall encourage the State Highway street lights to be upgraded to LED 

technology. 

7. Private amenity lighting shall not be connected to the TDC Street Lighting System. 

8. Council will continue to embrace new technologies. 
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9.3 Electoral System for 2022 Timaru District Council Elections 

Author: Mark Low, Strategy and Corporate Planning Manager  

Authoriser: Donna Cross, Group Manager Commercial and Strategy  

  

Recommendation 

1. That Council resolves to either: 

(a) Retain the First Past the Post (FPP) electoral system; or 

(b) Change to the Single Transferable Vote (STV) electoral system; or 

(c) Undertake a Poll of electors on the electoral system to be used for the 2022 and 2025 
elections, under Section 31 of the Local Electoral Act; or 

(d) Consults on the electoral system decision prior to making a resolution. 

 

 
Purpose of Report 

1 The purpose of this report is to: 

1.1 advise the Council’s ability to resolve to change the electoral system for the next two 
triennial elections; and 

1.2 seek a resolution on the electoral system to be used for the 2022 Timaru District Council 
elections. 

Assessment of Significance 

2 This is of low to medium significance under the Significance and Engagement Policy. Under 
the Local Electoral Act 2001 (LEA) the Council’s decision can be challenged via a poll should 
this be requested from the community, which gives opportunity for public input. 

Background 

3 There are two electoral systems in use for local authority elections in New Zealand – Single 
Transferable Vote (STV) and First Past the Post (FPP). The STV option has been an option for 
Councils since the 2004 local elections. 

4 Having a choice of electoral systems and the ability for Councils to choose between them is 
designed to help achieve the LEA principle of “fair and effective representation for individuals 
and communities.” 

5 The LEA provides local authorities and/or their communities with three options for choosing 
the electoral system to be used: 

5.1 A local authority may resolve to change its electoral system; or 

5.2 A local authority may resolve to hold a poll to determine which system should be used; 
or 

5.3 Electors may demand a poll is held on the matter 
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6 A summary of the relevant timeframes required for this process are outlined below: 

Date Task 

By Saturday 12 September 2020 Local authority resolution on electoral system – 
optional (sections 27, 32 Local Electoral Act (LEA)) 

By Saturday 19 September 2020 Public notice on electoral system – mandatory 
(sections 28, 32 LEA) 

By Sunday 21 February 2021  Last date to receive a demand for a poll on the 
electoral system for the 2022 elections (sec 30 LEA)  

Last date for local authority to resolve to hold poll on 
electoral system for the 2022 elections (sec 31, LEA) 

By Friday 21 May 2021 Last date to conduct a poll on the electoral system for 
the 2022 elections (sec 33, LEA) 

 

7 The chosen electoral system applies to both Council and Community Board elections. 

8 Appendix 1 outlines the legislative provisions related to this process.  

Discussion 

9 Timaru District Council has used the FPP electoral system since 2001. By law, the South 
Canterbury District Health Board must use the STV system for their elections. Currently, all 
other local authorities in the South Canterbury area use the FPP system, including the 
Geraldine Licensing Trust and Environment Canterbury.  

10 While FPP is the predominant system used for Council elections, a number of metro and 
District Councils do use STV, including Dunedin, Porirua, Wellington and Palmerston North.  

11 While it is one factor, there is no definitive guidance on whether either system contributes to 
increases in voter turnout. Voter turnout can be the function of a number of factors, including 
local issues at the time, a strong mayoral race, perceptions about the previous Council, nature 
of candidates, voter apathy, and a lack of knowledge. Timaru District traditionally polls well 
above the national average. For example in 2019, the turnout was 55.1% against a national 
average of 41.7%. 

12 An overview of the two electoral systems is included in Appendix 2. In summary, FPP is a 
plurality electoral system, meaning to get elected a candidate must win the most votes, but 
not a majority of votes. STV is a proportional electoral system, meaning to get elected a 
candidate must win a proportion of the overall votes cast (or “meet the quota”). The paper in 
Appendix 2 outlines the advantages and disadvantages of both systems.  

Options and Preferred Option 

13 The following are the options available to Council: 

Option 1: Council can resolve to change the electoral system from FPP to STV 

Council could choose to resolve to change the electoral system from FPP to STV. The resolution 
would be advertised giving opportunity for the community to demand a poll on the system 
should they not agree with the Council’s decision. The resolution would be binding for the 
2022/2025 elections, unless overturned by a poll. 
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Option 2: Council can reaffirm its use of the FPP electoral system 

Council could choose to reaffirm its current use of the FPP electoral system. As above, this 
would be advertised giving opportunity for the community to demand a poll on the system 
should they not agree. The resolution would be binding for the 2022 election, unless 
overturned by a poll. 

Option 3: Council can resolve to hold a poll on the electoral system 

Council could choose to hold a poll on the electoral system to be used for the 2022 local 
election. This resolution must be made by 21 February 2021, with a poll date no later than 21 
May 2021. The outcome of the poll would be binding for elections to be held in 2022 and 2025. 
A poll would potentially cost between $60-80,000. Council could initiate a poll now or at 
another time (e.g. alongside the triennial election). 

Option 4: Council can consult prior to a decision 

Council could choose to consult prior to resolving a decision. Any consultation would need to 
occur prior to a resolution being made by 12 September which would likely require a special 
meeting of Council to finalise the decision. This would then be advertised and opportunity 
given for the public to demand a poll. 

Option 5: Council can chose not to resolve  

Council could choose not to make a resolution. If no decision is made, FPP would be used for 
2022, unless a poll overturned the decision.  

14 Despite whichever option is selected by Council, the Council must advertise the public’s right 
to demand a poll to change the system by 19 September, including the Council’s resolution, 
should one be agreed. 

15 The following advantages and disadvantages apply to the various options 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Option 1: 

STV is not unknown as has been used for 
District Health Board elections since 2004 

Advantages of STV over FPP can be realised, 
particularly more proportional 
representation 

Some may find the STV system difficult to 
understand and accordingly disengage with 
voting 

If Council resolves to change system, the 
change will hold for two elections. Public 
may still petition for a poll. 

Option 2: 

Electors have used FPP for multiple Council 
elections and are familiar with the system 

No impact on cost as no change 

Public may still petition for a poll, which 
could lead to a change and associated costs 

Benefits of STV may not be realised 

Option 3: 

Result of poll will dictate the decision If poll changes system, the change will be in 
place for two elections 
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Potential to engage residents in decision-
making and to heighten community interest 
in local government 

Potential for polarised decision if only 
certain sectors of community participate in 
poll 

Costs of a poll 

Option 4: 

Provides opportunity for interested 
residents to give their views  

Result of consultation may be more strongly 
reflected in decision 

Issue currently does not appear a strong 
priority for community, meaning feedback 
may not provide any further data to inform 
decision 

Costs of consultation 

If Council resolves to change system, the 
change will hold for two elections. Public 
may still petition for a poll, with additional 
costs. 

Limited time to conduct consultation 

Option 5: 

Electors have used FPP for multiple Council 
elections and are familiar with the system 

Public may still petition for a poll, which 
could lead to a change 

Costs of a poll (if demanded) 

Benefits of STV may not be realised 

Consultation 

16 No consultation has occurred relating to this decision. Council could choose to seek 
community views prior to the decision being made, or could rely on the legislative process 
that enables a poll on the electoral system option to be demanded from the community. This 
provides a mechanism for the community to voice their views. 

17 Any consultation would need to occur prior to a resolution being made by 12 September which 
would likely require a special meeting of Council to finalise the decision.  

18 Council could also choose to initiate a poll on the choice of electoral system, rather than 
relying on the poll to be initiated by electors.  

19 A poll initiated by electors can occur at any time, or in response to the public notice. 5% of 
electors (approx. 1,700) are required to initiate a poll. To enable a change in electoral system 
for the 2022 election, this would need to occur by 21 February 2021, with the poll date no 
later than 21 May 2021. The outcome would apply to the 2022 and 2025 local elections. 

Relevant Legislation, Council Policy and Plans 

20 Local Electoral Act 2001, Sections 27 to 35 

21 Local Electoral Regulations 2001 

Financial and Funding Implications 

22 Funding implications may arise if the Council decides to consult specifically on this issue or a 
poll is requested, either by the Council or the community.  
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23 Funding for a consultation would need to come from existing budgets. There is no specific 
allocation for this work. 

24 Funding for a poll would come from the Election Expenses Fund, which may need some 
reimbursement over the next few budget round to reimburse it to a level to cover the costs 
of the next local election. A poll has not been specifically budgeted for. 

Other Considerations 

25 Council currently has a policy relating to its choice of electoral system. As this is a resolution 
of Council, a policy is not required, so this has been suggested for repeal (refer Repeal of 
Council Policies report). Any resolution made is advertised and included in the Council’s Local 
Governance Statement, otherwise known as ‘A Guide to Your Council’. 

Attachments 

1. Appendix 1 - Electoral Systems Decision - relevant legislation ⇩  
2. Appendix 2 - Local Government Electoral systems Option - Professor Janine Hayward    
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9.4 Community Survey 2019/20 Results 

Author: Mark Low, Strategy and Corporate Planning Manager 
Ann Fitzgerald, Corporate Planner  

Authoriser: Donna Cross, Group Manager Commercial and Strategy  

  

Recommendation 

That the report and Community Survey 2019/20 results be received and noted. 

 
Purpose of Report 

1 The purpose of this report is to present the Community Survey 2019/20 results to Council. The 
report will be supplemented by a presentation from Key Research Limited, who conducted 
the survey. 

Assessment of Significance 

2 This is of low significance under the Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Discussion 

3 The Council currently commissions a two yearly community survey.  This is the third 
community survey conducted by Key Research for the Council.  The purpose of the survey is 
to provide: 

3.1.1 objective information on satisfaction with Council services to assist future 
planning 

3.1.2 results for a number of Council performance measures included in the Long Term 
Plan 

3.1.3 feedback on questions of interest to the Council and Council staff 

4 The survey applies both to the governance of Council and service delivery across the broad 
range of services provided by the Council. 

5 The survey questions cover:  

5.1.1 questions relating to Council’s reputation – including leadership, trust, financial 
management and quality of services and facilities 

5.1.2 analysis of the key drivers of what determines residents perceptions and identifies 
opportunities to achieve improvements in perception 

5.1.3 satisfaction with and usage of selected Council services and facilities 

5.1.4 value for money for rates overall 

5.1.5 awareness of council provided information, communication and opportunities for 
resident involvement in decision making 

5.1.6 perceptions about Timaru district as a place to live, place to do business, safety 
and quality of life. 
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6 While there are some questions included on roading and footpaths, there is also a separate 
and more detailed survey carried out annually by the Land Transport Unit. 

Methodology 

7 The survey is a statistically valid survey carried out by Key Research.  401 district residents 
were surveyed across the three district wards to meet quota targets by age, ward and 
ethnicity.  Post data collection, the survey has been weighted to align to known population 
distribution based on the 2018 census. The sample has an expected 95% confidence level 
(margin of error) of +/-4.9%. 

8 Key Research methodology involves spreading surveying throughout a 12 month period with 
the provision of “dashboard” or summary results every quarter and a full report annually.  The 
advantage of spreading survey rather than completing the survey over a defined two week 
period is that it minimises the possibility of results being skewed by a particular event (such 
as an emergency, disruption due to road maintenance or pipe failure). All results exclude 
‘Don’t Know’ responses unless specified. 

Survey Results 

9 Overall, the survey results maintain a very good result for Council, with: 

9.1 Some small reductions in headline measures compared to previous surveys. 

9.2 The overall satisfaction question indicates a satisfaction level of 73% (2017/18: 80%) 
which remains a very good result. 

9.3 The Council maintains an excellent reputation, with a benchmark score of 85 out of 150 
(>80 is considered excellent) (93% in 2017/18).  

10 The survey indicates that Timaru District residents remain very satisfied with key 
infrastructural services provided by the Council, including waste minimisation kerbside 
collection service (92%, down 1%), sewage system (93%, down 3%), water supply (92%, up 
2%), overall roading, including roads, footpaths and cycleways (71%, up 2%) and stormwater 
(68%, no change).  

11 Results for key community facilities have remained strong, including parks and reserves (97%, 
up 5%), swimming pools (89%, no change) public toilets (68%, down 4%) libraries (94%, down 
1%) museum (92%, down 2%) and the art gallery (89%, down 2%). 

12 User performance of Regulatory services has been largely positive, including Dog Control 
(72%, up 6%), Building Consents (62%, up 12%), Resource consents (47%, down 1%), Liquor 
licensing (82%, up 3%), licensing of premises (81%, down 6%). Caution should be used in 
interpreting these results as they use small sample sizes and a small proportion of survey 
respondents use these services. On the whole however, results are positive. 

13 Views on water supply attributes indicate that for residents on both rural and town water 
supplies reliability and sustainability are the two most important attributes. These were 
ranked ahead of taste, hosing or gardening restrictions, availability of additional units of water 
and affordability.  

14 Local residents continue to be very positive about living in Timaru District, with: 

14.1 More than nine out of ten residents (91%) perceive Timaru to be at least as good a place 
to live as it was three years ago (2018: 95%) 
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14.2 A quarter of residents (25%) think that Timaru is a better place to do business compared 
with three years ago (2018:31%) 

14.3 More than a third of residents (39%) believe that the quality of life in Timaru is better 
than it was three years ago (2018: 36%) 

14.4 More than nine in ten residents (91%) perceive Timaru as mostly safe (64%) or very safe 
(27%)  (2018: 93%) 

15 Most residents use the newspaper (55%) or the website (46%) as their main sources in keeping 
up-to-date with Council activities; in addition the proportion of residents who rely on 
Facebook and Council publications has increased since 2017/18. 

16 Around one in six residents (17%) made a request for service or a complaint about a Council 
service in the last 12 months; almost a quarter (23%) of the requests or complaints came from 
older residents (65+ years).  

16.1 Nearly three in five enquiries, requests or complaints were made via the phone (59%); 
almost a third were lodged in person or at an office (32%) 

16.2 In almost all instances, the initial interactions primarily dealt with a Council staff 
member 

16.3 Overall satisfaction with how well their enquiry was handled has slightly increased since 
2017/18 (51% from 50%), this being highly influenced by how well Council staff 
communicated with the residents regarding their issues and concerns. 

17 An overview of the main results will be presented and discussed at the meeting.  The survey 
results are separately circulated. 

 

Attachments 

1. Timaru District Council - Community Survey 2019/20 Results ⇩   
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9.5 Timaru District Holdings Limited Director Fees 

Author: Bede Carran, Chief Executive  

Authoriser: Bede Carran, Chief Executive  

  

Recommendation 

That Councils sets the fees for: 

1. The Timaru District Holdings Limited Chair at $<<to be determined by Council>>. 

2. The Timaru District Holdings Limited Deputy Chair at $<<to be determined by Council>>. 

3. The Timaru District Holdings Limited Director at $<<to be determined by Council>>. 

 
Purpose of Report 

1 To determine the directors’ fees for Timaru District Holdings Limited. 

Assessment of Significance 

2 This matter has a low significance in terms of Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Background 

3 The Director fees for Timaru District Holdings Limited (TDHL) were last set in 2014.  They are 
set by Council as the shareholder. 

4 The current annual directors’ fees are: $31,414 for the chair, $21,541 for the deputy chair 
(note that the current deputy chair on his own volition receives the directors’ fee only and 
does not take the additional amount for the deputy chair) and $18,000 for Directors. 

5 As part of the current appointment process of selecting and appointing new directors, it is 
timely to review the fees. 

6 The Director Appointment and Remuneration Policy states:  

Remuneration of directors of council controlled organisations is a matter of public interest.  

Remuneration and changes to it will therefore require Council approval, and will be based on 
the nature of the organisation, market rates for comparable positions and any specific process 
for determining remuneration specified in the organisation’s constitution. 

Discussion 

7 An independent assessment of the fees (as attached) has been undertaken by Institute of 
Directors (IoD).  In terms of providing relevant director fee comparisons it does so in the 
context of lower, median and upper quartiles.     

8 The report also provides context and analysis on directors’ fees for Elected Member Directors 
and whether there should be a differential paid to them vis-à-vis independent directors.  The 
IoD report concludes that the better practice is that there is no differential and that elected 
member directors and independent directors are remunerated equally.   
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9 It is proposed that changes in the directors’ fees will take affect when the new Directors are 
appointed at the TDHL Annual General Meeting which is anticipated to be in November 2020. 

Options and Preferred Option 

10 Council sets the directors’ fees.  In respect of options it can continue the existing director 
payments or set them at a different level as it sees appropriate in terms of its policy. 

Consultation 

11 The IoD report was commissioned to provide independent and objective advice on directors’ 
fees for Council as shareholder to consider.     

Relevant Legislation, Council Policy and Plans 

12 Director Appointment and Remuneration Policy, TDHL constitution, Companies Act 1993. 

Financial and Funding Implications 

13 TDHL Director fees are funded from the TDHL operational budget and do not affect Council 
budgets. 

Other Considerations 

14 Not applicable 

Attachments 

1. Timaru District Holdings Limited Director Fees Review - Institute of Directors ⇩   
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9.6 Aorangi Stadium Trust - Final Statement of Intent 

Author: Donna Cross, Group Manager Commercial and Strategy  

Authoriser: Donna Cross, Group Manager Commercial and Strategy  

  

Recommendation 

That Council receive and note the final Statement of Intent of Aorangi Stadium Trust.  

 

 
Purpose of Report 

1 To provide Council with a copy of Aorangi Stadium Trust’s Final Statement of Intent for 
2020/21 and the subsequent two financial years.   

Assessment of Significance 

2 This matter is of low significance in terms of Council’s significance and engagement policy.  

Discussion 

3 Aorangi Stadium Trust (the Trust) has previously provided Council with its draft statement of 
intent for 2020/21, in relation to which Council provided feedback to the Trust.  

4 The Trust has finalised and provided its final Statement of Intent to Timaru District Council, 
having regard to the feedback provided by Council.  

