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MINUTES OF AN ORDINARY MEETING OF THE
REPRESENTATION REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE
HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
SELWYN DISTRICT COUNCIL, ROLLESTON
ON WEDNESDAY 10 FEBRUARY 2021 COMMENCING AT 9.30AM

PRESENT

Mayor S T Broughton, Councillors M A Alexander (Chair), S N O H Epiha J A Gallagher and
Mr J B Morten (Malvern Community Board Chair)

IN ATTENDANCE

Messrs D Ward (Chief Executive), S Hill (Group Manager Communication and Customers,
Deputy Electoral Officer), M Staite (Miro Business Services Ltd); Mrs N Smith (Executive
Assistant); and Ms T Davel (Governance Coordinator)

KARAKIA

The Chair opened the meeting, welcoming everyone present and on-line.

Councillor Epiha opened with karakia.

APOLOGIES

An apology was received from Councillor G Miller.

Moved — Councillor Alexander / Seconded — Mayor Broughton

‘That the Representation Review Committee receives the apology from Councillor Miller.’
CARRIED

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

None.
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CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

Minutes of an Ordinary Meeting of the Representation Review Subcommittee held in the
Council Chambers on Wednesday 27 January 2021

Moved — Mayor Broughton / Seconded — Councillor Gallagher

‘That the Representation Review Committee confirm the minutes of its Meeting held on 27
January 2021, as circulated.’
CARRIED

CORRESPONDENCE
Letter from Minister of Local Government

Councillor Epiha noted it was an opportune time to reflect on the letter from the Minister and
asked for the letter to be read out aloud.

There was disagreement that the entire letter be read out, although the significant part of it
referred to Government’s intention to change legislation around the polling option to establish
Maori wards. The Chair said that Council had a clear indication from iwi that there was no
support for Maori wards. He said receiving the letter was correct and sufficient.

Councillor Epiha noted he supported the decision but felt Council should reflect on the letter
and quoted the following from it:

‘As you may know, concerns have been raised for some time about the existing process for
the establishment of Maori wards and constituencies in local authorities.’

Councillor Epiha said he suggested at the time that there be wider engagement and he
received a mandate to do that. As a Council he thought there was a need to reflect on the
treaty of Waitangi and the good intentions and that this should also be reflected in the
Chambers.

The Mayor said there was already a workstream looking at exactly that, and that a copy of the
Treaty is being purchased to put up in the Chambers. He was keen to have the Treaty in the
Chambers as a key part of our history.

Moved — Mayor Broughton / Seconded — Councillor Epiha
‘That the Representation Review Subcommittee receive the correspondence for

information.’
CARRIED
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GENERAL BUSINESS

The meeting closed at 9.42am

DATED this day of 2021

CHAIRPERSON



Representation Review Subcommittee 12 May 2021

REPORT
TO: Representation Review Subcommittee
FOR: 12 May 2021
FROM: Deputy Electoral Officer
DATE: 5 May 2021
SUBJECT: REPRESENTATION REVIEW TIMELINE - UPDATE
RECOMMENDATION

That the Representation Review Subcommittee receive the report for information.

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the timeline and work programme for
undertaking the representation review; indicating key dates to meet the required statutory
milestones.

2. BACKGROUND AND TIMELINE

Local authorities are required to undertake a representation review each six year period. Selwyn
District Council last undertook a review during the 2015 calendar year in preparation for the 2016
elections.

The processes with respect to representation arrangements, procedural steps and timelines are
clearly identified in section 19 of the Local Electoral Act 2001, and in SOLGM guidelines
(previously circulated).

For reference, the following table (from (Local Government Commission: Guidelines for local
authorities undertaking representation reviews) summarises the statutory timeline and process
steps. Key points include;

e The Council must publicly notify its initial proposal for consultation, no earlier than 1 March
and no later than 8 September

e Public submissions on the initial proposal must be open for at least one month

¢ The Council may resolve to make amendments to the initial proposal, following
consideration of submissions

e The Council must give notice of its final proposal within six weeks of the close of public
submissions

e The Council must forward any appeals or objections to the Local Government Commission
no later than 15 January 2022

o The Commission makes its determination by 11 April 2022
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Procedure | Deadline | Relevant section
Local authority determines Initial proposals must be made: 19H (territorial
proposed representation no earlier than 1 March in the year before authorities)
arrangements election year 19l (regional
by 31 August in the year before election year, if councils)
establishing Maori wards/constituencies 19J (community
in any other case, in time for the deadline for boards)
public notice (i.e. by 7 September) Schedule 1A for
Maori wards or
constituencies
Local authority gives public Within 14 days of resolution, and not later than | 19M(1)
notice of “initial” proposal and | 8 September in the year before election year
invites submissions
Submissions close Not less than one month after public notice 19M(2)(d)
If no submissions then proposal | Public notice to be given when there are no 19Y(1)
becomes final® submissions but no date fixed for doing this
Local authority considers Within 6 weeks of closing date for submissions 19N(1)(a)
submissions and may make
resolution to amend proposal
Local authority gives public Within 6 weeks of closing date for submissions | 19N(1)(b)
notice of its "final" proposal
Appeals and objections close Must be lodged: 190
not less than 1 month after the date of the 19pP
public notice issued under section 19N(1)(b)
not later than 20 December in the year before
election year
If no appeals or objections then | Public notice to be given when there are no 19Y(1)
proposal becomes final* appeals/objections, but no date fixed for doing
this
Local authority forwards As soon as practicable, but not later than 15 19Q
appeals, objections and other January in election year 19v(4)
relevant information to the
Commission?
Commission considers Before 11 April in election year 19R
resolutions, submissions,
appeals and objections and
makes determination
Determination subject to appeal | Appeals to be lodged within 1 month of Clause 2,
to High Court on a point of law?® | determination Schedule 5,
Local Government
Act 2002

3. SELWYN TIMELINE 2020/21

The Representation Review subcommittee adopted a timeline and work programme for Selwyn’s
review at its meeting of 27 January 2021. Following is an updated timeline to reflect the current
status of the work programme. Minor changes from the original timeline are highlighted.

1 Under section 19V(4) proposals that do not comply with the +/-10% fair representation requirement are subject to

confirmation by the Commission.