5 A copy of the Trust’s final Statement of Intent is attached.  

Attachments 

1. Aorangi Stadium Trust - Final Statement of Intent    
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10 Consideration of Urgent Business Items 

11 Consideration of Minor Nature Matters 

12 Public Forum Items Requiring Consideration 
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13 Exclusion of Public  

13.1 Waste contract 
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Recommendation 

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting on the 
grounds under section 48 of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 as 
follows: 

General subject of each matter 
to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

Plain English Reason 

13.1 - Waste contract s7(2)(b)(ii) - The withholding of 
the information is necessary to 
protect information where the 
making available of the 
information would be likely 
unreasonably to prejudice the 
commercial position of the 
person who supplied or who is 
the subject of the information 

Commercial sensitivity 
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Library Fees and Charges Policy 
 


Approved by: Community Development Committee 


Date 
Approved: 26 April 2016 


Keywords: 
Subscription, fines, membership, fees, charges, reserves, 
services, processing fees, damaged items 


 


1.0 Purpose 
The purpose of this policy is to identify and specify what library services and facilities 
shall be subjected to a fee or a charge and to indicate when and how such fees shall 
be determined.  
 


2.0 Background  
Fees and charges shall be determined by Council on an annual basis and be in 
accordance with the appropriate legislation and Council strategic direction. 
 
The library offers a range of services and materials for which a charge is made as a 
condition of their use. 
 


3.0 Key Definitions 
Fees and Charges - Library fees and charges are levied under the Local 


Government Act 2002 and specified in the Council’s Annual 
Plan. 


Subscription - A lending library to which borrowers pay a membership fee 
either instead of or in addition to a specific charge for books 
borrowed. 


Membership - Library members are administered a library card that provides 
them with access and borrowing rights. 


Fines -  Library fines can also be know as late fees or overdue fees. A 
fine is an enforcement designed to ensure that materials 
borrowed are returned. 


 


4.0 Policy 
4.1 No subscription fee is levied on Timaru District residents. 


 
4.2 The subscription fee for out of district adult members will be equivalent per 


household to the annual cost of the Library per ratepayer. 
 


4.3 No subscription fee will be levied on out of district children in view of the 
educational value of the service. 
 


4.4 No rental fee will be charged on books, DVD’s, PlayStation games or children’s 
music.  
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4.5 A rental fee will be charged for adult music, while the current collection is 


maintained. The annual rental income contributes to the annual cost of 
purchases. 
 


4.6 A fee will be charged to recover the full cost (excluding labour) of Reserves, 
Interloans and Replacement Cards services. 
 


4.7 A fee will be charged to recover the full cost plus a minimum of 50% surplus for 
photocopying services. 
 


4.8 A fine will be levied for items returned after the due date based on an 
accumulating weekly penalty. 


 
 
 


5.0 Delegations, References and Revision History 
5.1 Delegations - Identify here any delegations related to the policy for it to be operative or required as a result of 
the policy  
5.2 Related Documents - Include here reference to any documents related to the policy (e.g. operating guidelines, 


procedures) 


5.3 Revision History – Summary of the development and review of the policy 


5.1 Delegations  
Delegation Delegations Register 


Reference 


Nil Include Delegations 
Register reference 


5.2 References 


Title Document Reference 


Annual Plan Fees and Charges   


5.3 Revision History  


Revision # Policy Owner Date Approved Approval by Date of 
next review 


Document Reference 


1 Libraries 
Manager 


26 April 2016 Community 
Development 
Committee 


April 2019 #989240 


 








 


 


 


Council Controlled Organisations  


Exemptions 


 


Approved by: Policy and Development Committee 


Date 
Approved: 13 March 2018 


Keywords: Exemption, AD Hally  


 


1.0 Purpose 


To be able to grant an exemption to an organisation from the provisions for Council 
Controlled Organisations as specified in the Local Government Act 2002. 
 
 


2.0 Background  


An exemption can be made by resolution of the local authority after taking into account: 
- The nature and scope of the activities provided by the organisation; and 
- The costs and benefits, if an exemption is granted, to the local authority, the CCO and 


the community. 
(LGA Section 7(5)) 


 
An example the Council has is the AD Hally Trust which is a Council Controlled 
Organisation (CCO) because the Trustees are Councillors.  Since 2003, the Council 
granted an exemption for the AD Hally Trust on the grounds that no Council funds are 
involved, and the Trust has a single focus of distributing funds from the AD Hally Trust 
in accordance with the Albert Daniel Hally Will. 
 
 


3.0 Key Definitions 


Council Controlled Organisation – an entity that is controlled, either directly or 
indirectly, by one or more local authorities. 
 
 


4.0 Policy 


That the Council will review all CCO’s on a three yearly cycle and exempt any from 
the status of a Council Controlled Organisation where the nature and scope of the 
activities provided by the organisation are minor and where it is considered that the 
costs outweigh the benefits to the CCO and the community. 
  







 


 


 
 
 


5.0 Delegations, References and Revision History 
5.1 Delegations - Identify here any delegations related to the policy for it to be operative or required as a result of the 


policy  
5.2 Related Documents - Include here reference to any documents related to the policy (e.g. operating guidelines, 
procedures) 


5.3 Revision History – Summary of the development and review of the policy 


5.1 Delegations  
Delegation Delegations Register 


Reference 


None  


5.2 References 


Title Document Reference 


  


  


Revision # Policy Owner Date Approved Approval by Date of next 
review 


Document Reference 


 
1 


 
Group Manager 
Corporate 
Services 


 
28 July 2015 


 
Policy & 
Development 
Committee 


 
June 2018 


 
#905449 :F2121; 
#753241 


2 Group Manager 
Corporate 
Services 


13 March 2018 Policy & 
Development 
Committee 


March 2021 #1356676 
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Timaru District Council Elections –  


Electoral System 
 


Approved by: Council 


Date Approved: 10 September 2014 


Keywords: 
Electoral system, First Past The Post (FPP), Single 
Transferable Vote (STV) 


 


1.0 Purpose 


The purpose of the policy is to state the electoral system to be used for Timaru District 
Council local elections. 
 


2.0 Background  


Under Section 27 of the Local Electoral Act a local authority may resolve to change 
electoral systems. There are two electoral systems available – First Past The Post 
(FPP) or Single Transferable Vote (STV).  
 


3.0 Key Definitions 


Electoral System – as defined by the Local Electoral Act 2001. 
 


4.0 Policy 


At a meeting on 10 September 2014, the Council resolved to use the First Past the 
Post electoral system for the 2016 and 2019 local elections.  
 
This applies to all Timaru District Council elections (e.g. Mayor, Council, Community 
Board). 
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5.0 Delegations, References and Revision History 
5.1 Delegations - Identify here any delegations related to the policy for it to be operative or required as a result of 


the policy  
5.2 Related Documents - Include here reference to any documents related to the policy (e.g. operating guidelines, 
procedures) 


5.3 Revision History – Summary of the development and review of the policy 


5.1 Delegations  
Delegation Delegations Register 


Reference 


NA  


5.2 References 


Title Document Reference 


NA  


5.3 Revision History  


Revision # Policy Owner Date Approved Approval by Date of 
next review 


Document Reference 


1 Electoral 
Officer 


10 September 
2014 


Council 2020 #830991, F8525 


 








#980893 


Street and Amenity Lighting Policy 
 


Approved by: District Services Committee 


Date 
Approved: 


22 March 2016 


Keywords: Street lighting, Amenity lighting, LED, Light Emitting Diode 


 


1.0 Purpose 
This policy outlines Timaru District Council’s policy for street lighting in the district. 


2.0 Background  
Street and amenity lights provide lighting to roads, walkways, access roads, and car 
parks. The current street lights are predominately High Pressure Sodium (HPS) 
lanterns that produce a yellow light with the wattages ranging from 70 to 250 Watts,  
 
Light Emitting Diodes (LED) have many advantages over incandescent light sources. A 
27W LED provides the equivalent light output as a 70W High-Pressure sodium (HPS). 
In addition to lower energy consumption, LED also have a longer lifetime, improved 
physical robustness, smaller size, and faster switching. 
 
At the February 2015 District Services Standing Committee meeting, the Committee 
considered a report by the Land Transport Manager on options for LED street lighting. 
The Committee supported an active program to progressively replace street lights with 
LED technology and that all new street lights also be LED.  
 
Street lights on the State Highways are owned by NZTA but managed by the Council. 
The replacement of State Highway street lights with LED is encouraged. 
 


3.0 Key Definitions 


Amenity lighting The provision of lighting at night for public amenity (e.g. 
car parks). 


High-Pressure Sodium (HPS) Sodium-vapour lamp is a sodium gas-discharge lamp 
that produces yellow light. 


Lanterns A mounted fixture used to illuminate areas. An enclosure 
for a light source, used for street lights. 


Light Emitting Diode (LED) This is a two-lead semiconductor light source. 


LTP Long Term Plan 


NZTA New Zealand Transport Agency – A Crown entity that 
provides financial assistance for roads on behalf of the 
government. They are also the State Highway 
controlling agency. 
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Road This is the designated Council road and has the 
meaning assigned to it as defined in the Local 
Government Act 1974. 


Street lighting The provision of lighting at night in public places to 
illuminate the roads and pedestrian accessways, 
including walkways that are not private ways. 


TDC Street Lighting System This includes all, Timaru District Council and NZ 
Transport Agency owned street lights, festoons, poles, 
cables and wires dedicated to street lighting that are 
connected to the Electrical Supply Authority’s Systems. 
In these areas this covers street lighting arms, fixing 
bolts, underground columns (including foundations) 
overhead poles for street lighting purposes only, 
lanterns and associated equipment within Timaru 
District. Where the lighting is mounted on poles carrying 
power wires, then the pole and cross arm is excluded. 


Unless specifically defined in this policy, all words and expressions shall have the 
meaning as defined in the Local Government Act 1974 and 2002, the Land Transport 
Act 1998, and any Acts passed in amendment or substitution thereof. 


 


4.0 Policy 
1. Street lighting shall be designed in accordance with the national street lighting 


standard, AS/NZS 1158: Lighting for roads and public spaces. 


2. The Council will seek financial assistance from NZTA for the maintenance and 


renewal of street lighting. 


3. A programme for replacement of lighting with cost effective and energy efficient 


technology to reduce the Council’s future energy usage as well as minimising 


ongoing operational and maintenance costs shall be implemented within LTP 


budget allocations. 


4. All street light network extensions shall be LED, including new developments. 


5. Community amenity lighting that is not eligible for NZTA financial assistance shall 


be funded from the relevant community rate. 


6. State Highway street lights are managed by Council and entirely funded by NZTA. 


Council shall encourage the State Highway street lights to be upgraded to LED 


technology. 


7. Private amenity lighting shall not be connected to the TDC Street Lighting System. 


8. Council will continue to embrace new technologies. 
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5.0 Delegations, References and Revision History 
5.1 Delegations - Identify here any delegations related to the policy for it to be operative or required as a result of 
the policy  


5.2 Related Documents - Include here reference to any documents related to the policy (e.g. operating guidelines, 
procedures) 


5.3 Revision History – Summary of the development and review of the policy 


5.1 Delegations  


Delegation 
Delegations Register 
Reference 


Include summary of delegation Include Delegations Register 
reference 


5.2 References 


Title Document Reference 


Street Lighting – Standards Doc # 1711 


LED (Light Emitting Diode) Street Lighting report to District Services Committee 
February 2015 


Doc # 918123 


  


5.3 Revision History  


Revision # Policy Owner Date Approved Approval by 
Date of 
next review 


Document Reference 


1.0 Land 
Transport 
Manager 


22 March 2016 District Services 
Committee 


March 2019 Report – Doc # 984397 


 








Electoral systems for elections


27 Local authority may resolve to change electoral systems
(1) Any local authority may, not later than 12 September in the year that is 2 years


before the year in which the next triennial general election is to be held, resolve
that the next 2 triennial general elections of the local authority and its local
boards or community boards (if any), and any associated election, will be held
using a specified electoral system other than that used for the previous triennial
general election.


(2) A resolution under this section—
(a) takes effect, subject to paragraph (b), for the next 2 triennial general


elections of the local authority and its local boards or community boards
(if any), and any associated election; and


(b) continues in effect until either—
(i) a further resolution under this section takes effect; or
(ii) a poll of electors of the local authority held under section 33 takes


effect.
(3) This section is subject to section 32.
(4) In this section, and in sections 28 to 34, associated election, in relation to any


2 successive triennial general elections of a local authority (and its local boards
or community boards (if any)), means—
(a) any election to fill an extraordinary vacancy in the membership of the


body concerned that is held—
(i) between those elections; or
(ii) after the second of those elections but before the subsequent trien-


nial general election:
(b) an election of the members of the body concerned called under section


258I or 258M of the Local Government Act 2002 that is held—
(i) between those elections; or
(ii) after the second of those elections but before the subsequent trien-


nial general election.
Section 27(1): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


Section 27(1): amended, on 25 December 2002, by section 9(1) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 27(2)(a): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 9(2) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 27(2)(a): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


Section 27(2)(b)(ii): amended, on 25 December 2002, by section 9(3) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Part 2 s 27 Local Electoral Act 2001
Reprinted as at


16 May 2020


62



http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM4925979

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM4925979

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM4925985

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM5707313

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM181473

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM181473

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM5707313

http://legislation.govt.nz/pdflink.aspx?id=DLM181473





Section 27(4): added, on 25 December 2002, by section 9(4) of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 27(4): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


Section 27(4)(b): amended, on 5 December 2012, by section 43 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2012 (2012 No 93).


28 Public notice of right to demand poll on electoral system
(1) Every local authority must, not later than 19 September in the year that is 2


years before the year in which the next triennial general election is to be held,
give public notice of the right to demand, under section 29, a poll on the elect-
oral system to be used for the elections of the local authority and its local
boards or community boards (if any).


(2) If the local authority has passed a resolution under section 27 that takes effect
at the next triennial election, every notice under subsection (1) must include—
(a) notice of that resolution; and
(b) a statement that a poll is required to countermand that resolution.


(2A) Despite subsections (1) and (2), if, on or before the date referred to in subsec-
tion (1), the local authority has passed a resolution under section 31 and has
specified a date for the holding of the poll that is on or before 21 May in the
year before the next triennial general election, subsection (1) does not apply.


(3) This section is subject to section 32.
Section 28(1): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


Section 28(1): amended, on 25 December 2002, by section 10(1) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 28(2): amended, on 25 December 2002, by section 10(2) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 28(2A): inserted, on 25 December 2002, by section 10(3) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


29 Electors may demand poll
(1) A specified number of electors of a local authority may, at any time, demand


that a poll be held on a proposal by those electors that a specified electoral sys-
tem be used at the elections of the local authority and its local boards or com-
munity boards (if any).


(2) This section is subject to section 32.
(3) In this section and sections 30 and 31,—


demand means a demand referred to in subsection (1)
specified number of electors, in relation to a local authority, means a number
of electors equal to or greater than 5% of the number of electors enrolled as
eligible to vote at the previous general election of the local authority.
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Section 29(1): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


Section 29(1): amended, on 25 December 2002, by section 11 of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2002 (2002 No 85).


30 Requirements for valid demand
(1) A demand must be made by notice in writing—


(a) signed by a specified number of electors; and
(b) delivered to the principal office of the local authority.


(2) An elector may sign a demand and be treated as one of the specified number of
electors only if—
(a) the name of that elector appears,—


(i) in the case of a territorial authority, on the electoral roll of the ter-
ritorial authority; and


(ii) in the case of any other local authority, on the electoral roll of any
territorial authority or other local authority as the name of a per-
son eligible to vote in an election of that local authority; or


(b) in a case where the name of an elector does not appear on a roll in
accordance with paragraph (a),—
(i) the name of the elector is included on the most recently published


electoral roll for any electoral district under the Electoral Act
1993 or is currently the subject of a direction by the Electoral
Commission under section 115 of that Act (which relates to
unpublished names); and


(ii) the address for which the elector is registered as a parliamentary
elector is within the local government area of the local authority;
or


(c) the address given by the elector who signed the demand is—
(i) confirmed by the Electoral Commission as the address at which


the elector is registered as a parliamentary elector; and
(ii) within the district of the local authority; or


(d) the elector has enrolled, or has been nominated, as a ratepayer elector
and is qualified to vote as a ratepayer elector in elections of the local
authority.


(3) Every elector who signs a demand must state, against his or her signature,—
(a) the elector’s name; and
(b) the address for which the person is qualified as an elector of the local


authority.
(3A) If a valid demand is received after 21 February in the year before the next tri-


ennial general election, the poll required by the demand—
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(a) must be held after 21 May in that year; and
(b) has effect in accordance with section 34(2) (which provides that the poll


has effect for the purposes of the next but one triennial general election
of the local authority and the subsequent triennial general election).


(4) The chief executive of the local authority must, as soon as is practicable, give
notice to the electoral officer of every valid demand for a poll made in accord-
ance with section 29 and this section.


(5) This section is subject to section 32.
Section 30(1)(b): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 12(1) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 30(2)(b)(i): amended, on 1 July 2012, by section 58(5) of the Electoral (Administration)
Amendment Act 2011 (2011 No 57).


Section 30(2)(c)(i): amended, on 21 March 2017, by section 114 of the Electoral Amendment Act
2017 (2017 No 9).


Section 30(3A): inserted, on 25 December 2002, by section 12(2) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 30(3A): amended, on 26 March 2015, by section 6 of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2015 (2015 No 19).


Section 30(4): amended, on 25 December 2002, by section 12(3) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


31 Local authority may resolve to hold poll
(1) A local authority may, no later than 21 February in the year immediately before


the year in which the next triennial general election is to be held, resolve that a
poll be held on a proposal that a specified electoral system be used for the elec-
tions of the local authority and its local boards or community boards (if any).