2 Includes any proposal that does not comply with the +/-10% fair representation requirement.
3 Commission determinations may also be subject to judicial review.
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Representation Review 2020/21
Timeline/work programme

Approved 27 January 2021 | Updated 5 May 2021

JANUARY
27 Subcommittee meeting/ | Initial consideration of ward and councillor options
Workshop
Staff to develop draft proposal for preliminary
consultation.

FEBRUARY

24 Subcommittee Adopt proposal for preliminary consultation on ward

meeting/workshop and councillor options, communities of interest.

MARCH
Preliminary consultation stage 1 open
(approx. 1/3 - 26/3)

17 Subcommittee-meeting

APRIL
[Note: LTP consultation open 29/3 — 30/4]

14 Workshop Receive results of preliminary consultation stage 1
Determine requirements for additional
consultation/research

MAY
[Note: LTP hearings 13-14/5, deliberations 20/5]
Undertake any additional consultation/research as
required

12 Subcommittee meeting

JUNE

9 Subcommittee meeting | Subcommittee to review results of preliminary
consultation and provide guidance on preferred option
for Initial Proposal

23 Subcommittee meeting | Staff to develop draft Initial Proposal for consultation

JULY

21 Subcommittee meeting

Council briefing Briefing discussion on initial proposal

28 Council meeting Council adopts Initial Proposal for consultation

AUGUST
Initial Proposal open for consultation
(approx. 30/7 — 30/8)

11 Subcommittee meeting

SEPTEMBER

8 Subcommittee meeting | Hearings and deliberations on Initial Proposal

22 Council meeting Adopt Final Proposal

OCTOBER

6 Public notification of Final Proposal

20 Subcommittee meeting

NOVEMBER

6 Appeal and objections open

17 Subcommittee meeting

DECEMBER

15 Subcommittee meeting

20 Appeals and objections close
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Notes:

¢ The Subcommittee meeting of 17 March was cancelled due to staff commitments to LTP consultation,
and preparation of pre-consultation research for the Representation Review.

e Meeting of 14 April was replaced with a workshop to allow the Subcommittee to consider initial findings
of pre-consultation research, which is now presented in this meeting.

e Propose Council briefing on 21 July to discuss Initial Proposal, prior to Council adoption for
consultation, on 28 July.

4. CURRENT STATUS AND NEXT STEPS

The Subcommittee’s work programme is running largely ahead of/aligned with the timeline. Pre-
consultation has been completed, and an initial range of scenarios have been prepared and
considered.

Updated representation scenarios are available for consideration by the Subcommittee at this
meeting. Staff are seeking guidance from the Subcommittee as to further refinements of the
scenarios, to be brought back to the June meeting.

The key target date is the 28 July meeting of the Council, at which it will adopt the Initial Proposal
for consultation. This proposal would then go out for consultation during the month of August.

Stephen Hill
Group Manager Communication and Customers/Deputy Electoral Officer
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REPORT
TO: Representation Review Subcommittee
FOR: 12 May 2021
FROM: Deputy Electoral Officer
DATE: 4 May 2021
SUBJECT: REPRESENTATION REVIEW: PRE-CONSULTATION
RECOMMENDATION

That the representation review subcommittee receive the report on Representation Review pre-
consultation, for information.

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide information to the subcommittee summarising research
undertaken in the Selwyn community as part of pre-consultation for the Representation Review
currently under way.

2. BACKGROUND

Local authorities are required to undertake a representation review each six year period. Selwyn
District Council last undertook a review during the 2015 calendar year in preparation for the 2016
elections.

The Representation Review determines detailed arrangements for matters including the number of
electoral subdivisions (if any), and their boundaries, hames, and number of members. It also
decides the basis of election (at large, wards, or a mix of both), and establishment of community
boards.

One of the factors the Council must consider in its review is “communities of interest”. This is
concerned with identifying the distinctive interests of a community, and how ward boundaries and
electoral arrangements reflect those interests respond to the needs of the community.

Determining these communities of interest and their representation preferences requires some
degree of community research. This would help the Council to gain an understanding of how
Selwyn people think about their “communities of interest” and their views about the electoral
system, in particular three key elements set out in legislation:

e a sense of belonging to a clearly defined area or locality (the perceptual dimension);

¢ the ability to meet with reasonable economy the community’s requirements for
comprehensive physical and human services (the functional dimension), and

o the ability of the elected body to represent the interests and reconcile the conflicts of all its
members (the political dimension).

10
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3. PRE-CONSULTATION RESEARCH

In March 2021 the Council commissioned a research project to canvass the views of Selwyn
residents relating to “communities of interest”.

The pre-consultation research was intended to explore general questions such as:

What townships or areas people most identify with and relate to

What awareness do people have of local councillors/elected members — who would they
contact to discuss Council matters

How often do people interact with or contact a local councillor/elected member/community
board

Do people identify more with their local ward, their township or other location

Do people think there are enough wards, too many, too few

Do people think there are enough councillors/elected members, too many, too few

Should community board/s be retained, removed, increased?

This research was conducted in March-April 2021 by Research First, through a two-stage process:

1. Qualitative

a small number of in-depth, in-person interviews

2. Quantitative:

a telephone survey of residents to ensure a statistically representative sample
an online survey

4. FINDINGS

Detailed findings and research data are outlined in the research report (Appendix 1).

In relation to communities of interest, key findings include:

Community is about townships

When defining where they live and what community they belong to, residents are much
more likely to use the local township.

Wards play little role in identity

Many of the participants in this research either failed to identify the ward they live in or
inaccurately identified it.

Belonging takes time

Older residents and those living in the more rural parts of the district were most likely to say
they belong.

Belonging requires engagement

Belonging comes from engaging with local communities, but some kinds of engagement (eg
leisure) matter more than others (eg shopping).

Growth is changing communities

The communities people feel they belong to are important, but also the wider notion of
Selwyn as a district.

11
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Local representation matters

Most people indicated they want to be represented by someone who lives locally.

In relation to electoral arrangements:
Status Quo on Wards is Preferred
61% of respondents preferred retaining the same number of wards.
Status quo on number of councillors is preferred
56% of respondents favour keeping the same size of council.
Status quo on community boards is preferred

45% of respondents favoured keeping the existing number.

5. NEXT STEPS

In summary, three key themes emerge from the research:

¢ Residents identify more with the township they live in, than the ward
e Local representation is important
¢ No strong desire for substantial change.

These findings now provide a useful framework for the subcommittee to refer to when assessing
options and scenarios for the initial proposal to be developed for consultation.

At the subcommittee’s May and June 2021 meetings, further consideration should be given to the
preferred scenarios, with an Initial Proposal to be adopted for consultation at the July meeting.

Stephen Hill
Group Manager Communication and Customers/Deputy Electoral Officer

Appendix 1: Research Report: Representation Review April 2021

12
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& RESEARCH FIRST

Selwyn District Council

REPRESENTATION
REVIEW RESEARCH

Research report | April 2021
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RESEARCH FIRST researchfirst.co.nz

Disclaimer:

Research First notes that the views presented in the report do not necessarily represent the views of
Selwyn District Council. In addition, the information in this report is accurate to the best of the knowledge
and belief of Research First Ltd. While Research First Ltd has exercised all reasonable skill and care in
the preparation of information in this report, Research First Ltd accepts no liability in contract, tort, or
otherwise for any loss, damage, injury or expense, whether direct, indirect, or consequential, arising out
of the provision of information in this report.

DISTRICT COUNCIL

14
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researchfirst.co.nz

Selwyn district and belonging

Residents move to the Selwyn area because they enjoy the rural lifestyle while
being close to a larger city and employment opportunities. Many participants
commented that Selwyn used to feel like it was a long way from Christchurch, but
recent housing developments have made it feel like it is now part of Christchurch.

Creating a sense of belonging takes time, with older residents and those living in
the more rural parts of the district most likely to say they belong and that sense
of belonging comes from engaging with local communities, but some kinds of
engagement (leisure activities) matter more than others (shopping).

Growth is changing the district but is doing so unevenly, with some areas feeling
like they are missing out and glad that the growth is happening elsewhere.

Representation

Local representation is important but many of the participants in this research
either failed to identify the ward they live in or inaccurately identified it.

The current representation settings are preferred by the majority of those who
took part in this research. This support for the status quo is greatest for the
number of wards and weakest for the number of community boards.

61% of residents want to keep the same number of wards in Selwyn. The 39% not
in this status quo group comprise 14% of residents who don’t know how many
wards the district should have, 16% who want more wards, and 8% who want
fewer wards.

Those in favour of the status quo for wards are most likely to say this support
arises from the fact the current arrangements are working well.

56% of residents want to keep the same number of councillors in Selwyn. The
44% not in this status quo group comprise 16% of residents who don’t know how
many councillors the district should have, 11% who want more councillors, and
17% who want fewer councillors.

The minority of residents wanting fewer councillors argue this will deliver
efficiency gains and cost savings, quicker decision making, and an improved
ability to communicate.

45% of residents want to keep the same number of community boards in Selwyn.
The 55% not in this status quo group comprise 20% of residents who don’t know
how many community boards the district should have, 26% who want more
community boards, and 9% who want fewer or no community boards.

Those residents supporting the status quo were most likely to say the current
number worked well. Those who wanted fewer community boards couldn’t see
the value in the boards. Those who wanted more boards believed they would
represent the views of residents more effectively and would make them easier to
reach.

There is also an indication in this research that many residents see
‘representation’ as being about more than just the electoral settings. There
seems to be an appetite for a way to ensure the mix of councillors better reflects
the population of the district.

16
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researchfirst.co.nz

Representation reviews

To ensure local authority elections are fair and effective, every six years
local authorities are required by the Local Electoral Act 2001 to review their
representation arrangements. This process is known as a ‘representation
review’ and includes considering:

. the total number of councillors there should be for a district;
. whether those councillors should be elected by ward or ‘at large’;
. if elected by ward, how many wards there should be and where the

boundaries of these wards should be placed; and
. whether there should be community boards in the district.

When determining the basis of representation, the Local Electoral Act 2001
is clear that local authorities need to provide ‘effective representation of
communities of interest’ and ‘fair representation of electors’. While the Act
is silent about what determines those communities of interest, the Local
Government Commission in its Guidelines for Local Authorities Undertaking
Representation Reviews 2020 describes it as a three-dimensional concept,
encompassing:

1. A sense of belonging to a clearly defined area or locality (the perceptual
dimension).
2. The ability to meet with reasonable economy the community’s

requirements for comprehensive physical and human services (the
functional dimension).

3. The ability of the elected body to represent the interests and reconcile the
conflicts of all its members (the political dimension).

In this regard, representation reviews provide the opportunity to understand how
residents connect to a place. This is captured by the notion of TGrangawaewae,
which is about having a place to stand and a story to tell. About having a place to
stand and a story to tell; a place where people feel empowered and connected.

Currently the Selwyn District Council consists of 12 elected representatives (a
mayor and 11 councillors) drawn from four wards:

. Malvern (main town Darfield);

. Selwyn Central (main town Rolleston);
. Springs (main town Lincoln); and

. Ellesmere (main town Leeston).

To help inform its representation review, in April 2021 Selwyn District
Council contracted Research First Ltd to conduct the research reported
here.

18
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researchfirst.co.nz

How the research was conducted

This representation review research used a mixed-method design, combining a
small ethnographic (qualitative) discovery phase and a larger quantitative testing
phase.

Phase one: ethnography

Ethnographic market research has its roots in the social science discipline of
anthropology where it has long been used to gather information on human
societies and cultures. Today Ethnographic Market Research helps organisations
understand their stakeholders in terms of the stories they tell about themselves.
For this representation review Research First completed six in-depth interviews
with a range of residents drawn from across Selwyn. Because this is a qualitative
research method, these participants were selected (i.e., not sampled) to include
residents new to the district, those that have been there for a very long time,
those in parts of the district that are growing fast, and those in parts further
from the growth nodes. The discussion guide for this research was developed in
collaboration with the Selwyn District Council and is reproduced in Appendix 7.
The interviews averaged one hour.