(2) A resolution may, but need not, specify a date on which the poll is to be held.
(2A) The date specified for the holding of a poll must not be a date that would


require deferral of the poll under section 138A.
(3) The chief executive of the local authority must give notice to the electoral offi-


cer of any resolution under subsection (1),—
(a) if no date for the holding of the poll is specified in the resolution, as


soon as is practicable:
(b) if a date for the holding of the poll is specified in the resolution, at an


appropriate time that enables the poll to be conducted in accordance with
section 33(3).


(4) This section is subject to section 32.
Section 31(1): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 13(1) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 31(1): amended, on 26 March 2015, by section 7 of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2015 (2015 No 19).


Section 31(1): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).
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Section 31(2): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 13(1) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 31(2A): inserted, on 25 December 2002, by section 13(1) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 31(3): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 13(2) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


32 Limitation on change to electoral systems
Sections 27 to 31 do not apply if—
(a) a poll on the proposal described in section 29 or section 31 held under


section 33 took effect at the previous triennial general election of the
local authority or takes effect at the next triennial general election of the
local authority:


(b) another enactment requires a particular electoral system to be used for
the election of members of a local authority.


Section 32(a): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 14 of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


33 Poll of electors
(1) If the electoral officer for a local authority receives notice under section 30(4)


or section 31(3), the electoral officer must, as soon as is practicable after
receiving that notice, give public notice of the poll under section 52.


(2) Despite subsection (1), if an electoral officer for a local authority receives 1 or
more notices under both sections 30(4) and 31(3), or more than 1 notice under
either section, in any period between 2 triennial general elections, the polls
required to be taken under each notice may, to the extent that the result of those
polls would take effect at the same election, and if it is practicable to combine
those polls, be combined.


(3) A poll held under this section must be held not later than 89 days after the date
on which—
(a) the notice referred to in subsection (1) is received; or
(b) the last notice referred to in subsection (2) is received.


(3A) Subsection (3) is subject to subsection (2), section 30(3A) and section 138A.
(3B) Voters at a poll held under this section decide the proposal or proposals that are


the subject of the poll by voting for one of the electoral systems named in the
voting document or, as the case may require, expressing a preference in respect
of each of the electoral systems named in the voting document.


(4) Every poll under this section that is held in conjunction with a triennial general
election or held after that election but not later than 21 May in the year imme-
diately before the year in which the next triennial general election is to be held
determines whether the electoral system to be used for the next 2 triennial
general elections of the local authority and its local boards or community
boards (if any) and any associated election is to be—
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(a) the electoral system used at the previous general election of the local
authority; or


(b) the electoral system specified in any resolution under section 27; or
(c) the electoral system specified in any demand submitted within the appro-


priate period of which the electoral officer has received notice under sec-
tion 30(4) and, if notice of more than 1 such demand is received, one of
the systems specified in those demands and, if so, which one; or


(d) the electoral system specified in any resolution of which the electoral
officer has received notice under section 31(3).


(5) Every poll under this section that is held at some other time determines
whether the electoral system to be used at the next but one triennial general
election of the local authority and its local boards or community boards (if any)
and any associated election is to be—
(a) the electoral system used at the previous general election of the local


authority; or
(b) the electoral system specified in any resolution under section 27; or
(c) the electoral system specified in any demand submitted within the appro-


priate period of which the electoral officer has received notice under sec-
tion 30(4) and, if notice of more than 1 such demand is received, one of
the systems specified in those demands and, if so, which one; or


(d) the electoral system specified in any resolution of which the electoral
officer has received notice under section 31(3).


Section 33(2): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 15(1) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 33(3): amended, on 26 March 2015, by section 8 of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2015 (2015 No 19).


Section 33(3A): inserted, on 25 December 2002, by section 15(2) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 33(3B): inserted, on 25 December 2002, by section 15(2) of the Local Electoral Amendment
Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 33(4): substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 15(3) of the Local Electoral Amend-
ment Act 2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 33(4): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


Section 33(5): added, on 25 December 2002, by section 15(3) of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 33(5): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).


34 Effect of poll
(1) If a poll is held under section 33 in conjunction with a triennial general election


or held after that election but not later than 21 May in the year immediately
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before the year in which the next triennial general election is to be held, the
electoral system adopted or confirmed must be used—
(a) for the next 2 triennial general elections:
(b) for any associated election:
(c) for all subsequent triennial general elections, elections to fill extraordin-


ary vacancies, and elections called under section 258I or 258M of the
Local Government Act 2002, until a further resolution under section 27
takes effect or a further poll held under section 33 takes effect, which-
ever occurs first.


(2) If a poll is held under section 33 at some other time, the electoral system adop-
ted or confirmed must be used—
(a) for the next but one triennial general election and the following triennial


general election:
(b) for any associated election:
(c) for all subsequent triennial general elections, elections to fill extraordin-


ary vacancies, and elections called under section 258I or 258M of the
Local Government Act 2002, until a further resolution under section 27
takes effect or a further poll held under section 33 takes effect, which-
ever occurs first.


Section 34: substituted, on 25 December 2002, by section 16 of the Local Electoral Amendment Act
2002 (2002 No 85).


Section 34(1)(c): amended, on 5 December 2012, by section 43 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2012 (2012 No 93).


Section 34(2)(c): amended, on 5 December 2012, by section 43 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2012 (2012 No 93).


Electoral systems for polls


35 Electoral systems for polls
(1) Every poll conducted for a local authority must be conducted using an electoral


system adopted by resolution of the local authority—
(a) for the purposes of the particular poll; or
(b) for the purposes of 2 or more polls that are to be conducted at the same


time.
(2) If a poll is to be conducted for a local authority and there is no applicable reso-


lution, that poll must be conducted using the electoral system commonly
known as First Past the Post.
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Introduction
§ The Timaru District Council has an ongoing need to measure how satisfied residents are with resources, facilities and services 


provided by the Council, and to prioritise improvement opportunities that will be valued by the community


Research Objectives
§ To assess satisfaction among residents in relation to services, facilities and other activities of the Timaru District Council


§ To identify opportunities for improvement that would be valued by residents and how these should be prioritised


Methodology
§ A statistically robust survey conducted by telephone with a sample of n=401 residents across the Timaru District Council area


§ Data collection was managed to quota targets by age, ward and ethnicity, and post data collection, the sample has been weighted 
so it is aligned with known population distributions as contained in the Census 2018


§ At an aggregate level the sample has an expected 95% confidence interval (margin of error) of +/- 4.9%. All statistical significance 
testing has used a 95% confidence interval unless otherwise stated


§ Interviewing is managed in quarterly cycles with data for the current report having been collected between 1 July 2019 and 16 April 
2020


§ Results exclude ‘don’t know’ responses unless otherwise specified


§ All results are reported in whole numbers and this may result in a rounding difference of one percentage point in some instances


Introduction, Objectives and Methodology
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Executive summary


Satisfaction with Timaru District Council’s performance regarding various services, infrastructure and facilities is mostly 
high with more than seven out of ten residents satisfied (%7-10). More than a third of residents (39%) perceive that 
the quality of life in Timaru is better than it was three years ago  


1


2
Timaru District Council has a strong reputation, with a benchmark score of 85 out of 150 (93 in 2017/18). ‘Image and 
reputation’ has the greatest impact (45%) on overall satisfaction, so performance in this area should be improved to 
potentially enhance overall perceptions of the Council


3
‘Trustworthiness’, ‘Financial management’ and ‘How rates are spent’ are key priority areas for improvement for the 
Council. Performance around the provision of quality services and maintenance of public facilities should be 
maintained


5 Overall, the delivery of services and facilities remain as the area where the Council is performing very well, although 
residents would likely value improvements to roading and regulatory services


4
Around one in six residents (17%) have lodged a service request or complaint with the Council in the last year. Overall 
satisfaction with how well their enquiry was handled has slightly increased since 2017/18 (51% from 50%), this being 
highly influenced by how well Council staff communicated with the residents regarding their issues and concerns


6
Most residents obtain information about the Council and its activities through newspapers and its website. The use of 
Facebook and Council publications as sources of Council information has significantly increased in the past two years. 
Overall, the level of satisfaction regarding how the Council keeps the public informed and involved in its decision-
making has declined compared with 2017/18 







Summary of key performance indicators
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Overall performance(1)


Council continues to be evaluated well for its services and facilities, image and reputation and value for money, but 
residents are less satisfied with the level of influence they have on Council decision-making


80%


74%


69%


60%


47%


Overall services and facilities


Image and reputation


Value for money


Overall communication


Residents having influence on
council's decision making


Dissatisfied 
(% 1-4)


2017/18 
(%7-10)


5% 83%


7% 81%


10% 72%


11% 69%


19% 53%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. REP4. And when you think about everything that the Council does, how would you rate the Council for the quality of the services and facilities they provide the 


district? 
3. REP5. Thinking about the reputation of the Timaru District Council, so the leadership that they provide for the district, the trust that you have in Council, their 


financial management and quality of services they provide. Overall, how would you rate the Timaru District Council for its reputation?
4. VM4. Considering all the services and facilities that the [COUNCIL] provides. Overall how satisfied are you that you receive good value for the money you spend 


in rates and other fees?
5. CM2. How would you rate Council for keeping the public informed and involved in its decision making?
6. CM3. And how satisfied are you with the level of influence that residents have on Council’s decision making?


2019/20 
Satisfied (% 7-10)


Timaru Temuka /  
Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


81% 81% 71%


75% 76% 69%


73% 62% 61%


62% 54% 58%


48% 41% 47%


(2)


(3)


(4)


(5)


(6)


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18


2019/20
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Dissatisfied 
(% 1-4)


2017/18
(%7-10)


1% 92%


7% 73%


39% 50%


0% 94%


2% 90%


6% 69%


11% 68%


0% 91%


1% 90%


Overall performance: Summary(1)


High levels of satisfaction were achieved regarding waste disposal and recycling, sewage system, 
water supply, parks and outdoor spaces, and public facilities


93%


67%


51%


93%


92%


71%


68%


96%


92%


Timaru
Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


96% 91% 81%


73% 55% 58%


59% 45% 28%


95% 88% 92%


94% 89% 90%


75% 68% 56%


72% 62% 52%


97% 91% 95%


92% 88% 93%


Satisfied 
(% 7-10)


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/8 n=402; 2019/20 n=401;Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=82; Geraldine n=89
2. Regulatory services were asked of all respondents based on their ‘experience or impressions’; n=224


Services


Overall waste disposal and recycling 


Overall regulatory services(2)


Handling enquiries


Infrastructure


Sewage system 


Water supply 


Overall roading 


Stormwater management 


Community facilities


Overall satisfaction with parks and outdoor spaces 


Overall satisfaction with public facilities 


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Introduction to the driver model


The Customer Value Management model has been used to understand perceptions of the 
Council and as a mechanism for prioritising improvement opportunities


Overall performance Overall services and facilities


Image and reputation


XX%


X%


X%


X%


XX%


Value for money


Waste management


X%


Roading


X%


Parks and reserves


X%


Public facilities


X%


X%


X%


X%


X%


Water management


X%


X%


Impact ImpactPerformance (%7-10) Performance (%7-10)


XX%


Overview of our driver model
§ Residents are asked to rate their 


perceptions of Council’s 
performance on the various 
elements that impact overall 
satisfaction. These processes 
must align with the customer 
facing services and processes to 
ensure they are actionable


§ Rather than ask what residents 
think is important, we use 
statistics to derive the impact of 
drivers on overall satisfaction


§ Results can be used as a basis for 
comparing performance between 
groups of interest and potentially 
with other Councils


Performance
1 = Dissatisfied / poor; 10= Satisfied / excellent


Results are reported as the percentage satisfied; 
e.g. % scoring 7-10 representing satisfied


Level of impact 
Measures the impact that each 
driver has on satisfaction. The 


measure is derived through 
statistical modelling.


Regulatory


X%


X%


X% (% 7-10)
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Driver analysis: Overall level drivers(1)


Image and reputation has the greatest impact on overall perceptions of the Council; services 
and facilities and value for money have lesser impact levels on overall performance evaluation


Overall performance Overall services and 
facilities


Image and reputation


74%


45%


33%


22%


69%


Value for money


Regulatory
67%


Parks and reserves
96%


Waste management
93%


Water management
76%


31%


15%


14%


13%


Public facilities
92%


21%


Impact ImpactPerformance (%7-10) Performance (%7-10)


80%


NOTES:
1. Sample: n=401


Roading
71%


6%


73%
Satisfied (% 7-10)
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Driver analysis: Overall level drivers(1)


Improving performance around image and reputation will most likely enhance overall 
perceptions of the Council


45%


33%


22%


73%


74%


80%


69%


Overall satisfaction with council's
performance


Image and reputation


Service, facilities and infrastructure delivery


Value for money


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


80% 73% 72% 70%


81% 75% 76% 69%


83% 81% 81% 71%


72% 73% 62% 61%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401;Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. OP1. Everything considered; reputation, services and value for money, how satisfied are you with the performance of the Council?
3. REP5. Thinking about the reputation of the Timaru District Council, so the leadership that they provide for the district, the trust that you have in Council, their 


financial management and quality of services they provide. Overall, how would you rate the Timaru District Council for its reputation?
4. REP4. And when you think about everything that the Council does, how would you rate the Council for the quality of the services and facilities they provide the 


district?
5. VM4. Considering all the services and facilities that the [COUNCIL] provides. Overall how satisfied are you that you receive good value for the money you spend 


in rates and other fees?


(2)


(3)


(4)


(5)


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Driver analysis: Reputation(1)


Improving  perceptions around trust while maintaining performance regarding the quality of 
services and deliverables will more likely increase satisfaction with overall image and reputation


45%


43%


32%


17%


8%


74%


60%


80%


57%


66%


Overall image and reputation


Trust


Quality of services and deliverables


Financial management


Vision and leadership


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


81% 75% 76% 69%


70% 62% 55% 60%


83% 81% 81% 71%


68% 58% 56% 51%


72% 69% 58% 63%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. REP5. Thinking about the reputation of the Timaru District Council, so the leadership that they provide for the district, the trust that you have in Council, their financial 


management and quality of services they provide. Overall, how would you rate the Timaru District Council for its reputation?
3. REP2. Next I’d like you to think about how open and transparent Council is, how Council can be relied on to act honestly and fairly, and their ability to work in the best 


interests of the district? Overall how would you rate the Council in terms of the faith and trust you have in them?
4. REP4. And when you think about everything that the Council does, how would you rate the Council for the quality of the services and facilities they provide the district?
5. REP3. Now thinking about the Council’s financial management – how appropriately it invests in the district, how wisely it spends and avoids waste, and its transparency 


around spending. How would you rate the Council overall for its financial management?
6. REP1. Being committed to creating a great district, how it promotes economic development, being in touch with the community and setting clear direction… overall how 


would you rate the Council for its leadership?


(2)


(3)


(4)


(5)


(6)


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Driver analysis: Services, facilities and infrastructure(1)


Performance is strong across most services and facilities; improving perceptions around regulatory services 
will most likely increase overall satisfaction with services, facilities and infrastructure


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


83% 81% 81% 71%


90% 92% 88% 93%


73% 73% 55% 58%


91% 97% 91% 95%


92% 96% 91% 81%


82% 80% 67% 69%


69% 75% 68% 56%


33%


31%


21%


15%


14%


13%


80%


92%


67%


96%


93%


76%


71%


Overall services, facilities and
infrastructure


Public facilities


Regulatory services


Parks and reserves


Waste management


Water management


Roading No impact


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. REP4. And when you think about everything that the Council does, how would you rate the Council for the quality of the services and facilities they provide the 


district?
3. CF5. When you consider all the public facilities that are provided by Council including how well they are maintained, the opening hours and where applicable, the cost 


to use these, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with the public facilities that are provided?
4. OS3. And how satisfied are you overall with how well Council provides these types of regulatory services?
5. PR3. And overall, how satisfied are you with how well Council maintains its sports-fields, parks, playgrounds, cemeteries and other open spaces?
6. WR4. How would you rate your satisfaction with the Council overall for its waste disposal, recycling and composting services?
7. TW6. And overall, when you think about the supply of water, the management and disposal of stormwater and disposal of wastewater, how would you rate your 


satisfaction with Council overall for its management of water in the district?
8. RF3. Overall how satisfied are you with the roads, cycle lanes, footpaths and off-road walkways and cycle ways around the district


(2)


(3)


(4)


(5)


(6)


(7)


(8)


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Driver analysis: Roads, footpaths and cycle ways(1)(2)(3)


The provision of dedicated walkways and cycle ways has the highest impact on roading perceptions and with 
relatively high satisfaction score, current services in this area should be maintained


6%


41%


23%


23%


9%


4%


71%


79%


61%


58%


55%


53%


Overall roads, footpaths and cycle ways


The provision of dedicated walkways and
cycle ways


The condition of roads in urban areas


The condition of the footpaths


Suitability of cycle lanes on our roads


The condition of rural roads


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


69% 75% 68% 56%


76% 84% 71% 62%


66% 66% 57% 41%


59% 59% 56% 54%


57% 61% 45% 32%


60% 59% 48% 34%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. RF3. Overall how satisfied are you with the roads, cycle lanes, footpaths and off-road walkways and cycle ways around the district
3. RF1. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the 


following…


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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Driver analysis: Public facilities(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with public facilities has improved from its level in 2017/18 of 90% to 92% in 2019/20; this 
overall performance score is primarily influenced by perceptions of the upkeep of swimming pools 


31%


33%


23%


21%


16%


7%


92%


89%


72%


94%


95%


91%


Overall public facilities


Swimming pools


Public toilets


Museum


Libraries


Art Gallery


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/8
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


90% 92% 88% 93%


89% 91% 80% 91%


72% 68% 66% 74%


94% 93% 87% 90%


95% 93% 96% 94%


91% 89% 86% 95%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. CF5. When you consider all the public facilities that are provided by Council including how well they are maintained, the opening hours and where applicable, the cost to use these, how 


would you rate your overall satisfaction with the public facilities that are provided?
3. CF4. Based on your experience and impressions, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following facilities? 