Table 1 Ethnographic research participants

Location Type of participant Demographics
West Melton New to the district Female, 25-34 years
Lincoln Long-term resident Female, 45-54 years
Rolleston Younger age Female, 18-24 years
Tai Tapu Young family Female, 25-34 years
Dunsandel Older age Female, 70+ years
Leeston Long-term resident Male, 55-64 years

Allthe interviews were recorded and transcribed using Otter software, pending
analysis. This analysis was completed using a thematic analysis. The purpose of
thematic analysis, a widely used qualitative data analysis method, is to identify
patterns of meanings (themes) across a dataset to provide an answer to the
research question being addressed. Patterns of meaning are identified through
arigorous process of data familiarisation, data coding, and theme development
and revision. One of the major advantages of thematic analysis is the flexibility it
provides researchers to respond to emerging areas of interest. It is particularly
suited to addressing research questions related to experiences, views, and
perceptions of participants.

19
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researchfirst.co.nz

Phase two: robust community survey

For the community survey Research First mimicked the design it uses to
complete the 2020 Selwyn District Council Residents’ Opinion Survey. This
survey targeted 300 residents from across the district using a mix of approaches:

A telephone survey quotas for age, gender, ward, and ethnicity to ensure
it was representative of population distributions. Both landlines and
cellphone numbers were used in this part of the survey.

Because telephone surveys tend to underrepresent the views of the
younger residents, Research First added in a small intercept surveying
component targeting 18-25 year olds'.

An online survey component disseminated through social media channels
and Selwyn District Council’s own Your Say Selwyn engagement platform.

For the telephone survey, a random database of telephone numbers was obtained

covering the Selwyn district. This included a sample from Research First’s cell
phone-only database. To ensure the sample was not biased towards those
that answer the phone, interviewers ask to speak to the youngest person in the
household aged 18 years and over.

Research First used representative quotas for age groups, ethnicities, gender,
and ward to survey a representative sample of Selwyn residents. A total of
375 residents took part in the survey. A quota system was then used to ensure
the sample reflected the composition of the Selwyn district (see Table 2). The
maximum margin of error from the telephone survey sample is +/-5.1%, and as
such, the data can be considered robust.

After piloting the survey to ensure consistency and respondent ability to
comprehend and credibly respond to the questions, data collection took place
between 19 March and 3 April 2021.

Table 2 quantitative research participants

CATI WAPI CAPI NET

Age 18-34 13% 21% 72% 24%
35-54 44% 57% 28% 45%

55+ 43% 22% 0% 31%

Gender Male 47% 38% 53% 46%
Female 53% 62% 47% 54%

Home ownership Owned 94% 96% 53% 88%
Rented 6% 4% 47% 12%

Ward Malvern 19% 17% 3% 16%

Commercial In Confidence

1 Asthe name suggests, ‘intercept’ surveying involves researchers ‘intercepting’ suitable research
participants at locations where there is a good population to sample from. Here, this will involve
having researchers near locations where they are likely to encounter youthful residents. Intercept

surveying takes the form of a short self-completed interview. The advantages of this design arise from
the ability to find hard to reach individuals and the speed with which the interviews can be completed.

8
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researchfirst.co.nz

CATI WAPI CAPI NET

Selwyn Central 35% 27% 26% 31%

Ellesmere 17% 17% 0% 14%

Springs 30% 38% % 38%

Years in Selwyn 0-5 8% 29% 64% 22%
6-10 12% 21% 17% 15%

1-20 37% 25% 17% 31%

21+ 42% 25% 2% 31%

Township or rural Township 63% 66% 93% 68%
Rural area 36% 28% 7% 30%

Employment Full-time 36% 52% 29% 39%
Self-employed 17% 8% 3% 13%

Part-time 14% 17% 21% 16%

Beneficiary/ Not currently employed 4% 4% 3% 4%

Student 4% 3% 4% 9%

Retired 24% 1% 0% 17%

Household income Under $40,000 18% 5% 33% 17%
$40-$70,000 16% 9% 10% 13%

$70-$100,000 18% 15% 14% 17%

Over $100,000 38% 49% 21% 38%
Ethnicity NZ European/ New Zealander 92% 86% 62% 86%
Maori 5% 5% 10% 6%

Asian 1% 2% 22% 5%

Other 5% 9% 14% 7%

Commercial In Confidence 9
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The name of township
you live in / nearest township

Commercial In Confidence

Christchurch

Canterbury

Selwyn district

The ward you live in

Something else

Towns or district first, wards last

researchfirst.co.nz

EE When explaining where home is, the name of the township

was usually used, and to a lesser extent Christchurch

and Canterbury. Ward was rarely used to define home or
community; only 1% of residents used their ward name to

describe home.

Figure 3.1 Defining home and community

13%

8

R

13%

1%

5%

5%
5%

B B

B Home M Community

17%

%

QO9. If you were explaining to other New Zealanders where home is, would you be most
likely to use, Q11. And where do you consider your local community is:

basen =375

23
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& researchfirst.co.nz

Christchurch and Canterbury were often used because they are well known and
people are more likely to recognise Christchurch/ Canterbury. Their township
was used because it was recognisable and because that’s where they were born /
consider home.

Figure 3.2 Reasons for home definitions
1%

The name of township you live in/
nearest township (n=215)

35%

0%
7%
Christchurch (n=62)
67%
Canterbury (n=48)
Selwyn district (n=29)
® Easier/more well-known B That's where | live/was born/my home

= Narrows it down/is the most specific/accurate = Unspecified/generally like the city

m Safety/don't want to be too specific

Q 10. Why would you use this description? by 9. If you were explaining to other New
Zealanders where home is, would you be most likely to use, n = 375

Commercial In Confidence 12
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Malvern

Ellesmere

Selwyn Central

Springs

researchfirst.co.nz

Many residents cannot identify their ward

Correct association with ward is low; 37% of residents incorrectly identify/
could not identify the ward they live in. Only 49% of Lincoln residents correctly
identified that they live in the Springs ward.

Figure 3.3 Identification of ward
5%
12%
8%

36%

W Correct identification M Incorrect identification " Not sure

Q 8. And which ward is that in? (self-identified) by ward, n = 375
As one of the participants in the qualitative research said:

EE Wards might have more significance for longer-term residents
who know the history, but for new people, it is just a place they
live.”

25
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researchfirst.co.nz

Selwyn is where Christchurch and the country overlaps

In the qualitative research the participants talked about how what makes
Selwyn special is the ability to have a rural lifestyle within a short commute of
Christchurch city. Residents move into the Selwyn area because they enjoy the
rural lifestyle while being close to a larger city and employment opportunities.
Having family members living in the district was also very important.

EE |was as brought up in Central Otago, but there were not enough
work opportunities, and [partner] likes to work also.”

EE You’ve got the mountains, the great plains and the lake...a lot of
nature here.”

EE So, it is outside is where | feel most at home and doing stuff
outside.”

Working or studying in Christchurch and the travel to Selwyn is not seen as a
barrier. Many commented that Selwyn used to feel like it was a long way from
Christchurch, but recent housing developments have made it feel like it is now
part of Christchurch.

EE Since the earthquake everything has changed everything,
because before I'd say | live out in Lincoln and people would say
‘way out there’. Rolleston has just boomed.”

14
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Belonging takes time

Residents were likely to say they were proud of their local community (75%) but
less likely to say that community was an important part of their own identity
(51%).

Figure 4.1 Tirangawaewae or ontological security

Agree +
Strongly
Agree

The local community positivel
y p y 5%

% % 65%
affects my wellbeing (n=370) 22 R °

| feel connected to my local
Y 9%

% % 4%
community (n=374) — el 64%

| feel passionate about my local
(n=374)

My community is a part of who | am
(n=372) ¥4 13%

9% 25% 37% 65%

30% 33% 51%

MW Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral B Agree ™ Strongly agree

Q15. How much would you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
n =from 370 to 374

Younger residents (18-34 years) were less likely to feel passionate, proud, and
connected. And the longer a person has lived in the Selwyn, the more likely they
were to have a sense of place (connected, passionate, and proud) and to say that
the community is a part of who they are. Those that live in more rural areas were
also more likely to say the community is a part of who they are.

Many participants said they didn’t feel like they were locals until they had lived

in the area they have lived in the area for a considerable amount of time (this
included some residents who had lived in Selwyn for over 15 years). To be truly
‘local’ meant to have lived in the area for generations (prior to the recent growth)
and had history in the area. As one of the participants in the qualitative research
put it:

GE | live here but | am not a local”.

Commercial In Confidence 16
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Belonging also comes from engagement

The majority of activity is conducted close to home in the local township orin
Christchurch. Half of the research participants do their day-to-day shopping
locally, while one in five go to a larger Selwyn town and one-quarter go to
Christchurch. A higher proportion of those who work in Christchurch shop in
Christchurch.

Around four in ten research participants work or study locally, with one third
commuting to Christchurch. Those commuting to Christchurch are more likely to
be 35-54 years, homeowners and in full time employment who have a household
income over $100,000. Those who work/ study locally are more likely to be 18-34
years, rent and be self-employed/ part time employees/ students.

Residents in Selwyn Central were more likely to purchase from their local
township, while residents in Malvern are less likely to shop locally. Those that live
near townships are more likely to shop there.

Figure 4.2 Location of activities conducted

Township you live/

nearest township Christchurch In a larger Selwyn town

-

38% 31%

49% 24%

44% 22%

In other locations outside

the Selwyn district Accross the Selwyn district

3%

3% 7%

4% 19%

Q12. If you work or are studying, where do you normally work or study? Q 13. Where
does your household purchase most of what it needs on a day-to-day basis? Q14.
Thinking about the social activities that you and members of your household are
involved in, where do you undertake the majority of these activities? n = 375
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Research participants who considered their community is the township/nearest
township tend to shop locally. They are less likely to work in a larger Selwyn town
and their social activities tend to be in their nearest town.

Figure 4.3 Connection to place

23%

Purchase needs from their local or
nearest town

Purchase needs in Christchurch

Purchase needs in a larger Selwyn town

Purchase needs in other locations
across the Selwyn district

54%

Do social activities in their local or
nearest town

Do social activities in Christchurch

Do social activities in a larger Selwyn
town

Do social activities in other locations
across the Selwyn district

Commercial In Confidence

I
47%

36%
% 24%
5%
15%
16%
36%

W Total
m Consider community the township they live in or nearest township (n=268)

Consider community Selwyn (n=47)

Q 11. And where do you consider your local community is: Q12. If you work or are
studying, where do you normally work or study? Q 13. Where does your household
purchase most of what it needs on a day-to-day basis? Q14. Thinking about the social
activities that you and members of your household are involved in, where do you
undertake the majority of these activities? n = 375
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To understand connection, we looked at the behaviour of those feeling most
connected (strongly agreeing with at least one statement of the connection
scales). Those that are most connected shop locally and do their social activities
locally. While those who were less connected tended to do these activities in
Christchurch.

Figure 4.4 Behaviour of those feeling connected (strongly agree with at least one of
the connection statements)

36%
39%

36%

14%

w
32

3%

Purchase needs from their local or
nearest town

Purchase needs in Christchurch

Purchase needs in a larger Selwyn town

Purchase needs in other locations
across the Selwyn district

56%

43%

29%

18%
7%

Do social activities in their local or
nearest town

Do social activities in Christchurch

Do social activities in a larger Selwyn
town

Do social activities in other locations
across the Selwyn district

Commercial In Confidence

51%

37%

27%

8%

19%
20%

® Those who feel more connected M Those who feel less connected

Q15. How much would you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
(those who strongly agree with one statement= connected) Q12. If you work or are
studying, where do you normally work or study? Q13. Where does your household
purchase most of what it needs on a day-to-day basis? Q14. Thinking about the social
activities that you and members of your household are involved in, where do you
undertake the majority of these activities? n = 375
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Some activities matter more than others

Participants said they shop for convenience rather than as a means to support
local businesses. They said that where they choose to shop depends on where
they are at the time (e.g., work, childcare, or family commitments). Familiarity
with supermarkets is important when it comes to loyalty. The larger towns of
Rolleston and Lincoln are important shopping areas, as is Christchurch.

Ethnographic participants spend time at local libraries, cafes, voluntary
organisations and clubs. Spending time at these places provides feelings of
belonging.

Growth can undermine the feeling of community. Participants said they don’t
always feel like they’re a part of their local community because of growth in
other towns. For example, Leeston was noted as losing its small community
feel because of the growth in Lincoln. It was also noted that not having the
opportunity to get to know your neighbors adds to this problem.