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20
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Driver analysis: Water management(1)


The stormwater system has the highest impact on overall perceptions of water management; 
given a relatively low satisfaction score, this area presents an opportunity for improvement


13%


72%


16%


11%


76%


68%


93%


92%


Overall water management


Stormwater system


The sewage system


The city's water supply


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


82% 80% 67% 69%


68% 72% 62% 52%


94% 95% 88% 92%


90% 94% 89% 90%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. TW6. And overall, when you think about the supply of water, the management and disposal of stormwater and disposal of wastewater, how would you rate your 


satisfaction with Council overall for its management of water in the district?
3. TW5. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with the stormwater system in terms of… Overall satisfaction with the district’s stormwater


management
4. TW4. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with… Overall satisfaction with the sewage system
5. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with… Overall satisfaction with the water supply


(2)


(3)


(4)


(5)


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Driver analysis: Waste management(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with waste management is high; performance around managing general waste, 
recycling services and managing green waste should be maintained


14%


37%


37%


26%


93%


90%


91%


93%


Overall waste management


Services for managing general
waste


The recycling services


Services for managing green waste


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


92% 96% 91% 81%


91% 93% 84% 86%


93% 93% 89% 83%


94% 96% 87% 85%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. WR4. How would you rate your satisfaction with the Council overall for its waste disposal, recycling and composting services?
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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Driver analysis: Parks, reserves and open spaces(1)(2)(3)


Overall satisfaction in relation to parks and reserves, cemeteries, playgrounds and sports fields is 
very high across all wards


15%


32%


30%


23%


14%


96%


97%


94%


91%


94%


Overall parks, reserves and open
spaces


Parks and reserves


Cemeteries


Playgrounds


Sports fields


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


91% 97% 91% 95%


92% 98% 95% 91%


91% 95% 92% 96%


91% 89% 94% 95%


87% 95% 90% 94%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. PR3. And overall, how satisfied are you with how well Council maintains its sports-fields, parks, playgrounds, cemeteries and other open spaces? 
3. PR2. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your satisfaction with Council’s 


performance in maintaining its…


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Driver analysis: Value for money(1)(2)(3)


Value for money is greatly influence by perceptions regarding rates being fair and reasonable and how rates 
are spent; improving performance around these two areas will likely increase satisfaction


22%


42%


41%


17%


69%


61%


67%


68%


Overall value for money


Rates being fair and reasonable


How rates are spent


Fees for other services being fair
and reasonable


Impact Performance
(% scoring 7-10)


2017/18
(%7-10) Timaru Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


72% 73% 62% 61%


67% 66% 53% 52%


73% 71% 62% 56%


71% 73% 57% 61%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. VM4. Considering all the services and facilities that the [COUNCIL] provides. Overall how satisfied are you that you receive good value for the money you spend 


in rates and other fees?
3. VM3. How would you rate your satisfaction with the Council for…


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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Strategy implications: Summary overview(1)(2)


The priority areas for improvements relate to trust, financial management and how rates are spent; 
performance around water management, waste management and parks and open spaces should be promoted


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/8 n=402; 2019/20 n=401
2. The strategy grid serves to illustrate the relative position of attributes based on the combination of performance and impact. Relative to all other measures, those with the highest impact and lowest 


performance represent the best opportunities since improvements in these areas will be most valued


Reputation
Value for money
Services and facilities


Key:


Trust


Quality of services


Financial management


Vision and leadership


How rates are spent


Rates being fair and 
reasonable


Fees for other services being 
fair and reasonable


Public facilities


Regulatory services Parks and open 
spaces


Waste management
Water management


Roading


Im
pa


ct
 (%


)


Performance (% 7-10)


Improve Maintain


Monitor Promote







Understanding reputation
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Total Timaru Tka Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


Reputation benchmarks(1)(2)(3)


Timaru District Council has an excellent reputation and this is consistent across the three wards


Key:
≥80 Excellent reputation
60-79 Acceptable reputation
<60 Poor reputation
150 Maximum score


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/8 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. REP5: So considering, leadership, trust, financial management and quality of services provided, how would you rate the Council for its overall reputation?
3. The benchmark is calculated by re-scaling the overall reputation measure to a new scale between -50 and +150 to improve granularity for the purpose of benchmarking


85


90
8685


93 96 92 852017/18


2019/20
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Reputation profile(1)(2)


Timaru District Council’s reputation profile is dominated by ‘Champions’, who recognise that the 
Council is competent and is doing a good job


Sceptics
23%


• Have a positive 
emotional connection


• Believe performance 
could be better


• Do not value or recognise 
performance 


• Have doubts and mistrust


Partiality
(emotional)


Proficiency
(factual)


• Fact based, not influenced 
by emotional considerations


• Evaluate performance 
favourably


• Rate trust and leadership 
poorly


• View Council as competent 
• Have a positive emotional 


connection


3%


Champions
64%


10%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401
2. Segments have been determined using the results from a set of five overall level questions: REP1: vision and leadership, REP2: trust, REP3: financial management, REP4: quality of 


deliverables, REP5: overall reputation 


Admirers


2017/18 16% 2017/18 9%


2017/18 5% 2017/18 70%


Pragmatists


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Reputation profile: Wards(1)(2)


Although there has been a decline in the proportion of ‘Champions’ across the three wards compared with 
their reputation profiles in 2017/18, most of the residents have given the Council a positive evaluation  


23%


3%


Champions
66%


8% 19%


1%
64%


16% 27%


8%


Champions
55%


10%


Timaru Temuka /Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


Admirers Admirers Admirers


Pragmatists Pragmatists


Champions


Pragmatists


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=184, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=57; Geraldine n=65; Excludes don’t know responses
2. Segments have been determined using the results from a set of five overall level questions: REP1 vision and leadership, REP2 trust, REP3 financial management, REP4 quality of 


deliverables, REP5 overall reputation 


ScepticsSceptics Sceptics


2017/18 2017/18 2017/18


Admirers 5% 5% 4%


Champions 73% 69% 59%


Pragmatists 9% 7% 12%


Sceptics 13% 19% 25%
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11%


Reputation profile: Age groups(1)(2)(3)


Those in younger (18-49 years) and older (65+ years) age groups are more likely to be 
‘Champions’ than the other residents


23%


2%


Champions
66%


9% Sceptics
29%


59%


10% 16%


6%


Champions
67%


18-49 years 50-64 years 65+ years


Admirers Admirers Admirers


Pragmatists Pragmatists


Champions


Pragmatists


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; 18-49 years n=124; 50-64 years n=102, 65+ years n=80; Excludes don’t know responses
2. Segments have been determined using the results from a set of five overall level questions
3. REP1 vision and leadership, REP2 trust, REP3 financial management, REP4 quality of deliverables, REP5 overall reputation 


Sceptics


2%


Sceptics


2017/18 2017/18 2017/18


Admirers 4% 4% 5%


Champions 67% 67% 79%


Pragmatists 13% 9% 4%


Sceptics 16% 20% 12%







Satisfaction with interactions
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17% 11%
23%


17%


13% 16%
23%


Interactions: Enquiries, requests for services and complaints(1)(2)


Around one in six residents (17%) have made a request or complaint about a Council service in the last 12 
months; almost a quarter (23%) of the requests or complaints came from older residents (65+ years)


Proportion of residents in each group lodging a request


18-49 50-64 65+


Age Group


Ward


Timaru Temuka /  
Pleasant Pnt


Geraldine


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n= 402; 2019/20 n=401; 18-49 years n=173; 50-64 years n=122, 65+ years n=106; Timaru n=232, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; Those lodging a request 


2019/20 n=68
2. RS1. Have you made a request for service or complaint about a Council service during the past 12 months?


2017/18 16%


2017/18 15% 14% 17%


2017/18 15% 17% 18%


2019/20


2019/20
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17%


Interactions: Enquiries, requests for services and complaints(2)(3)


Nearly three in five enquiries, requests or complaints were made via the phone (59%); almost a 
third were lodged in person or at an office (32%)


59%


32%


20%


8%


4%


Telephone


In person at an office


By email


Online including the website
and social media


A written letter


How issue was lodged


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Made a request for service or complaint; 2019/20 n=68
2. RS1. Have you made a request for service or complaint about a Council service during the past 12 months?
3. RS2. In relation to your most recent contact with the Council, what best describes how you contacted them?
4. There is potential for responses ‘by email’ and ‘via the website’ to be interrelated since there is functionality within the website to send an email via a form, or to obtain email addresses 


2017/18 16%


2017/18


64%


24%


15%


12%


9%


2019/20


2019/20
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17%


Interactions: Enquiries, requests for services and complaints(2)(3)


In almost all instances, the initial interactions primarily dealt with a Council staff member


97%


3%


0%


A council staff
member


A councilor, the
mayor or


community board
member


Don't know


Initial contact(3)


92%


5%


2%


Primarily dealt with(4)


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Made a request for service or complaint n=68
2. RS1. Have you made a request for service or complaint about a Council service during the past 12 months?
3. RS3. And who did you initially make contact with?
4. RS4. And who did you primarily deal with on this matter?


2017/18 16%


2019/20


2019/20
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Interactions: Enquiries, requests for services and complaints(1)(2)


Performance in handling enquiries, requests and complaints slightly improved; how well Council staff 
communicated with the residents is the main driver of perceptions of how well the Council handles interactions


Impact Performance (% 7-10)


39%


22%


22%


11%


4%


1%


51%


59%


47%


60%


46%


63%


65%


43%


Overall: how well council handled enquiry


How well they communicated


The outcome achieved


How helpful the staff member was


How well they followed through


Easy to get hold of a person who could help


How well they understood the issue


How long it took to resolve the matter NI


2017/18
(%7-10)


Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt Geraldine


50% 59% 45% 28%


60% 67% 45% 41%


50% 53% 35% 32%


59% 67% 45% 47%


51% 56% 25% 25%


68% 71% 33% 54%


76% 65% 67% 62%


47% 49% 25% 38%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. RS5. Still thinking back to your most recent contact or request, how would you rate your satisfaction with each of the following?


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


2019/20
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Interactions: Enquiries, requests for services and complaints(1)(2)


Overall, more than half of those who had an interaction with the Council (51%) are satisfied with how Council handled 
their enquiries, requests or complaints; how well Council staff understood the issues and concerns of the residents has 
the highest proportion of satisfied residents (65%)


39%


25%


45%


35%


31%


17%


41%


48%


10%


10%


8%


6%


8%


21%


14%


8%


14%


18%


8%


22%


22%


28%


13%


11%


37%


46%


39%


37%


38%


34%


33%


32%


Overall: how well council handled enquiry


How well they understood the issue


The outcome achieved


How well they communicated


How helpful the staff member was


Easy to get hold of a person who could help


How well they followed through


How long it took to resolve the matter


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Dissatisfied 
(%1-4)


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Dissatisfied 
(%1-4)


51% 39% 50% 33%


65% 25% 76% 18%


47% 45% 50% 35%


59% 35% 60% 21%


60% 31% 59% 23%


63% 17% 68% 17%


46% 41% 51% 33%


43% 48% 47% 42%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Lodged a request 2017/18 n=63, 2019/20 n=68
2. RS5. Still thinking back to your most recent contact or request, how would you rate your satisfaction with each of the following?


2019/20 2017/18







Satisfaction with waste minimisation 
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Use of waste disposal services(1)(2)


More than nine out of ten residents (92%) use regular kerbside collection; there has been a significant 
increase in the proportion of residents using the self-delivery to a transfer station method


92%


26%


6%


5%


2%


1%


2%


Regular kerbside collection


Self-delivery to a transfer station


Burning


Private contractors collection


Farm dump


Burying on private property


Take it to your work


2017/18 Timaru
Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


94% 97% 79% 89%


13% 25% 26% 30%


4% 4% 11% 9%


3% 3% 8% 5%


2% 0% 7% 2%


2% 0% 2% 3%


0% 2% 1% 2%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89 
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]


2019/20 (by ward)


2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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22%


6%


5%


13%


36%


37%


29%


54%


55%


36%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Waste minimisation services: Recycling; users of the kerbside service(1)(2)(3)


More than nine out of ten users (92%) of the kerbside collection service are satisfied with 
recycling services


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


91% 93% 93% 89% 83%


92% 94% 93% 94% 86%


65% 65% 83% 56% 58%


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Total


Users 92%


8%
Non-
users


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/8 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=358, Timaru n=219, Temuka /Pleasant 


Point n=62; Geraldine n=77; Non-users n=27, Timaru n=6, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=11, Geraldine n=10
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


100%


2019/20 2017/18


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
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20%


6%


5%


14%


27%


27%


25%


66%


67%


41%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Waste minimisation services: Managing green waste; users of the kerbside service(1)(2)(3)


The level of satisfaction around green waste management is high among users of the kerbside 
collection service (94%)


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=359, Timaru n=221, Temuka /Pleasant 


Point n=60, Geraldine n=78; Non-users n=21, Timaru n=3, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=10, Geraldine n=8
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


93% 94% 96% 87% 85%


94% 95% 96% 91% 89%


66% 67% 100% 61% 50%


2019/20 2017/18


92%


8%


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
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27%


7%


6%


13%


36%


36%


25%


55%


56%


35%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Waste minimisation services: Managing general waste; users of the kerbside service(1)(2)(3)


Most of the kerbside collection service users (91%) are highly satisfied with the Council’s 
management of general waste


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=361, Timaru n=221, Temuka /Pleasant 


Point n=62, Geraldine n=78; Non-users n=25, Timaru n=5, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=11, Geraldine n=9
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


90% 91% 93% 84% 86%


92% 93% 94% 92% 86%


60% 56% 80% 38% 88%


2019/20 2017/18


94%


6%


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
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4%
4%


6%


10%


4%


36%


36%


37%


54%


52%


55%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Waste minimisation services: Recycling; users of a transfer station(1)(2)(3)


Almost nine in ten users (88%) of the transfer station are satisfied with the Council’s recycling 
services


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=103, Timaru n=57, 


Temuka /Pleasant Point n=20, Geraldine n=26; Non-users n=282, Timaru n=168, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=53, Geraldine n=61 
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


91% 93% 93% 89% 83%


88% 87% 89% 80% 93%


92% 94% 94% 92% 78%


2019/20 2017/18


26%


74%


2017/18
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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6%


4%


6%


27%


25%


27%


66%


69%


65%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Waste minimisation services: Managing green waste; users of a transfer station(1)(2)(3)


The proportion of satisfied transfer station users have increased from its level in 2017/18 (from 
87% to 94%)


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2018 Users n=96, Timaru n=54, Temuka /Pleasant 


Point n=19, Geraldine n=23; Non-users n=284, Timaru n=170, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=51, Geraldine n=36 
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


93% 94% 96% 87% 85%


94% 87% 97% 89% 88%


92% 95% 95% 87% 84%


2019/20 2017/18


26%


74%


2017/18
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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7%


4%


8%


36%


42%


34%


55%


50%


56%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Waste minimisation services: Managing general waste; users of a transfer station(1)(2)(3)


Performance around managing general waste has also improved as indicated by more than nine in ten users (92%) 
of the transfer station; Timaru users are likely to be more satisfied than those in the Temuka/Pleasant Point ward 


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=102, Timaru n=57, 


Temuka/Pleasant Point n=20, Geraldine n=25; Non-users n=284, Timaru n=169, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=53, Geraldine n=62
2. WR1. Which of the following methods does your household use for waste disposal? [Multiple Response]
3. WR3. How satisfied are you with each of the following services that are provided by Council?


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


90% 91% 93% 84% 86%


92% 88% 95% 79% 100%


90% 92% 93% 86% 80%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


26%


74%


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)







Satisfaction with infrastructure
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6%


4%


6%


4%


11%


9%


32%


24%


33%


37%


60%


70%


51%


51%


Overall satisfaction with the water supply


The reliability of the water supply


The taste of the water


The clarity of the water


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


92% 90% 94% 89% 90%


94% 93% 97% 87% 89%


83% 86% 83% 82% 89%


88% 88% 90% 84% 84%


Infrastructure: Water supply(1)(2)


Residents are very satisfied with the district’s water supply; Timaru residents are likely to be 
more satisfied with the reliability of the water supply than other residents


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89 
2. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with… 


2019/20 2017/18
2017/18


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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9%


7%


15%


10%


33%


28%


31%


39%


55%


63%


52%


50%


Overall satisfaction


Reliability


Taste


Clarity


6%


5%


3%


10%


8%


33%


24%


34%


38%


61%


71%


50%


51%


Overall satisfaction


Reliability


Taste


Clarity


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)79%


14%


Infrastructure: Water supply(1)(2)(3)


Overall, residents on town water supply are more satisfied than those on a rural scheme


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/ 
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


94% 93% 95% 91% 96%


96% 94% 97% 87% 96%


84% 87% 83% 82% 96%


89% 89% 90% 84% 89%


88% 76% 94% 87% 82%


91% 88% 100% 91% 78%


83% 75% 82% 87% 78%


88% 82% 94% 87% 82%


Town/city supply


Rural water scheme


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Town/city supply n=305, Timaru n=209, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=46, Geraldine n=50; Rural water scheme n=66; 


Timaru n=18, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=22; Geraldine n=26
2. TW1. Which of the following best describes your water supply connection?
3. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with…


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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Infrastructure: Water supply(1)(2)(3)


Residents on town water supply ranked reliability as the most important attribute of water 
supply


Town/city supply: Raking of importance of water attributes


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Town/city supply n=312, Timaru n=212, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=48, Geraldine n=52
2. TW1. Which of the following best describes your water supply connection?
3. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with…


Timaru


Rank 1 by ward


4%


14%


49%


10%


24%


17%


17%


21%


15%


29%


14%


24%


16%


22%


24%


28%


19%


11%


26%


16%


37%


26%


4%


26%


7%


Reliable


Taste


Not restricted by hosing or gardening


Sustainable for future generations


Affordable


Rank 5 Rank 4 Rank 3 Rank 2 Rank 1


37% 28% 45%


24% 33% 29%


4% 4% 2%


28% 22% 21%


6% 13% 4%


Temuka
Pleasant Point Geraldine
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Infrastructure: Water supply(1)(2)(3)