EE if you count the number of people that were here 30 years ago,
probably three families. The rest of us are all new and most
of the times you never see any of them, you don’t know them.
But we have a mid-winter Christmas dinner. You know, for the
community for everybody to come in..you meet new people and
find out they’ve been here five years, or we live in that house.

Research participants want to see less fragmented, cosier town centres that
support artistic people and ideas.

EE You just need to focus on letting people, you know, artistic
people come into the township and create a sort of a warmer
feeling within the township, rather than your bog standard like a
subway.”

Commercial In Confidence 20
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The growth of the district is both an opportunity and a
threat

The Selwyn district is perceived as being wealthy. Good decisions made by past
councillors were seen to have been important and Selwyn does not have the
issues with infrastructure (water particularly) that plague other areas in New
Zealand (Auckland, Wellington).

EE Very lucky position they’re extremely rich council made the past
counsellors have made very good business decisions. They’ve
got the iZone which is a good money-maker. They’ve got a lot of
rates coming in.”

Some research participants said that district planning is an issue. Due to the
growth of Lincoln and Rolleston, smaller towns were perceived as becoming
fragmented. The perception of some is that Rolleston is getting many new

facilities (e.g., a pool, more shopping) while other towns are missing out. Lincoln

missed out on getting a pool to Rolleston. Rolleston also will have the movie
theatres and larger shopping opportunities.

EE Rolleston has just boomed. And the district was controlled by
the Council..Normally they should have a plan. And this is how
the Council should be doing it. But they’re saying developers
are coming, we’ve got this land, this is what we want, we need
arule change - there’s 40,000 new sections coming in Selwyn
this year.”

EE And I just think the newer part of Lincoln...all the good land
has gone to the property developers. The farmers have sold
the good land. The property developers around are grabbing
the land - there’s another huge 200 acres, it’s just being sold
around here.”

Some participants from smaller towns feel they are missing out. An example is

that Dunsandel didn’t get a suitable community centre that would cater for all age
groups. Indoor bowls (an activity particularly enjoyed by an older population) was

no longer possible, meaning social opportunities are limited. Being encouraged
to go to other towns for this activity was not seen as helpful.

EE We met him [previous mayor] when we were trying to save our
hall..we went and had lunch with him one day..And he showed
us to Lincoln’s big fancy new Community Centre...it was all very
fancy, but | mean our community centre could probably fit into
the reception area. And, and we said we...couldn’t play indoor
bowls anymore so he said: ‘we’ll come over to Eyerton”, which
is over there somewhere and play for us. That was his response,
and he wasn’t very helpful.”

EE Selwyn is not viewed as being culturally diverse. This was
important to younger families who want cultural opportunities
for their families.”
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EE | grew up without much of exposure to biculturalism or, you
know, that side of things, you know, but | want quite different
with my children. So that’s a really gonna be really interesting to
see the choices we make as time goes on to so that they have a
real bicultural education, they have a real exposure to different
ethnicities as they grow.”

Local representation matters

More than eighty percent of participants want to be represented by someone
who lives locally. Those under 35, males, students, and renters are less likely to
consider it important.

Figure 5.1: Importance of local representation

B Not important at all Not important I'm50:50 MImportant ™ Veryimportant

Q16. How important is it that you are represented on the Council by someone who
lives in your local area n = 375

Participants said they would be likely to contact the Council if they had a
particular issue, but it would be unlikely that they would directly contact a
councillor. Younger residents (18-34) are least likely to contact their ward
councillor, and those that have lived in Selwyn the longest (20+ years) are
more likely than any other group to contact their ward councillor. The less time
a resident has lived in the district, the more uncertainty they are likely to have
regarding who to call if they do have a concern.

However, participants said they are likely to talk to councillors when they see
them at events.

EE | used to see the mayor at church could always bend his ear
there. Yeah, we’ll find out what was really going on. As much as
we could because we don’t really know. Because | remember
years ago there was something about buying water from
Christchurch and all that kind of stuff, all sounded dodgy, but
when he explained the whole process and why they were doing
it made real logical sense.”

23

35



Representation Review Subcommittee 12 May 2021

& researchfirst.co.nz

Given the timing of this research, some participants noted that the ability to
have a higher profile and attend events has been affected by COVID-19. Yet these
participants still value the opportunity to discuss their concerns with councillors
in less formal settings.

Similarly, local newspapers and social media (local Facebook pages) were the
most important modes where people found out about Council activities. Most
participants only heard from their Councillors at election time when they received
mail advertising.

Figure 5.2: Contacting the council

The Council via email or phone 51%
(0800 number) °
62%
Any Councillor who you felt
) 28%
would understand your issue
Your ward Councillor 26%
Your community board 19%

The first Councillor you can get o

. . 15%
in contact with

I’m not sure who | would contact 13%

Your ratepayers or resident’s o
1%

association
Other %
Q 17. If you wanted to contact a Councillor about an issue that you were concerned or
interested in, who would you be likely to contact? n = 375
Commercial In Confidence 24
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Status quo is the preferred option

Overall residents are not in favour of changing the wards, size of council or
boards. The preferred option of the research participants is to keep the same
number of wards, councillors, and boards (with most supporting the idea of
retaining the current ward structure).

Figure 6.1 Preferred number of wards

Those who don't know or want no change

Wards 61%

Size of council

Q18 What size do you think the Council should be Q22 The Council is currently
elected across four wards, with each Councillor representing between 6,000 to
8,000 people. This means the current arrangements are Ellesmere — 2 Councillors;
Malvern - 2 Councillors; Selwyn Central — 4 Councillors; and Springs — 3 Councillors.
For future elections would you prefer...; Q24 Community boards are an elected body
that operates at a local level, within a ward, to consider local issues and provide local
representation. Selwyn currently has one community board in the Malvern ward,
comprising five elected representatives Do you prefer that Selwyn has:? n = 375

56%
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The same number of wards is the preferred option?

Figure 6.2, below, shows that 61% of the residents who participated in this
research want to keep the same number of wards in Selwyn. The 38% not in this
status quo group comprise 14% of residents who don’t know how many wards the
district should have, 16% who want more wards, and 8% who want fewer wards
(Figure 6.2).

Figure 6.2 Preferred number of wards

B Fewer wards (2 or 3)
B The same number of wards (4)
B Alarger number of wards (5)

Don't know

Q22 The Council is currently elected across four wards, with each Councillor
representing between 6,000 to 8,000 people. This means the current arrangements
are Ellesmere — 2 Councillors; Malvern — 2 Councillors; Selwyn Central — 4
Councillors; and Springs — 3 Councillors. For future elections would you prefer...; n =
375

2 The caveat to this conclusion is that we have also seen that many participants were unable to identify
the ward they live in. 37% of all the participants in this research either incorrectly identified or could
not identify their ward, with only 49% of those in Lincoln able to correctly identify that they lived in the
Springs ward.
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When those in favour of the status quo were asked why they supported no
change, the most common answers were that this was ‘a good balance’ and
because this mix ‘worked well’).

Figure 6.3: Reasons for wanting the same number of wards

Good number/Balanced/Good for the
L . 33%

city size/Representative

It works well 32%

Don't need more - 10%

Too many might be disruptive - 8%

Cost concern . 6%

Number of councillors/who the . 5%
councillors are °

Don't know - 1%

23. What is the main reason you prefer this option? n = 229

Among the 16% who wanted more wards, the most common reason was because
the district was growing fast.

Figure 6.4: Reasons for wanting more wards
Growing numbers/More balanced/
. o ; 72%
Growing city size/Representation
Will do better job/More services/Easier to _ 23%
communicate with °
Don't know I 3%

23. What is the main reason you prefer this option? n = 61

And among the 8% who wanted fewer wards, the common reasons focused
on cost and ease of working together. These responses are provided in full in
appendices 1and 2.
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The same number of councillors is the preferred option

Figure 6.5, below, shows that 56% of the residents who participated in this
research want to keep the same number of councillors in Selwyn. The 44% not

in this status quo group comprise 16% of residents who don’t know how many
councillors the district should have, 11% who want more councillors, and 17% who
want fewer councillors (Figure 6.5).

Figure 6.5 Size of the council

B Smaller
B Same size
B Larger

Don’t know

Q22 The Council is currently made up of a mayor and 11 councillors. The Council is
considering how many elected representatives there should be. Do you think the size
of the Council should be the same size, smaller, or larger?n = 375
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Of the minority of residents who want a change in the number of councillors,
about two-thirds want the Council to be smaller. However, as Figure 6.6
demonstrates, there is little agreement about how much smaller, or larger, the

Council should be:

Figure 6.6: Desired number of councilors among those wanting change

1%
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3%

13%
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Q 19. What size do you think the Council should be (currently 12)? n = 93
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The main reasons for wanting a smaller council are efficiency/cost, ease of
decision making (agreement on decisions), and ability to communicate. Better
representation and broader views were the reasons for wanting a larger council.

Figure 6.7: Main reasons for wanting a smaller Council

Easier to get
. 21%
along/agree/communicate
Number to match the community
. 6%
size/over represented
Not enough work for the number of
. . 5%
people/not doing anything
Need different - 5%
representatives/experts °
Q 20. What is the main reason you’d like a smaller Council? n = 63
These responses are provided in full in appendices 3 and 4.
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The same number of community boards is the
preferred option

Figure 6.8, below, shows that 45% of the residents who participated in this
research want to keep the same number of community boards in Selwyn. The
55% not in this status quo group comprise 20% of residents who don’t know

how many community boards the district should have, 26% who want more
community boards, and 9% who want fewer or no community boards (Figure 6.8).

Figure 6.8 Preferred number of boards

B The same number of community boards
B No community boards
B Alarger number of community boards

m Don't know

Q24. Community boards are an elected body that operates at a local level, within a
ward, to consider local issues and provide local representation. Selwyn currently has
one community board in the Malvern ward, comprising five elected representatives.
Do you prefer that Selwyn has: n = 375

Those residents supporting the status quo were most likely to say the current
number worked well. Those who wanted fewer community boards couldn’t see
the value in the boards. While those who wanted more boards believed they
would represent the views of residents more effectively and would make them
easier to reach.

Figure 6.9: Reasons for wanting the same number of community boards
B
e

25. What is the main reason you prefer this option? n = 168
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Growing city size/Representation

Will do better job/More services/Easier to
communicate with

Doesn't seem to be enough

Too many now/Don't need it

Aren't effective/Don't do a good job

Less cost

Don't have the best interests in mind

Don't know
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Figure 6.10: Reasons for wanting a larger number of community boards

40%
H -

25. What is the main reason you prefer this option? n = 96

Figure 6.11: Reasons for wanting fewer community boards

29%

1%

6%

9%

25. What is the main reason you prefer this option? n = 35

These responses are provided in full in appendices 3 and 4.
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52%

49%
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Representation is about more than just electoral
processes

The ethnographic research drew on a small sample of carefully selected
respondents. It is therefore important not to draw too much from what those
data say in isolation. That said, a common theme in that part of the research is
that the make up of the Council is seen to only represent a subset of the district’s
residents. As one participant put it:

EE It feels like the older generation are running the show.”
EE Another, younger, participant said:

EE There’s a much bigger, much bigger conversation around
engaging younger generations and if you looked at the voter
turnout for young people and local body elections, it was very
low. The Council seems very stale and boring and not really
appealing for someone like me. | just see Selwyn Council as
white men and | don’t know how much voice there is for younger
people.”

The latest population data for Selwyn shows that only 23% of the population
are male and over 40 while nearly 60% of the councillors (7 out of 11) are. The
presence of a younger female councillor in West Melton was viewed positively,
and that participants felt more comfortable discussing issues with her.

EE So, we have only met a couple of times, but | know that she is on
the Council, so I’d be quite comfortable to contact her”.
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Following the completion of data collection, the analysis was undertaken using
Q Professional™. Pearson’s Chi-square Test of independence is used. Where
figures are highlighted they are significant at the 0.05 level (corresponding to a
95% confidence level).