Overall, residents on rural water scheme ranked reliability and sustainability as the top two most 
important attributes of water supply


Rural water scheme: Raking of importance of water attributes


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Rural water scheme n=312, Timaru n=212, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=48, Geraldine n=52
2. TW1. Which of the following best describes your water supply connection?
3. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with…


Timaru


Rank 1 by ward


6%


30%


8%


9%


44%


7%


14%


19%


9%


24%


23%


12%


17%


28%


12%


17%


12%


18%


20%


9%


26%


20%


9%


23%


26%


7%


21%


17%


8%


37%


17%


6%


25%


12%


4%


Reliable


Taste


Not restricted by hosing or gardening


Sustainable for future generations


Affordable


Additional units of water available


Rank 6 Rank 5 Rank 4 Rank 3 Rank 2 Rank 1


26% 44% 44%


24% 10% 19%


- 14% 4%


29% 23% 22%


17% 13% 5%


6% 0% 7%


Temuka
Pleasant Point Geraldine
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Infrastructure: Water supply(1)(2)(3)


More than half of residents (55%) on town water supply are willing to pay extra for sustainability


Town/city supply: Willingness to pay extra


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Town/city supply n=298, Timaru n=201, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=47, Geraldine n=50
2. TW1. Which of the following best describes your water supply connection?
3. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with…


Timaru


Willing to pay extra by ward


41%


35%


25%


55%


59%


65%


75%


45%


Reliable


Taste


Not restricted by hosing or gardening


Sustainable for furture generations


Willing to pay extra Not willing to pay extra


40% 41% 49%


34% 35% 37%


24% 28% 24%


57% 50% 50%


Timuka
Pleasant Point Geraldine
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Infrastructure: Water supply(1)(2)(3)


Water supply being sustainable for future generations is also the attribute for which most 
residents on rural water scheme are willing to pay extra


Rural water scheme: Willingness to pay extra


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Rural water scheme n=66, Timaru n=18, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=22, Geraldine n=26
2. TW1. Which of the following best describes your water supply connection?
3. TW2. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with…


Timaru


Willing to pay extra by ward


41%


36%


28%


52%


59%


64%


72%


48%


Reliable


Taste


Not restricted by hosing or gardening


Sustainable for furture generations


Willing to pay extra Not willing to pay extra


31% 46% 48%


33% 36% 39%


17% 39% 25%


38% 64% 54%


Timuka
Pleasant Point Geraldine
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11%


10%


16%


21%


15%


24%


44%


33%


37%


24%


42%


23%


Overall satisfaction with the district’s 
stormwater management


Ability to protect your property from
flooding


Keeping roads and pavements free of
flooding


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Infrastructure: Stormwater1)(2)


Timaru residents are likely to be more satisfied with the district’s overall stormwater 
management than Geraldine residents 


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89 
2. TW5. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with the stormwater system in terms of… 


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


68% 68% 72% 62% 52%


75% 77% 82% 62% 61%


60% 66% 68% 40% 52%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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17%


83%


8%


8%


13%


22%


13%


23%


46%


36%


39%


24%


43%


24%


Overall satisfaction with stormwater
management


Ability to protect your property from
flooding


Keeping roads and pavements free of
flooding


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Infrastructure: Stormwater(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with stormwater management is likely to be higher in urban or semi-urban areas 
than in rural areas 


In an urban or semi-
urban area


In a rural area


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2019/20 urban/semi urban areas n=323; Timaru n=215, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=52, Geraldine n=56; Rural areas n=78, Timaru n=17, 


Temuka/Pleasant Point n=28, Geraldine n=33
2. TW5. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with the stormwater system in terms of… 


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/ 
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


70% 71% 74% 58% 57%


79% 80% 84% 65% 65%


63% 70% 70% 36% 56%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


27%


21%


34%


21%


26%


24%


33%


20%


26%


19%


33%


16%


Overall satisfaction with stormwater
management


Ability to protect your property from
flooding


Keeping roads and pavements free of
flooding


52% 47% 30% 69% 43%


53% 57% 46% 57% 53%


42% 37% 26% 47% 45%


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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77%


6%


5%


10%


33%


26%


43%


61%


67%


46%


Overall satisfaction


Reliability


Disposal method


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Infrastructure: Sewage system(1)(2)(3)


Out of those connected to the town/city sewage system, more than nine in ten (93%) are 
satisfied with the district’s sewage system


Connected to the 
Town/city sewage 


system


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Town/city sewage system n=298; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. TW3. Which of the following best describes the sewage system that your property is connected to?
3. TW4. On the scale of 1- 10, how would you rate your satisfaction with…


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


93% 96% 95% 88% 92%


93% 98% 95% 88% 88%


89% 93% 90% 82% 87%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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6%


6%


14%


11%


14%


14%


22%


15%


28%


28%


31%


32%


56%


52%


44%


48%


42%


45%


16%


27%


14%


13%


13%


9%


Overall satisfaction with roads


The provision of dedicated walkways and
other cycle ways around the district


The condition of the footpaths


The condition of roads in urban areas


Suitability of cycle lanes on our roads


The condition of rural roads


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Infrastructure: Roads, walkways and cycleways(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with roading slightly increased from 69% in 2017/18 to 71% in 2019/20; Timaru residents are 
likely to be more satisfied with the several roading aspects than residents in the Geraldine ward


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232; Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. RF3. Overall how satisfied are you with the roads, cycle lanes, footpaths and off-road walkways and cycle ways around the district
3. RF1. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the 


following…


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10)


Timaru
Temuka/ 
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


71% 69% 75% 68% 56%


79% 76% 84% 71% 62%


58% 59% 59% 56% 54%


61% 66% 66% 57% 41%


55% 57% 61% 45% 32%


53% 60% 59% 48% 34%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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14%


14%


14%


31%


30%


31%


42%


46%


40%


13%


10%


14%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Infrastructure: On-road cycle lanes(1)(2)(3)


Overall, satisfaction of users with on-road cycle lanes is almost similar to that of non-users 


Total


Users


Non-
users


34%


66%


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232; Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=124, Timaru n=93, 


Temuka/Pleasant Point n=15, Geraldine n=16; Non-users n=227, Timaru n=127, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=51, Geraldine n=49
2. RF2. In the last year, which of the following have you [ridden a bike on an on-road cycle lane]?
3. RF1. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the 


following…


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


55% 57% 61% 45% 32%


56% 57% 55% 69% 37%


55% 57% 65% 38% 31%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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6%


6%


6%


15%


14%


19%


52%


55%


45%


27%


25%


30%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Infrastructure: Off-road walkways(1)(2)(3)


Most of the residents use off-road walkways (68%); satisfaction with these facilities has 
improved since 2017/18


Total


Users


Non-
users


68%


32%


100%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232; Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=261, Timaru n=156, 


Temuka/Pleasant Point n=48, Geraldine n=57; Non-users n=116, Timaru n=71, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=20, Geraldine n=25
2. RF2. In the last year, which of the following have you used [a dedicated off-road walking or cycleway]?
3. RF1. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the 


following…


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


79% 76% 84% 71% 62%


81% 79% 84% 75% 70%


75% 71% 85% 61% 41%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)







Satisfaction with parks, reserves and open spaces
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Parks, reserves and open spaces: Visitation(1)(2)


Council-maintained parks and reserves remain as the most visited facility/reserve in 2019/20, 
followed by Council-maintained sports fields 


2019/20 
% visited last 12 months Facility / reserve


A Council-maintained park or reserve


A Council-maintained sports field


A Council-maintained playground


A cemetery


87%


69%


61%


59%


2017/18
(%) Timaru


Temuka/  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


86% 90% 84% 78%


61% 71% 68% 61%


58% 62% 61% 60%


55% 57% 62% 61%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 32019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232; Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89 
2. PR1. In the last year, which of the following have you visited? [Multiple Response]


2019/20
% by ward
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3%
3%


4%


55%


53%


70%


42%


43%


27%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Parks, reserves and open spaces: Parks and reserves(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with how parks and reserves are maintained has significantly increased among users
(from 92% in 2017/18 to 97% in 2019/20) 


100%Total


Users 87%


13%
Non-
users


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232; Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users 


n=344, Timaru n=208, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=67, Geraldine n=69; Non-users n=37, Timaru n=14, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=8, Geraldine n=15
2. PR1. In the last year, which of the following have you visited? [Multiple Response]
3. PR2. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your satisfaction with Council’s performance 


in maintaining its…


Visited a park or reserve in 
the last year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


97% 92% 98% 95% 91%


97% 92% 98% 94% 93%


96% 83% 100% 100% 86%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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6%


5%


9%


51%


52%


50%


42%


42%


41%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Parks, reserves and open spaces: Sports fields(1)(2)(3)


User satisfaction with sports fields has also significantly improved from 85% in 2017/18 to 94% 
in 2019/20


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


61%


39%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users 


n=271, Timaru n=164, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=54, Geraldine n=53; Non-users n=66, Timaru n=29, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=11. Geraldine n=26
2. PR1. In the last year, which of the following have you visited? [Multiple Response]
3. PR2. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your satisfaction with Council’s 


performance in maintaining its…


Visited a sports field in the 
last year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


94% 87% 95% 90% 94%


94% 85% 95% 89% 97%


91% 94% 92% 92% 89%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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9%


8%


11%


55%


52%


66%


36%


40%


23%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Parks, reserves and open spaces: Playgrounds(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction among users of playground facilities is consistent with that in 2017/18


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


61%


39%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=432; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users n=244, 


Timaru n=144, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=47, Geraldine n=53; Non-users n=76, Timaru n=42, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=12, Geraldine n=22
2. PR1. In the last year, which of the following have you visited? [Multiple Response]
3. PR2. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your satisfaction with Council’s performance in 


maintaining its…


Visited a Council-maintained 
playground in the last year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


91% 91% 89% 94% 95%


91% 91% 90% 96% 95%


89% 90% 88% 85% 96%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)







Report | June 2020


Page 58


4%


4%


2%


48%


45%


62%


46%


49%


34%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Parks, reserves and open spaces: Cemeteries(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with Council-maintained cemeteries is very high among residents, users or non-users


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


59%


41%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users n=233, 


Timaru n=132, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=49, Geraldine n=52; Non-users n=54, Timaru n=25, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=9, Geraldine n=20
2. PR1. In the last year, which of the following have you visited? [Multiple Response]
3. PR2. Still using the 1 to 10 scale where 1 means ‘very dissatisfied’ and 10 means ‘very satisfied’, how would you rate your satisfaction with Council’s performance in 


maintaining its…


Visited a Council-maintained 
cemetery in the last year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


94% 91% 95% 92% 96%


94% 91% 94% 92% 98%


96% 94% 100% 90% 90%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)







Satisfaction with community facilities
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75%


63%


52%


44%


34%


9%


Community Facilities: Utilisation


More than nine out of ten residents (91%) have used a public facility in the past year; there are 
significantly more users of public toilets and the museum in 2019/20 compared with 2017/18


2019/20
% visited last 12 monthsFacility / reserve


A public toilet


A library


A swimming pool


The museum


The art gallery


None of these


2017/18
(%) Timaru


Temuka /  
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


67% 73% 81% 76%


64% 62% 64% 71%


49% 55% 47% 41%


37% 47% 35% 44%


33% 39% 26% 24%


7% 9% 8% 7%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80; Geraldine n=89
2. CF1. Which of the following facilities have you visited in the last year?


2019/20
% by ward


Used at least one 
public facility in the 


last year


91%


2017/18: 93%


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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5%


3%


10%


40%


36%


58%


54%


59%


30%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Community Facilities: Libraries(1)(2)(3)


More than nine out of ten library users (95%) are satisfied with the facilities 


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


63%


37%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users 


n=252, Timaru n=140, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=49, Geraldine n=63; Non-users n=60, Timaru n=39, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=9, Geraldine n=12
2. CF1. Which of the following facilities have you visited in the last year?
3. CF4. Based on your experience and impressions, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following facilities?


Visited a library in the last year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


94% 95% 93% 96% 94%


95% 97% 94% 98% 94%


88% 85% 87% 90% 93%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive







Report | June 2020


Page 62


9%


8%


11%


44%


39%


60%


45%


51%


26%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Community Facilities: Swimming pools (1)(2)(3)


Among those who have visited a swimming pool in the last year, satisfaction remains high 
compared with 2017/18


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


52%


48%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89, Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users 


n=201, Timaru n=128, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=37, Geraldine n=36; Non-users n=67, Timaru n=36, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=12, Geraldine n=19
2. CF1. Which of the following facilities have you visited in the last year?
3. CF4. Based on your experience and impressions, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following facilities?


Visited a swimming pool in the 
last year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


89% 89% 91% 80% 91%


90% 91% 90% 86% 93%


86% 82% 92% 62% 89%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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9%


8%


23%


22%


33%


51%


52%


41%


17%


18%


15%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Community Facilities: Public toilets(1)(2)(3)


Overall satisfaction with public toilets has declined relative to its level in 2017/18


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


75%


25%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users n=302, 


Timaru n=169, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=65, Geraldine n=68; Non-users n=28, Timaru n=19, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=4, Geraldine n=5
2. CF1. Which of the following facilities have you visited in the last year?
3. CF4. Based on your experience and impressions, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following facilities?


Used a public toilet in the last 
year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


68% 72% 68% 66% 74%


69% 72% 69% 68% 74%


55% 76% 59% 23% 78%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
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7%


6%


7%


41%


35%


53%


51%


57%


37%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Community Facilities: The museum(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with the museum remains high among residents, although user satisfaction is lower 
than its level in 2017/18


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


44%


56%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users 


n=168, Timaru n=105, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=27, Geraldine n=36; Non-users n=90, Timaru n=59, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=15, Geraldine n=16
2. CF1. Which of the following facilities have you visited in the last year?
3. CF4. Based on your experience and impressions, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following facilities?


Visited the museum in the last 
year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


92% 94% 93% 87% 90%


92% 97% 91% 96% 93%


90% 86% 97% 68% 82%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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10%


10%


9%


47%


38%


62%


42%


51%


28%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Community Facilities: The art gallery(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction with the art gallery is high among recent visitors and those who have not visited the 
facility in the last year


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


34%


66%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/8 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses; 2019/20 Users n=127, 


Timaru n=87, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=20, Geraldine n=20; Non-users n=85, Timaru n=54, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=15, Geraldine n=16
2. CF1. Which of the following facilities have you visited in the last year?
3. CF4. Based on your experience and impressions, how would you rate your overall satisfaction with each of the following facilities?


Visited the art gallery in the last 
year


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


89% 91% 89% 86% 95%


89% 93% 87% 94% 96%


89% 84% 93% 73% 94%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive







Regulatory services
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Regulatory services: Direct contact in relation to


More than four out of ten residents (44%) have had involvement with dog or animal control, 
building consents and resources consents services in the last 12 months


2019/20
% used in last 12 monthsService used


Dogs or animal control


Building consent


Resource consent


Liquor licensing


Licensing of premises


No involvement or contact


2017/18
(%) Timaru Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


16% 16% 14% 18%


15% 22% 11% 19%


10% 9% 7% 11%


3% 3% 4% 1%


1% 4% 0% 1%


66% 63% 73% 64%


16%


19%


9%


3%


2%


65%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89
2. OS1. Council also provides a range of other services. In the last year have you had any direct involvement or contact with Council in relation to any of the following? 


[Multiple Response]


2019/20
% by ward


44%
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10%


15%


8%


21%


13%


25%


47%


37%


52%


22%


35%


15%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Regulatory services: Dog or animal control(1)(2)(3)


Out of those who have contacted the Council about dog or animal control, more than seven out 
ten(72%) are satisfied with the Council’s performance with this service


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


16%


84%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=60, Timaru n=33, Temuka/Pleasant Point 


n=11, Geraldine n=16; Non-users n=118, Timaru n=65, Temuka /Pleasant Point n=28, Geraldine n=25
2. OS1. Council also provides a range of other services. In the last year have you had any direct involvement or contact with Council in relation to any of the following? 


[Multiple Response]
3. OS2. Based on your experience or impressions, how satisfied are you with the Council’s performance in providing each of these services? 


Have had involvement or contact 
with the Council in the last year 


about dog or animal control Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


69% 70% 72% 60% 70%


72% 66% 76% 65% 66%


67% 73% 69% 58% 72%


2019/20 2017/18
2017/18


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
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16%


14%


18%


32%


25%


38%


34%


36%


33%


18%


26%


11%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Regulatory services: Building consents(1)(2)(3)


Satisfaction among those who have had contact with Council about building consents in the past 
year has increased compared with its level in 2017/18


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


19%


81%


NOTES
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=75, Timaru n=49, Temuka/Pleasant Point 


n=9, Geraldine n=17; Non-users n=89, Timaru n=40, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=24, Geraldine n=25 
2. OS1. Council also provides a range of other services. In the last year have you had any direct involvement or contact with Council in relation to any of the following? 


[Multiple Response]
3. OS2. Based on your experience or impressions, how satisfied are you with the Council’s performance in providing each of these services? 


Have had involvement or contact 
with the Council in the last year 


about building consents Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


52% 50% 58% 43% 40%


62% 50% 61% 78% 46%


44% 50% 54% 30% 35%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
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18%


22%


17%


36%


30%


38%


33%


26%


36%


13%


21%


9%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Regulatory services: Resource consents(1)(2)(3)


While relatively few have been directly involved with a resource consents, almost half of them 
(47%) are satisfied with the service


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


9%


91%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=35, Timaru n=20, Temuka/Pleasant 


Point n=5, Geraldine n=10; Non-users n=90, Timaru n=42, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=22, Geraldine n=26
2. OS1. Council also provides a range of other services. In the last year have you had any direct involvement or contact with Council in relation to any of the 


following? [Multiple Response]
3. OS2. Based on your experience or impressions, how satisfied are you with the Council’s performance in providing each of these services? 


Have had involvement or contact 
with the Council in the last year 


about resource consents Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


46% 52% 56% 23% 41%


47% 48% 54% 41% 28%


45% 55% 57% 19% 45%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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10%


9%


10%


22%


9%


25%


49%


47%


49%


19%


35%


16%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Regulatory services: Liquor licensing(1)(2)(3)


Users of the liquor licensing service are mostly satisfied (82%); more than six out of ten non-users (65%) 
perceive that the Council is doing a good job in the provision of the service


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


3%


97%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=12, Timaru n=8, Temuka/Pleasant 


Point n=3, Geraldine n=; Non-users n=73, Timaru n=36, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=19, Geraldine n=18
2. OS1. Council also provides a range of other services. In the last year have you had any direct involvement or contact with Council in relation to any of the 


following? [Multiple Response]
3. OS2. Based on your experience or impressions, how satisfied are you with the Council’s performance in providing each of these services? 


Have had involvement or contact 
with the Council in the last year 


about liquor licensing Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


68% 75% 79% 46% 65%


82% 79% 88% 65% 100%


65% 74% 77% 43% 63%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive
Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)
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6%


6%


6%


23%


12%


24%


51%


54%


51%


20%


27%


19%


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Regulatory services: Licensing of premises(1)(2)(3)


Perceptions are generally positive among the few residents who have had direct involvement in 
the licensing of premises 


Total


Users


Non-
users


100%


2%


98%


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; 2019/20 Users n=8, Timaru n=7, Temuka/Pleasant Point 


n=0, Geraldine n=1; Non-users n=80, Timaru n=38, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=21, Geraldine n=21
2. OS1. Council also provides a range of other services. In the last year have you had any direct involvement or contact with Council in relation to any of the following? 


[Multiple Response]
3. OS2. Based on your experience or impressions, how satisfied are you with the Council’s performance in providing each of these services? 


Have had involvement or contact 
with the Council in the last year 


about licensing of premises Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


71% 82% 75% 54% 82%


81% 87% 87% - -


70% 82% 73% 54% 86%


2019/20 2017/18
2019/20


Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)


Caution: Sample size is small for non-users. A sample less than n=30 is considered too small to be conclusive







Communications
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Communication: Sources used to keep up to date with Council(1)(2)


Most residents use the newspaper (55%) or the website (46%) as their main sources in keeping up-to-date with Council 
activities; the proportion of residents who rely on Facebook and Council publications has increased since 2017/18


55%


46%


43%


35%


29%


26%


14%


Newspaper


Council’s website


Word of mouth


Facebook


Council publications


Radio


The Council noticeboard


58% 53% 53% 67%


45% 42% 55% 51%


26% 45% 41% 40%


19% 38% 34% 16%


20% 28% 28% 34%


18% 30% 15% 21%


6% 13% 18% 16%


Timaru
Temuka /  


Pleasant Pnt Geraldine


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89
2. CM1. Which of the following sources do you use for information about the Council? [Multiple Response]


2017/18


2017/18
% by ward


2019/20


Significantly higher than the other ward (s)
Significantly lower than the other ward (s)


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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11%


19%


29%


34%


48%


40%


11%


7%


Overall communications


Overall influence on decision making


Dissatisfied (1-4) Indifferent (5-6) Satisfied (7-8) Very satisfied (9-10)


Satisfied
(%7-10)


Satisfied 
(%7-10) Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt
Geraldine


60% 69% 62% 54% 58%


47% 53% 48% 41% 47%


Communication: Satisfaction(1)(2)(3)


Three out of five residents (60%) are satisfied with Council’s communications; there has been a decrease in the level of 
satisfaction around communications and the influence residents have on decision-making compared with 2017/18


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89; Excludes don’t know responses
2. CM2. How would you rate Council for keeping the public informed and involved in its decision making?
3. CM3. And how satisfied are you with the level of influence that residents have on Council’s decision making?


2019/20 2017/18


2019/20
Satisfaction by ward (% 7-10)







The Timaru District environment
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Timaru as a place to live(1)(2)


More than nine out of ten residents (91%) perceive Timaru to be at least as good a place to live 
as it was three years ago


NOTES:
1. Sample2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89
2. SD1. Would you say the district is better, about the same or worse as a place to live compared with three years ago?


38%


53%


7%


2%


Better


The same


Worse


Don't know


2019/20
% by ward


Total Timaru
Temuka/Pl
easant Pnt Geraldine


40% 39% 37% 31%


55% 51% 57% 61%


3% 8% 5% 6%


2% 2% 1% 2%


2017/18


91%


2019/20


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Timaru as a place to do business(1)(2)


A quarter of residents (25%) think that Timaru is a better place to do business compared with 
three years ago


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89
2. SD2.  Would you say the district is better, about the same or worse as a place to do business compared with three years ago?


25%


44%


14%


17%


Better


The same


Worse


Don't know


2019/20
% by ward


Total Timaru


Temuka/
Pleasant 


Pnt Geraldine


31% 26% 23% 22%


45% 42% 48% 46%


9% 15% 11% 14%


15% 17% 18% 17%


2017/182019/20


Significantly higher compared with 2017/18
Significantly lower compared with 2017/18
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Timaru overall quality of life(1)(2)


More than a third of residents (39%) believe that the quality of life in Timaru is better than it 
was three years ago


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89
2. SD3. And how would you rate the overall quality of life in the district. Would you say it is…


39%


55%


5%


1%


Better


The same


Worse


Don't know


2017/18
% by ward


Total Timaru
Temuka/Pl
easant Pnt Geraldine


36% 41% 35% 35%


60% 53% 62% 58%


2% 5% 2% 6%


2% 1% 1% 1%


2017/182019/20
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Timaru overall perception of safety(1)(2)


More than nine in ten residents (91%) perceive Timaru as mostly safe (64%) or very safe (27%) 


NOTES:
1. Sample: 2017/18 n=402; 2019/20 n=401; Timaru n=232, Temuka/Pleasant Point n=80, Geraldine n=89 
2. SD4. And how would you describe your perception of safety in the district. Would you say that the district is…


27%


64%


9%


1%


0%


Very safe


Mostly safe


Somewhat unsafe


Very unsafe


Don’t know 


2019/20
% by ward


Total Timaru
Temuka/Pl
easant Pnt Geraldine


26% 24% 32% 33%


67% 67% 57% 58%


6% 9% 9% 8%


0% 0% 0% 2%


- 0% 1% 0%


2017/182019/20
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General comments(1)(2)


Some of the comments about Timaru District Council relate to the maintenance of roads and 
footpaths and improvement of public facilities 


11%


10%


9%


7%


7%


5%


3%


3%


3%


2%


2%


2%


2%


50%


9%


Roads and footpaths need maintenance


Council is doing a great job


Public facilities need to be improved


Poor communication/ lack of transparency/ lack of public
consultation


Rates are too high, value for money


Improve rubbish management and recycling


Better/more cycleways


Better dog control and licensing


Stormwater, drainage, flooding


Improve performance/have a clear vision for the district


Improve water quality and pollution management


Improve resource and building consents processes


Beautify the town/ better maintenance of parks and gardens


No comment


Other


NOTES:
1. Sample: n=401
2. OP2. Are there any other comments that you would like to make about the Timaru District Council?


50%


Made a comment


2017/18 – 52%


2019/20
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Sample profile


Age % Weighted Unweighted


18-49 45% 181 173


50-64 27% 108 122


65+ 28% 112 106


Total 100% 401 401


Ethnicity (Prioritised) % Weighted Unweighted


Maori 7% 27 28


All others 93% 374 373


Total 100% 401 401


Ward % Weighted Unweighted


Timaru 13% 51 89


Temuka /  Pleasant Pnt 66% 266 232


Geraldine 21% 84 80


Total 100% 401 401


Years lived in Timaru % Weighted Unweighted


5 years or less 4% 17 18


6 to 10 years 7% 27 28


Over 10 years 89% 357 355


Unsure 0% 0 0


Total 100% 402 402


Pay rates % Weighted Unweighted


Pay rates 97% 389 389


Do not pay rates 1% 5 5


Renting 2% 7 7


Don’t know 0% 0 0


Total 100% 402 402


Description of area % Weighted Unweighted


Urban area 69% 276 264


Semi urban area 14% 58 59


Rural area 17% 67 78


Total 100% 401 401


Number of people in 
home % Weighted Unweighted


One or two 56% 226 231
Three to five 40% 160 155
Six or more 4% 14 15
Total 100% 401 401
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This report has been prepared as guidance for the board of Timaru District Holdings Limited, and is not intended to be 


prescriptive or exhaustive or used or relied upon by any other organisation. It contains our benchmarking analysis using 


remuneration data provided by members in our annual survey on director remuneration, information supplied by Timaru 


District Holdings Limited and other publicly-available sources of information. The report is an independent assessment of 


appropriate fees for board members of Timaru District Holdings Limited and has been prepared free from any influence 


from organisation management, any board member or any other party in relation to the services provided or outcomes of 


those services.  


The Institute of Directors (IoD) believes the information it provides about comparable entities is accurate at the time it is 


provided. The IoD provides no warranty (either expressed or implied) in relation to the completeness, accuracy or 


currency of any information provided about any comparator or third party organisation, and cannot be held liable for the 


consequences of any actions taken or not taken on the basis of such information.  
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1. Executive summary 


Foreword 


Timaru District Holdings Limited (TDHL) has commissioned the Institute of Directors in NZ Inc. (IoD) to 
undertake a formal review of board fees. Our normal approach and analysis is set out in this report. 
However, since COVID-19 has become a global pandemic, we are now all operating in extraordinary times. 
The board will need to consider this in its fee decisions, taking into account the specific circumstances of the 
organisation and any other factors related to the impacts of the pandemic on the current operating 
environment.  


Introduction 


Directors serve in an increasingly demanding and complex operating environment influenced by factors 
including the current pandemic, technology, climate change, and shifting demographics and societal 
expectations. Good governance and leadership is more important than ever to face these challenges and a 
key element of this is to have a robust approach to reviewing and setting board fees.  


With an increasing trend of laws and regulation extending director responsibilities and liability, setting fees at 
the right level is essential to attracting and retaining directors with the right skills and expertise to deliver 
long-term value to the organisation. 


Setting fees for public companies  element may be expected, 
with lower fees being set on the basis . The disadvantage of this 


. In addition, roles with lower fees 
may not attract the best-qualified individuals. The challenge is to find a way of remunerating CCO directors 
that properly values contribution, and can attract and retain the best talent. 


Organisations should support and justify board fees with good disclosure, governance and accountability 
practices. This means demonstrating that fees have been set using robust processes and data. 


Purpose and scope 


TDHL has asked the Institute of Directors in NZ Inc. (IoD) to undertake a formal review of board fees. You 
have asked that this review include comment on the approach to fee levels for both independent and elected 
board members. This document sets out the approach taken, the relevant background information and our 
independent assessment of appropriate fee range benchmarks for your directors. In carrying out this 
assignment, the IoD has considered the following: 


 Information supplied by TDHL 
  
 Data, where available, on fees in organisations of a similar type or size 
 Other confidential sources of fee data that the IoD holds 


Our recommendations are formed from our considered judgement, and are provided as guidance.  The final 
decision on fees is the ultimate responsibility of the organisation.  


Summary of approach 


 rather than a salary. In line with the principle of collective responsibility, 
base fees should be shared equally as a rule, except in the case of additional responsibility of workload such 
as the chair. 
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The IoD encourages an open and transparent process to setting director fees. A fee benchmarking exercise 


it is important to review benchmarks across a wide range of relevant criteria. The IoD provides a 
recommended range of fees for your board roles based on:  


 
organisation type, industry and size 


 additional research of fees in comparative organisations (where available),  
 information provided by you on the scope and time commitments of the roles; and  
  


Fee ranges are set with the assumption that board members have achieved a level of governance 
competency to undertake the critical director function. Before reaching a final decision, the IoD recommends 
that TDHL also considers shareholder/stakeholder expectations; your own view on appropriate fee levels, as 
well the level of remuneration required to attract, motivate and retain appropriate candidates.  


Relevant organisation background 


TDHL is a Council Controlled Organisation (CCO), 100% owned by Timaru District Council (TDC). TDHL is 
an investor in companies in which Council has a substantial interest, specifically: 


 Alpine Energy Ltd  47.5% shareholding 
 PrimePort Timaru Ltd  50% shareholding 


TDHL also owns a portfolio of investment properties surrounding the port in Timaru. The objective of TDHL is 
to provide strong commercial oversight on behalf of TDC, in respect of the governance of companies 
providing economic and community benefit. Risk levels are moderate, with no excessive potential liability of 
significant reputational risks.  However, the operating environment is complex, with a tighter regulatory 
environment and constant public scrutiny of CCOs. 


The board consists of five members  two elected and three independents. Board fees were last set in 2014. 


Summary of comparator fee data 


This table provides a summary of our fee research, as presented on pages 11 to 13. 


Data source Fee comparator category Director fee or range Chair fee or range 


Survey 2019/20 
Consolidated TDHL comparator 
dataset  lower to median quartile 


$33,467 - $46,105 $46,147 - $66,389 


CCOs with revenue of $10.1 - $20m 
 average fee 


$35,000 Sample insufficient 


CCOs with revenue of $5.1 - $50m  
average fee 


$42,101 $44,786 


Annual reports Other similar CCOs  average fee $42,944 $69,033 


Other CCOs general  average fee $40,554 $74,077 


 TDHL current fee $18,000 $31,414 
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Summary of time commitments 


The estimated time commitments of the governance roles in TDHL show they align at the upper quartile of 
our comparator data, as presented on pages 14 and 15. 


 Non-executive Director Non-executive Chair 


 Lower Median Upper Lower Median Upper 


Average time commitments in hours 104 163 228 123 186 327 


TDHL                               200 - 236                                             371 


Supporting commentary 


We have taken into account information provided to us regarding the duties, nature, complexity and risk of 
the board roles in TDHL. Current board fees were set over six years ago, and when viewed against similar 
organisations and the broader market, are shown to be well behind market benchmarks. In contrast, the 
duties and time commitments of the board roles are aligned at the upper quartile indicating these are 
demanding roles. 


This presents a significant challenge to the organisation as to bring fees in line with benchmark will mean 
considerable fee increases, even if TDHL decides to include a  to fee levels.  Due to the 
potential public scrutiny and political sensitivity of such an increase, TDHL may need to consider a phased 
approach to such increases.  


Benchmark fee ranges 


These fee ranges are considered appropriate to the roles, and representative of the wider market. 


Fee Category Benchmark fee range 


Base director fee $35,000 - $40,000 


Chair fee $60,000 - $70,000 


Deputy Chair fee $43,750 - $50,000 


Note on fee levels for elected versus independent directors 


In principle, there is no best practice rule that suggests councillors or elected directors on subsidiary entities 
should be paid differently than their independent director peers. This is because directors are jointly and 
severally liable for the entity, with the same fiduciary duties and workload. Paying elected and independent 
directors the same amount is consistent with the principle of collective responsibility and that base fees 
should be shared equally. 


TDHL could consider a lower fee on the basis that the elected counc  is available because of 
office and not merit, and constitutes part of the range of duties a councillor may be required to undertake as 
part of his or her duties. However, this must be balanced against the risk of under-remuneration, to avoid 
dilution of involvement, variable attendance at board meetings, or deterring councillors from taking up 
appointments. 


To command fees at benchmark level each board member should have the appropriate skills, knowledge 
and training in governance as would reasonably be expected to carry out their functions to a high standard.  


Each council jurisdiction has differing policies on this matter and we provide a summary of commentary and 
research in appendix 1.  
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2. Approach to setting board fees 


Remuneration of directors should be transparent, fair and reasonable.  
Board fees continue to be a subject of scrutiny and discussion in New Zealand and overseas and setting 
fees can be complex. There 
multitude of factors that can influence remuneration levels. Ideally fees should be set by taking into account 
the individual circumstances of each organisation and the broader market context. 


Generally the IoD recommends fixed fees, set annually at a level that reflects the commitment and skills your 
board requires and the level of liability and personal risk involved with the appointment. An overall fixed fee 
allows for occasional heavy workloads and takes on board the fact that director liability does not vary in 
relation to the number of meetings. A fixed fee approach also creates the expectation that a director will 
devote appropriate time to the organisation. The 2019/20 survey found that 93.8% of 


  


esponsibility, base fees 
should be shared equally as a rule, except in the case of additional responsibility of workload such as the 
chair. 


IoD benchmarking approach 


endation fee 
ranges are based on: 


 Relevant market fee data from our  
 Research of fees in comparative organisations (where available)  
 Information provided by you on the scope and time commitments of the roles 
 The nature and complexity of your  


Where direct industry comparisons are in low supply or unavailable we research fees in organisations 
considered to be of a similar size, for example, in terms of revenue or asset size.  We rely on the information 
you provide to us to undertake this research, as well as any input you may have on suitable comparators. 


To command fees at benchmark level there is an assumption that directors have the appropriate skills, 
knowledge and training in governance as would reasonably be expected for anyone in a role.  


While benchmarking sometimes provides a recommendation to increase fee levels, it is possible that an 
organisation may opt for more moderate increases over time as a way of transitioning to a recommended 
range. It is worth noting that if a plan of more moderate increases are implemented the fee gap between 
current and benchmark fees may widen over time. 


 


The annual  takes place with a wide cross-section of New Zealand organisations and 
IoD members. Our 2019-20 survey report includes information about 2,027 directorships, covering 1,393 
organisations.  84% of IoD members surveyed hold non-executive (independent) positions and our 
benchmarking focusses on these roles.   


The survey will also collect information on the level of hours involved in the directorship role. This varies 
significantly between organisations. In our 2019/20 survey report the median time a non-executive director 
spends on board work has increased to 140 hours, up from 127 hours in 2018.  This is probably reflective of 
the increased breadth of a boards responsibilities.  
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3. The role of the board 


Trust and accountability underpin long-term success and sustainability, and directors of all organisations 
need integrity, courage, judgment, emotional agility, energy and curiosity. 


The IoD  publication The Four Pillars of Governance Best Practice emphasises that the key role of a board 
is to add value to their organisations through four key governance functions: 


 Determination of a  and strategy 


 Leading an effective governance culture, characterised by integrity, robust decision making and effective 
relationships with management, shareholders and stakeholders  


 Holding management to account, rigorously and accurately 


 Ensuring effective compliance 


These are significant responsibilities and it is  view that in order to be accountable, board members 
need to spend more focussed time, and thought and enquiry on their organisation - within board meetings 
and outside them.  


A key element of good governance is having a robust approach to reviewing and setting board fees 
underpinned by comprehensive and robust data. Remuneration for board members needs to be set at a level 
that acknowledges responsibilities and risks, as well as to attract, motivate and retain members with the 
ability and character necessary to carry out these critical and demanding functions.  


An elected board must still ensure remuneration levels are sufficient to attract the appropriate people to 
stand for election and to support elected individuals to perform their duties to the highest standards. 


The c  


The chair facilitates the board but under the Companies Act all directors share equal responsibility. In 
practice the role of the chair depends on the extent of his or her involvement with the organisation. This can 
be influenced by: 


 The size or particular circumstances of the company, 


 The complexity of its operations, 


 The quality of its chief executive and management team, and 


 The administrative or contractual arrangements that the board or shareholders have put in place. 


In particular circumstances it may be appropriate for the chair to work significant additional hours. This may 
arise for example, where an organisation is dealing with a significant event, or is engaging in a major 
transaction. These additional hours are addressed in the chair fee by using a multiplier (premium) over the 
base director fee.   


We generally advise that a good rule of thumb is a premium of around x1.8 to x2.0.  Lower or higher loadings 
may be used depending on the individual circumstances of the organisation. In our 2019/20 survey, chair 
premiums vary with the highest being x2.4. 


In the case of TDHL, the fee range recommendations have a chair premium of between x1.7 and x1.8.  This 
is considered appropriate for the additional responsibilities and time commitments of the chair role. 
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4. General director fee trends 


The key principle of a benchmarking review is to ensure that the fees TDHL pays its board are relative to the 
market and take into account the remuneration levels provided to directors in New Zealand. The fees should 
reflect the added value your directors bring to the organisation and adequately compensate them for their 
time, effort and skill level.  


Whilst our overall data is drawn from a broad range of organisations, many not directly comparable to TDHL, 
it is designed to provide valuable insights into market fee movements and trends. 


Median annual fee movements 


Our latest and most comprehensive data on the remuneration of New Zealand directors is the 2019-20 IoD 
ees survey report. 


The following graph shows the median annual fee movement across the entire survey data, which includes 
New Zealand organisations of all types and sizes and across all industries. 


Median Directors' Fee 
The 5-year movement of fees is approximately 11% for non-executive directors and 10% for non-
executive chairs. 


In the last 12 months, the median fee received by non-executive directors has increased by 3%, which is 
above the 2.3% movement in 2018. Non-executive chair fees have increased by 2.5%, which is slightly lower 
than the 2.7% movement in 2018. 


Overall survey quartiles 


The lower, median and upper quartiles for non-executive director remuneration in the most recent survey are 
$29,000, $46,350 and $80,000 and for non-executive chairs, they are $35,660, $57,915 and $94,000 
respectively across the whole survey sample. The survey incorporates a very wide sample of organisations 
from NFPs to NZX listed companies. 
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$52,500 
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$55,000 


$45,000 
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2019 non-executive chair and director remuneration 


(Across entire survey sample) 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Other relevant fee movement data over the last 12 months 


Our fee data uses the ANZSIC (Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial Classification) groups. 


Fee Category 
12 month fee 


movement 


Organisation type  council controlled 14.1% 


Industry  electricity, gas, water and 
waste 


7.1% 


Industry  government admin & safety 6.5% 


Industry  property and real estate 7.1% 


Industry  transport, postal, warehousing 1.0% 
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5.  Comparator fee benchmarking 


Director fees - comparator breakdown  


The graph below shows director fee data relevant to TDHL based on the information you have provided. 
Each fee category is a sub- survey.  


It demonstrates that the aligns to the lower quartile against the comparator 
fee categories. 


 


Org type -
council
owned


Industry -
elec, gas,


water,
waste


Industry -
govt.


admin &
safety


Industry -
property
& real
estate


Industry -
transport


postal


Revenue
$13.4m
($10.1 -
$20m)


Total
assets
$149m


($100.1 -
$200m)


Share
funds


$111m
($100.1 -
$200m)


Head
count <50


Average
for


quartiles
TDHL


Lower $35,000 $43,450 $19,750 $49,000 $40,000 $20,000 $35,000 $36,875 $22,125 $33,467 $18,000


Median $37,000 $71,000 $23,448 $65,000 $72,000 $25,500 $42,000 $49,000 $30,000 $46,105


Upper $50,000 $100,650 $32,500 $85,000 $100,000 $38,500 $55,000 $65,000 $40,000 $62,961
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Chair fees - comparator breakdown 


This graph shows chair fee data relevant to TDHL based on the information you have provided. Each fee 
category is a sub-set of our survey. 


It demonstrates that the ent chair fee aligns to the lower quartile against the comparator 
fee categories. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 data for director roles is considerably deeper than for chairs; therefore our methodology 
places a higher reliance on director data as a basis for estimating fees for all board members.   
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$13.4m
($10.1 -
$20m)


Total
assets
$149m


($100.1 -
$200m)


Share
funds


$111m
($100.1 -
$200m)


Head
count <50


Average
for


quartiles
TDHL
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6. Further fee research 


 further segmentation 


We have analysed our survey data at a deeper level to provide the following fee information. 


Organisation type Revenue Average director fee Average chair fee 


Council controlled organisation $10.1 - $20m $35,000 Sample insufficient 


Council controlled organisation 
Range from $5.1 - 


$50m 
$42,101 $44,786 


Other similar CCOs 


This information is from latest available annual reports at time of analysis.  


Organisation Revenue Assets 
Director fee 


range 
Chair fee range 


Chair 
premium 


Christchurch City 
Holdings 


$1b $4b $40,325 $80,650 2.0 


Dunedin City 
Holdings 


$300m >$1b $59,000 $74,000 1.3 


Hawkes Bay 
Regional Investment 


Co 
$99m $344m 


Parent co. $30,000 


Councillor 
directors $0 


N/A N/A 


Whanganui DC 
Holdings Ltd 


$8m $25m $42,450 $52,450 1.2 


Average fee $42,944 $69,033 1.5 


Examples of other CCOs general 


This information is from latest available annual reports at time of analysis. 


Organisation Revenue Assets Director fee Chair fee 


Aurora Energy $103m $580m $54,418 $99,193 


Delta Utility Services $98m $61m $43,839 $78,910 


Wellington Water $136m $21m $22,500 $42,500 


Westpower $68m $189m $41,459 $75,706 


Average fee $40,554 $74,077 
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7. Time commitments 


General commentary 


The roles and responsibilities of board members have expanded over recent years. Directors are reporting 
that they need to spend an increasing number of hours keeping up to date with an ever-changing business 


significant additional time requirements, such as for stakeholder engagement and attending events. 


Directors are paid for the expertise and skills they bring to the boardroom rather than for the specific time 
invested in the role.  However, the hours devoted to the org
of the complexity of the roles, the level of involvement required, and is one of the considerations that can 
help to inform the decision on the appropriate level of fees.   


For some directorships, a fee may be recommended based on hours worked in a typical year. However, 
caution should be used as there are so many other factors to take into account when setting appropriate 
fees. Getting remuneration right has a far greater impact than just making sure a director is adequately 
compensated for the time they spend in their role. It is important, also, to note that director liability does not 
vary with time commitments or meeting numbers.   


TDHL annual time commitments 


Time commitments for TDHL based on data provided by the organisation management is set out in the table 
below. 


Activity No. Time in 
Prep 
time 


Hrs per annum 
(estimate) 


Board meetings 12 4 6 120 


Other director time commitments 
Shareholder and subsidiary workshops, 
Board deep dives, other 


80 


Average annual hours for director  200 


Deputy chair  other time commitments Meeting prep and other 36 


Average annual hours for deputy chair  236 


Chair  other time commitments 


Meeting prep, subsidiary engagement, 
mentoring/guidance of GM, quarterly 
workshops with Council and regular 
engagement with Mayor and other 


171 


Average annual hours for chair  371 


Note: Excludes travel 
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Time commitments in comparator organisations 


The following table compares the governance time commitments in TDHL to commitments in comparator 
organisations provided as part of the latest IoD director  fees survey.  It indicates that the time commitments 
for the organisations board members align at the upper quartile of our comparator data.


 


 


 


  


 Director Time Commitments Chair Time Commitments 


Lower 
quartile  


Median 
quartile 


Upper 
quartile 


Lower 
quartile 


Median 
quartile 


Upper 
quartile 


Org type - council owned 119 166 238 136 173 290 


Industry - elec, gas, water, 
waste 


106 173 274 84 207 370 


Industry - govt. admin & safety 96 144 206 119 185 438 


Industry - property & real 
estate 


42 115 148 94 128 265 


Industry - transport postal 140 196 251 123 153 312 


Revenue $13.4m ($10.1 - 
$20m) 


98 132 192 141 168 261 


Total assets $149m ($100.1 - 
$200m) 


99 190 253 172 326 444 


Share funds $111m ($100.1 - 
$200m) 


175 239 324 144 179 320 


Head count <50 64 108 167 96 154 240 


Average time commitments 104 163 228 123 186 327 


TDHL                                      200 - 236                                         371 
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8. Hourly fees 


Hourly fee analysis for TDHL 


Using the information on time commitments provided by TDHL and the current fee levels, we can estimate 
current hourly fee ranges for your governance roles as follows:     


Role Annual Fee Time Commitments Estimated hourly fee 


Director  $18,000 200 $90 


Deputy chair $21,541 236 $91 


Chair $31,414 371 $85 


Comparator hourly fees 


The following table provides an analysis of hourly fee rates for non-executive directors and chairs in 
comparator data bands. hourly fees are aligned at the lower quartile. 


 


 Non-executive director Non-executive chair 


Lower 
quartile  


($) 


Median 
quartile  


($) 


Upper 
quartile  


($) 


Lower 
quartile  


($) 


Median 
quartile  


($) 


Upper 
quartile 


($) 


Org type - council owned 168 211 256 181 214 290 


Industry - elec, gas, water, 
waste 


191 257 373 161 290 347 


Industry - govt. admin & 
safety 


74 152 226 - - - 


Industry - property & real 
estate 


226 362 674 148 243 638 


Industry - transport postal 162 213 423 213 334 434 


Revenue $13.4m ($10.1 - 
$20m) 


120 208 268 145 178 316 


Total assets $149m ($100.1 - 
$200m) 


135 249 321 145 220 390 


Share funds $111m ($100.1 - 
$200m) 


160 219 270 173 435 671 


Head count <50 156 250 355 161 247 377 


Average hourly fees $155 $236 $352 $166 $270 $433 


TDHL $90 - $91 $85 


Note: where data is not shown, indicates insufficient data sample 
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9. Recommendations 


Context 


There is no absolute right or wrong when setting director fees. To provide you with data and advice to 
support your governance fee decisions we seek to explore the market as widely as possible. We take into 
account a range of comparator data and the time commitments of the role. However, remuneration is part of 
an evaluative process and the final decision on fees is the ultimate responsibility of the organisation.  


Before reaching a final decision, we recommend that you consider where TDHL sees itself within the market 
(e.g. median, upper quartile).  In addition, consider factors like complexity of role, operating environment, risk 
and liability and expectations. Also part of the mix is ensuring your remuneration attracts and retains the 
calibre of directors you need to drive and sustain long-term value for your business. 


Supporting commentary 


A fair and appropriate annual fixed fee should reflect the commitment and skills required of the director, the 
liability and personal risk involved, and take into account periods of heavy workload for the board. 


We have taken into account information provided to us regarding the duties, nature, complexity and risk of 
the board roles in TDHL. Current board fees were set over six years ago, and when viewed against similar 
organisations and the broader market, are shown to be well behind market benchmarks. In contrast, the 
duties and time commitments of the board roles are aligned at the upper quartile indicating these are 
demanding roles. 


This presents a significant challenge to the organisation as to bring fees in line with benchmark will mean 
Due to the 


potential public scrutiny and political sensitivity of such an increase, TDHL may need to consider a phased 
approach to such increases.  


Fee range recommendations 


These fee ranges are considered appropriate to the roles, and representative of the wider market. 


Fee Category Recommended fee range 


Base director fee $35,000 - $40,000 


Chair fee $60,000 - $70,000 


Deputy Chair fee $43,750 - $50,000 


 


 A chair premium has been set between x1.7 to x1.8.  


Chair, committee chair and deputy chair premiums 


An appropriate chair fee makes an allowance for additional hours spent in meeting preparation and follow-up 
and for other demands and expertise required of the role.  A loading over the base director fee is usually 
used to calculate the chair fee. 


higher reliance on director data as a basis for estimating fees for all board members.   
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We generally advise that a good rule of thumb is a premium of around x1.8 to x2.0.  Lower or higher loadings 
may be used depending on the individual circumstances of the organisation. 


In addition, we generally recommend a loading of between x1.1 to x1.2 for committee chairs and a x1.25 
loading for the deputy (vice) chair of the board. 


It would not be normal for the board chair or deputy chair to be paid additional fees for their involvement with 
committees. 


Ongoing fee review policy 


Because of movements in the market and other factors, such as inflation and CPI, fees are not static. They 
should be assessed for market appropriateness regularly. 


When a fee structure is on or near the market benchmark, one option is to review fees against annual fee 
movements  for example using the appropriate industry sector or the overall fee movement for a particular 
role (e.g. non-executive director).  This information is available from the IoD. 


We would, however, encourage a discipline to update the benchmark data regularly.   Best practice would be 
to review director fees annually, and it should be no longer than 3 years.  This should identify if the fees 
remain competitive or if the fee gap is widening. A significant fee gap against benchmark may indicate the 
need for a further fee review at this stage. 


Transparency of fee decisions 


Consistent and open reporting on director fees helps build trust and confidence in business and corporate 
governance.  We encourage all organisations to think beyond compliance. They should disclose director 
payments openly and consistently. Boards of all Guide to 
disclosing director remuneration in annual reports. 
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Appendix 1  Remuneration of elected 
versus independent board members 


General commentary 


We have been asked to provide comment regarding the payment of director fees for the elected members of 
the TDHL board. These observations should be considered along with the guidance and fee research in this 
report. 


In principle, there is no best practice rule that suggests councillors or elected directors on subsidiary entities 
should be paid differently than their independent director peers. This is because directors are jointly and 
severally liable for the entity, with the same fiduciary duties and they are all required to undertake the same 
workload. Paying elected and independent directors the same amount is consistent with the principle of 
collective responsibility and that base fees should be shared equally. 


Any basis for paying lower fees for these roles would be a gratuity discount principle. TDHL could consider a 
gratuity discount on the basis that the elected counc  is available on the basis of office and not 
merit, and constitutes part of the range of duties a councillor may undertake as part of his or her duties. 


However this must be balanced against the risk of under-remuneration, to avoid dilution of involvement, 
variable attendance at board meetings, or deterring councillors from taking up appointments. 


We recommend remuneration levels be assessed on an entity by entity basis. The reason for this is the 
onerousness of the role and obligations of entities can be vastly varied. As a guide, you might take three 
considerations into account. 


Risk - What is the risk profile of the role? What are the liability implications? As a general guide, the higher 
the risk profile for the director, the more compelling an argument for remuneration. 


Commercial requirements of the entity - 
commercial obligations such as a distinct level of input into strategic planning, competition and market 
knowledge as well as a sufficient understanding of the risk environment? Are regular assessments of the 
market and statements of financial position required? Does the role require a sophisticated understanding of 
the financial position of the entity? 


Workload/hours required - As a general guide the greater the workload and hours required, the more 
compelling an argument for remuneration. 


All three of the above should be considered together before forming a final view. 


Further research 


In the course of our research, we have reviewed the following information sources: 


Source: Website of Controller and Auditor General  Governance and accountability of Council Controlled 
Organisations 


Councillors as directors of CCOs 


Pros 


Councillor-directors: 


 are likely to have a good knowledge and 
understanding of local government and of 
the local community; 


Cons 


The principal arguments made against councillor-
directors were: 


 councillor-directors often lack the skills to 
perform well as a director; 
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 contribute valuable "political nous" to a 
CCO board; 


 provide an extra layer of assurance that the 
subsidiary will be kept in touch with the 
"mood" of the Council; 


 add value by managing matters about the 
CCO that are before the Council; 


 contribute to the diversity of the board; and 


 can act as a representative for their 
community's interests. 


Councillor-directors can also add to the Council's 
understanding of the affairs of the CCO. Around the 
Council table, they are able to provide clarity to 
their colleagues about matters affecting the CCO. 
They can ensure that the Council has an informed 
debate that focuses on the main issues for 
decision. That said, councillor-directors may be 
unable to participate in decisions on matters about 
the CCO because of their interest as a director. 


 there is an inherent conflict between a 
councillor-director's obligations to the 
Council and their community and their 
obligations to the subsidiary; and 


 councillor-directors are more likely to be 
subjected to, and swayed by, pressure from 
community groups, so that it may be more 
difficult for a councillor-director to maintain 
confidentiality of commercial or other 
information about the CCO's business. 


There is a view that the potential for conflict 
between a councillor-director's interests and 
responsibilities as a councillor and as a CCO 
director is reduced where the councillor is a director 
of a CCO holding company. The reasoning is that 
the holding company will be focused on managing 
the local authority's investment in its CCOs, rather 
than on the specific business of each CCO. 
However, a director of a holding company has a 
particular need for business acumen and 
governance experience. 


 


 
Source: Auckland Council - Appointment and Remuneration Policy for Board Members of Council 
Organisations  
 
5 Eligibility for Appointment 
5.1 Appointment of governing body and local board members 
Under section 93 of the Local Government Auckland Council Act 2009, members of the 
governing body or local boards may not be appointed to the board of a substantive CCO of 
Auckland Council, with the exception of Auckland Transport. 


See also  


 
Source: Wellington City Council - POLICY ON THE APPOINTMENT AND REMUNERATION OF 
DIRECTORS AND TRUSTEES 


9.1 Elected Member Appointments  


CCO boards comprised of four or more directors will have a designated elected member position, unless 
otherwise determined by Council.  


An elected member may be appointed to a vacant board position, subject to the skills required for that 
vacancy, in their capacity as an elected member. Where an elected member is appointed to a position that is 
not a designated elected member position, the appointments process in Section 6 of this policy is to be 
followed.  


Up to two elected members may be appointed to a CCO board at any time (excluding those with less than 
four directors).2 Up to one elected member may be appointed to a CCO board with less than four directors.  


 Subject to this, elected members may hold positions on the boards of as many CCOs or COs as is 
considered necessary.  
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11 Remuneration 


While there is a material element of community service in CCO board appointments, the purpose of a regular 
review is to ensure that the Council is able to continue to attract and retain qualified, highly regarded 
candi


Subject to the specific requirements in the trust deed or constitution, directors shall be entitled to the 


elected member appointments to CCOs.  Individual board members can decide whether to accept payment 
of all or any remuneration.  Where an individual director decides to forego all or part of their director 
remuneration, this will not be available for redistribution to other directors.  


Typically the remuneration paid to board members of COs, if any, is not set by Council.  Some COs may 
offer remuneration or a meeting fee and directors, with the exception of Council officer appointments, are 
entitled to collect these.   


 


Source: Queenstown Lakes District Council - Policy on the Appointment and Remuneration of Directors 


The Appointment of Officers or Elected Members as Directors 


Neither Councillors nor Council staff are precluded under this policy from appointment to boards.  


14. Staff or elected representatives (including the Mayor and Community Board members) acting as 
directors of commercial companies, are to be particularly conscious of their responsibilities in the role of a 
director, and the role of an impartial advisor/objective decision maker. Conflicts of interest must be avoided 
between these roles.  


15. There may be special circumstances where a Councillor or officer may be the most appropriate person to 
be appointed as company director. These special circumstances should be fully recorded by the Council in 
making that decision. All other parts of this policy should be considered and applied to such an appointment.  


Remuneration of CO directors  


36. CO directors appointed by the Council will receive the remuneration (if any) offered by that body. Council 
staff members appointed to such bodies will not accept any remuneration. 


DIRECTOR REMUNERATION POLICY  


41. Any remuneration earned by Councillors or staff as directors of a CCTO or CCO will be remitted to the 
Council.   
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Appendix 2  IoD Resources and general 
market Insights 


Governance resources 


The IoD website provides a wealth of governance resources from our Governance Leadership Centre, 
including: 
 
 Covid-19 Resource Hub 
 Director remuneration reporting template  


reports 
 The Essentials of Being a Director guide: developed by the IoD in partnership with the FMA (also 


 
 Always on duty: the future board  a discussion paper by the IoD and MinterEllisonRuddWatts 
 Director Sentiment Survey 2019 
 Resource for SME directors  Business.govt.nz in association with IoD and the Companies Office 
 Top five issues for directors in 2020.  


Governance operating environment 


 
The impact of COVID-19 
All areas of governance and business have been impacted by the coronavirus pandemic. The response will 
be the biggest test faced by many boards and directors. As stewards of organisations, boards have a critical 
leadership role and their actions now will be remembered by stakeholders well into the future.  
 
Board leadership 
The need for courageous, committed, resilient and responsible board leadership is heightened in times of 
crisis, recovery and rebuilding. Board leadership through 2020 highlights critical 
considerations and questions for boards on: 


 courageous leadership 
 working with management 
 succession planning 
 stakeholder communication and engagement 
 balancing short-term and long-term considerations 
 board meetings and information and 
 legal responsibilities and liability. 


 
People oversight 
People are central to organisational success and this has been underscored in the response to COVID-19. A 
key priority of boards was on the health and safety of their people as they transitioned in and out of 
lockdown. Going forward, people will remain a focus for boards as organisations seek to adapt to the new 
operating environment and regroup to ensure that they are sustainable in the long-term.  
 
Safe harbours and solvency 
Solvency is top of mind for many organisations and boards. The COVID-19 Response (Further Management 
Measures) Legislation Act 2020 introduced -


duties if, at the time of taking them, the director, in good faith, is of the opinion that: 
 the company has, or in the next 6 months is likely to have, significant liquidity problems; 
 the liquidity problems are, or will be, a result of the effects of COVID-19 on the company, its debtors, or its 


creditors; and 
 it is more likely than not that the company will be able to pay its due debts on and after 30 September 


2021. The director may have regard to the likelihood of trading conditions improving; the likelihood of the 
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company reaching a compromise or other arrangement with its creditors and any other matters the director 
considers to be relevant. 


 
The safe harbours apply from 3 April 2020 until 30 September 2020, although there is scope for the government to 
extend the timeframe. For more, see the IoD article Safe harbour guidance for directors.
 
The IoD Solvency checklist for directors also sets out considerations in the following areas for assessing solvency: 


 profit projections 
 cashflow budgets 
 ability to realise current assets, particularly inventories and receivables 
 ability to comply with normal terms of credit 
 possibility of withdrawal of financial support by major lenders 
 contingent liabilities. 


 
The role of the board in crises 
There is no instruction manual for a board facing a crisis, but board members can learn a lot from others and 
past events. Resilient Organisations in partnership with the IoD and QuakeCoRE have published The 
board's role in a crisis which includes findings from interviews with chairs, board members and chief 
executives who have experienced major crises over the last 10 years. The guide covers the following key 
themes:  
  1. Be prepared 


 
3. Trust and relationships are critically important 
4. Be agile in decision-making 
5. Prepare for the long haul 
6. Amplify health and safety.  


 
The importance of purpose 


annual letter to CEOs has referred to the link between purpose and 
t achieve long-term profits without embracing 


 We expect to see an increasing 
emphasis on purpose as organisations revisit strategic plans and refocus on what is important to their 
organisation and stakeholders in light of COVID-19.  
 
Forecasting the future board 
Many boards are facing a time dilemma and can be weighed down by often voluminous board papers, 
compliance and risk, without sufficient time to discuss and debate critical strategic and performance issues. 
It is vital to address these challenges to ensure the future board remains effective and drives sound 
governance. The discussion paper Always on duty: the future board by the IoD and MinterEllisonRuddWatts 
in 2019 explores trends, challenges and opportunities facing directors, today and into the future. The topics 
covered are particularly relevant in light of how boards have adapted in carrying out their responsibilities as a 
response to COVID-19. 
 
Climate change action  
The climate crisis is the defining issue of our times and requires action now to chart a new course for the 
future. Boards have a critical role in confronting and responding to climate-related issues to ensure the long-
term sustainability of their organisations and to understand and mitigate their impact on the environment.  
 
Transitioning to a zero-carbon economy  
The Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Amendment Bill passed into law in November 2019, 
amending the Climate Change Response Act 2002. A new long-term 2050 emissions reduction target is set 
out in the legislation, along with three consecutive emissions budgets, with the budgets being met as far as 
possible through domestic emissions reductions and removal. Adaptation provisions (eg a national risk 
assessment and adaptation plan) have also been included. In addition, the Climate Change Response 
(Emissions Trading Reform) Amendment Bill passed in June 2020 reforming the Emissions Trading Scheme. 
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In 2019, the Aotearoa 
of New Zealand company directors in relation to climate risk. It confirms: 


 directors duties under the Companies Act 1993, including the duty to act with reasonable care, mean 
directors should (and in some cases must) take climate change into account in their decision making 


 directors should assess the risk in the same way they would any other financial risk to the business 
and take action (if appropriate) 


 directors of some companies may be required to disclose climate-related risk to their businesses. 
 
Climate-related financial disclosures 
The government has consulted on introducing mandatory climate-related disclosures (on a comply or explain 
basis) for listed issuers, banks, general insurers, asset owners and asset managers. The Task Force on 
Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) reporting framework is proposed as a default framework. 
Reporting would be required in annual reports and it is not proposed that assurance be mandatory at this 
stage. More detail is expected in 2020. 


  
Culture and conduct remain a priority  
Following the Hayne Royal Commission and the FMA/RBNZ banking and life insurer reviews in New 
Zealand, the government and organisations have been busy in seeking to address issues and risks in the 
financial services sector. All boards now have high expectations on them in leading and overseeing 
organisational culture. This will be a continued area of focus for the Financial Markets Authority as 
emphasised in its 2020- be on: 


 trading misconduct (eg insider trading and market manipulation) 
 failure to meet anti-money laundering/countering of financing of terrorism requirements 
 misleading and deceptive conduct (ie enforcing fair dealing provisions of the Financial Markets 


Conduct Act 2013). 
 
Enhancing disclosure on remuneration 
Consistent and open reporting on director fees and executive remuneration (and expenses) helps build trust 
and confidence in business and corporate governance. There are employee remuneration disclosure 
requirements under the Companies Act 1993 and the NZX Corporate Governance Code requires listed 
companies to disclose the remuneration arrangements in place for CEOs, including their base salary, short-
term incentives, long-term incentives, and the performance criteria used to determine performance based 


DirectorsBrief On the money? Board accountability for executive pay and expenses and 2020 article 
Executive remuneration  a dilemma in challenging times. 
 


Guide to disclosing director remuneration in annual reports aims to support transparent and 
consistent disclosure of director remuneration. The guide provides a brief framework for disclosing director 
remuneration that includes details such as board and committee fees received, and explanations about any 
other benefits or payments received by directors. Developed for NZX listed companies, the guide can be 
used by boards of all types of entities and is available to the public.  
 
D&O insurance in turbulent times 
Directors serve in an increasingly challenging operating and regulatory environment. Their roles and 
responsibilities have expanded over recent years and policy-makers continue to target directors for personal 
liability in reforming regimes. In addition, regulators are showing more teeth, and litigation funders are 
changing the nature of the legal landscape. Substantial awards of damages in Mainzeal and other high 
profile cases 
impact of COVID-19 have led to a very unsettled Directors and Officers (D&O) insurance market and the 
cost of D&O insurance premiums has risen significantly while coverage has contracted. In times of dynamic 


 insurance cover.  
 







25 


 


Fees Tailored TDHL  July 2020 
Copyright © - Institute of Directors in New Zealand (Inc) 


Phone 04 499 0076, Email governanceservices@iod.org.nz, Visit iod.org.nz 


 


Legislative and regulatory developments 


 
Trusts Act 2019 
After several years in the making, New Zealand now has a new Trusts Act. This is the most significant 
trust reform in over 60 years and is relevant to many trustees. The Act includes a list of mandatory and 


ns to retain records and provide information to 
beneficiaries.  
 
Criminal offence for cartel conduct 
The Commerce (Criminalisation of Cartels) Amendment Act 2019 introduced a criminal offence for people 
engaged in cartel conduct, with effect from April 2021. This offence is in addition to the existing civil 
prohibition on cartels and forms part of the Commerce Act 1986. Individuals convicted of the new offence will 
be liable for up to 7 years imprisonment and/or a fine not exceeding $500,000. For more see t
New criminal offence for cartel conduct.  
 
Due diligence duty for directors and senior managers - consumer credit contract reform 
Significant amendments were made to the Credit Contracts and Consumer Finance Act 2003 in 2019. 
Changes relevant to directors include:  


 a new duty on directors and senior managers of a lender to exercise due diligence to ensure that the 
lender complies with its duties and obligations under the Act and associated regulations 


 new pecuniary penalties of up to $200,000 for an individual and $600,000 in any other case 
 restrictions on indemnities and insurance in relation to pecuniary penalties including for directors and 


senior managers 
 from April 2021, directors and senior managers of a lender offering consumer credit contracts will 


Providers Register.  
 
Privacy modernisation 
The new Privacy Act comes into force on 1 December 2020 to protect and promote individual privacy.  The 
core framework of the Privacy Act 1993 has been retained, including the information privacy principles 
(although some of these have been updated to ensure they are fit for purpose). New features include: 


 agencies will be required to notify the Privacy Commissioner and affected individuals of certain 
privacy breaches 


 the Commissioner will be able to issue compliance notices to agencies to remedy a privacy breach 
 the Commissioner will be able to make binding decisions on complaints relating to an indivi


access to information 
 agencies will be required to take reasonable steps to ensure that personal information disclosed 


overseas will be subject to acceptable privacy standards 
 there are new criminal offences for misleading an agency in a way to obtain access to someone 


request has been made for it.  
Are you ready for the new Privacy Act? 
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Reform on the horizon 


 
Individual accountability in financial services  
The Treasury is consulting (until October 2020) on proposals to strengthen the accountability of directors of 
deposit takers as part of Phase 2 of the Reserve Bank Act review. The proposals include:  


 imposing duties requiring directors to take reasonable care to ensure that a deposit taker is run in a 
prudent manner, acts with honesty and integrity, and deals with the Reserve Bank in an open and 
transparent manner and  


 enforcing obligations largely under a civil liability framework rather than a criminal framework 
(although there will still be criminal sanctions for cases of clear intent or recklessness on the part of 
directors).  


 
Cabinet has made an in-principle decision that officials should also develop an 


managers (outside Phase 2 of the 
Reserve Bank Act review). This will apply to deposit takers and insurers, and cover prudential and conduct 
matters. The requirements for directors and senior managers in respect of conduct are expected to 
supplement provisions in the Financial Markets (Conduct of Institutions) Amendment Bill (see the table below 
for more information).  
 
Other key in-principle decisions by Cabinet on the future of the Reserve Bank include: 


 responsibility for prudential regulation will remain with the Reserve Bank 
 the Reserve Bank will have a high level objective to protect and promote the stability of New 


 
 a governance board will be established for the Reserve Bank. This will have statutory responsibility 


r the existing Monetary Policy 
Committee 


 the two separate regulatory regimes for banks and non-bank deposit takers will be united into a 
 


 a deposit insurance scheme will be established (insuring deposits up to $50,000 per person, per 
institution). 


 
Modernising the incorporated societies 
The outdated Incorporated Societies Act 1908 will be replaced with a new modern statute. The reform is 
extensive and aims to improve governance structures and arrangements for over 23,700 incorporated 
societies in New Zealand. Many parts of the proposed reform largely mirror requirements for companies and 


constitutional requirements, conflict of interest disclosure rules, reporting requirements and mandatory 
dispute resolution procedures. Consultation on a draft Bill took place in 2016. A Bill is now ready to be 
introduced into Parliament.  
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Appendix 3 - Board size considerations 


The interests of shareholders of a company will be best served if its board acts with maximum efficiency and 
effectiveness. The optimum number of directors required to attain maximum efficiency and effectiveness on 


its 
business and its ownership structure. 


A board that is too large may not give its members the opportunity of participating in discussions and 
decisions to the best of their abilities. It may result in board proceedings being unnecessarily prolonged. On 
the other hand, a board that is too small will limit the breadth of knowledge, experience and viewpoints that 
would otherwise be available to it and from which it could usefully benefit. 


As a general rule, a board numbering between six and eight members is usually found to be the most 
appropriate in the case of medium to large-sized companies. This also takes the relatively small size of New 
Zealand companies in international terms into account. Smaller companies may operate quite satisfactorily 
with a lower number. Under NZX listing rules, the minimum number for a listed company (disregarding 
alternate directors) is three. 


It is not really possible or practical to specify an ideal and optimal number for all boards. What every board 
needs to do is to achieve the right balance to suit the circumstances and requirements of the company and 
the board itself.  


Average number of directors 


(From the 2019 ) 
 
Across all entity types, the median and average number of directors appointed to a board is 6. 
Only 0.99% of our sample has more than 12 directors appointed to the board.  
 


Board size for comparator organisation type: 


Organisation type Number of directors on board 


Lower Quartile Median Upper Quartile Average 


Council controlled 5 5 7 6 
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Appendix 4  IoD Services for boards 


 


 


  


 


Board Appointments 
Find and appoint directors with the 
skills and experience that meet your 
board needs.  


 
database of independent directors 


 Use our additional recruitment 
support services such as refinement 
of candidate criteria, recruitment 
templates documents, involvement in 
the selection committee and 
administration of the external 
application process 


DirectorVacancies 


Advertise your board vacancy with us. 


 Reach largest pool of 
director talent 


 Cost-effective exposure across 
multiple channels 


 No time limit  list your vacancy until 
the deadline closes or you find a 
suitable candidate 


 
Director fees 
Attract, motivate and retain the best 
board members by ensuring the right 
level of director remuneration. 


 Drive growth and performance 
 Range of services suited to your needs 


and budget 


Board Evaluation 
Assess the performance of your board 
using our online evaluation tool, 
BetterBoards. 


 
weaknesses and opportunities for 
improvement against The Four Pillars of 
Governance Best Practice 


 Comprehensive, easy to follow reports 
that can track improvements over 
subsequent years 


Facilitation services 


 Conducting a board evaluation is a first 
step in assessment but the real value 
lies in how you use those findings.  We 
can provide a facilitation service for your 
board to discuss strengths, challenges 


 


 


 


Whether you are setting up a new board and looking for help with recruiting board members and 


our choice of Board Services can be tailored to your requirements, supporting you in building the best 
possible board.  
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Appendix 4  Understanding the data 
measures 


 


Lower Quartile 


This represents the point at which, when ranked from the lowest value to the highest value, 25% of the 
sample is lower and 75% of the sample is higher. The Lower Quartile is also known as the 25th percentile. 


 


 


Median 


When data is ranked from the lowest value to the highest value, the median represents the middle point of 
the data. At the median, 50% of the sample is lower and 50% of the sample is higher. The median is also 
known as the 50th percentile. 


 


 


Upper Quartile 


This represents the point at which, when ranked from the lowest value to the highest value, 75% of the 
sample is lower and 25% of the sample is higher. The Upper Quartile is also known as the 75th percentile. 


 


 


Average 


Indicates the average value of remuneration or benefit in any given sample. The average is calculated by 
adding the numbers in a sample and then dividing by the count of the sample. 
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