Appendix 1
Number of wards
Fewer wards The same A larger
Row % (20r3) number of number of Don’t know
wards (4) wards (5)
Age 18-34 6% 52% 22% 20%
35-54 10% 59% 15% 16%
55+ 9% % 13% 8%
Gender Male 1% 64% 14% 1%
Female 6% 59% 18% 17%
Home Ownership Owned 7% 65% 1 15% 13%
Rented 16% 32% | 30% 23%
Ward Malvern 12% 62% 18% 8%
Selwyn Central 8% 59% 17% 15%
Ellesmere 2% 4% 15% 9%
Springs 9% 57% 15% 18%
Years in Selwyn 0-5 13% A% | 23% 23%
6-10 1% 54% 12% 23%
11-20 5% 67% 17% 1%
21+ 7% 73% 1 13% 8%
Township or Rural Township 8% 60% 16% 16%
Rural area 9% 66% 14% 1%
Employment Full-time 9% 60% 15% 16%
Self-employed 6% 69% 19% 6%
Part-time 12% 49% 22% 17%
eB;r:(f_)i;;aJy/ Not currently 0% 50% 25% 25%
Student 6% 37% | 26% 31% 1
Retired 10% 81% 1 5% 5%
Household Income Under $40,000 183% 58% 14% 16%
$40-$70,000 8% 61% 20% 10%
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Fewer wards The same A larger
Row % (2o0r3) number of number of Don’t know
wards (4) wards (5)
$70-$100,000 6% 60% 19% 14%
Over $100,000 8% 63% 15% 13%
NZ European/ New Zealander % 64% 14% 15%
Ethnicity Maori 5% 50% 27% 18%
Asian 22% 33% 33% 1%
Other 14% 50% 25% 1%
CATI 7% 69% 1 14% 10%
WAPI 1% 51% 18% 20%
Method
CAPI 10% 47% 21% 22%
NET 8% 61% 16% 14%
37
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Appendix 2
Reasons for wanting fewer wards

I think that reason why like all council and government need to cut it back. You get to many, and
you get a crack pot idea. Just few back to basics and put an age limit on it. There to many old
people on it. Young people have fresh ideas. You need it.

They get a direct message with fewer wards

I don’t recognise the other wards

Because they’re paid a lot of money and they should earn it

It gives you fewer wards which means fewer councillors and they could achieve more.

Does away with favouritism for different areas, stop people fighting for just their ward rather
than what best for the whole district.

Again because if you go back to the number of councillors you would have to compress the
board. good to make the board size more even in terms of population numbers

Two is easy to work together

Representing a problem in the area not the entire ward. Water problem in Darfield don’t need 3
councillors to solve the problem.

To save a bit of cost, and maybe they all work together

| believe out of that lot you could drop one very easily

I just think they need economy to scale and to be more efficient

Same as above

To try get better balance - Malvern tends to be voted on a lot of things, only 2 council members -
a lot of people in the area.

There’s too much local government across New Zealand

Same reason as before - less bureaucrats- less bureaucracy

Better representation of our district, rather than counties

The representation can be enhanced with less councillors

Not too sure why one needs several wards to be honest. Selwyn is small enough to just divide
responsibilities amongst councillors, not based on geography.

Idk

Cost to ratepayers

Too many politicians

Not sure

Same

If there’s too little then not enough and too many there would be different inputs and effect
relationships

Don’t know

So that people will know who their councillor is

Less politicians free up $$ for projects
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Because they’re paid a lot of money and they should earn it

Bigger wards

Too many politicians
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Smaller Same size Larger Don’t know
Age 18-34 9% 51% 17% 23%
35-54 19% 55% 9% 17%
55+ 20% 61% 9% 10%
Gender Male 22% 55% 12% 12%
Female 13% 58% 10% 20%
Home Ownership Owned 18% 59% 1 9% | 15%
Rented 1% 36% | 25% 1 27%
Ward Malvern 27% 50% 10% 13%
Selwyn Central 14% 59% 12% 15%
Ellesmere 17% 65% 9% 9%
Springs 15% 53% 10% 21%
Years in Selwyn 0-5 17% 40% | 20% 1 23%
6-10 12% 49% 7% 32% 1
1-20 16% 63% 8% 13%
21+ 19% 64% 8% 8% |
Township or Rural Township 16% 54% 12% 18%
Rural area 17% 63% 7% 13%
Employment Full-time 19% 57% 10% 15%
Self-employed 21% 56% 13% 10%
Part-time 7% 59% 5% 29% 1
521?:§Lagy/ Not currently 13% 69% 6% 13%
Student 1% 31% | 26% 1 31%
Retired 21% 63% 1% 5%
Household Income Under $40,000 19% 56% 16% 9%
$40-$70,000 16% 55% 8% 20%
$70-$100,000 19% 52% 1% 17%
Over $100,000 16% 59% 1% 14%
Ethnicity NZ European/ New Zealander 17% 59% 9% | 16%
Maori 9% 64% 14% 14%
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Smaller Same size Larger Don’t know
Asian 17% 28% 39% 1 17%
Other 21% 46% 1% 21%
Method CATI 16% 64% 1 7% 13%
WAPI 22% 47% 14% 17%
CAPI 14% 40% 19% 28%
NET 17% 56% 1% 16%
Commercial In Confidence 41
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Appendix 4
Reasons for wanting a larger council

As the community has grown, the number of councillors should go up. gives a far greater
representation

Its grown

More diversity

It’s getting bigger

Mainly the area is growing so fast that’s why | have mentioned this another 4 and half thousand
houses to be built

Because of the workload just the number of things whether its housing consent or whatever
happens in larger towns and cities.

The district is growing so fast, there needs to be a representation of population size to make a
stronger stand against government offices making decisions

The area is growing and getting bigger so there needs to be more people helping make the
decisions

So that some things can get dealt with sooner with more people on the issue, take pressure off
everybody and get more action, the council says they get this stuff, but nothing seems to be
done for months or years

Weighted to the population rather than the past and | would look to setting a policy that for x
amount of population x amount of councillors

Because our district has grown hugely and the workload needs to be shared amongst more
councillors

Increase in population

I think it would be more representative, and would represent a smaller group of people and
geographical demographic, and more likely to live in my ward.

So we have greater representation from Malvern county

To give a better representation proportional to the population in certain areas, | feel Rolleston is
underrepresented considering it is major rate base

Because the district is getting bigger so need more people to represent more people. There
are more jobs going now, so need more people to look after them instead of having not enough
Councillors doing too much work

Because it gets more packed and more views

Selwyn district is extending rapidly - needs more people

| haven’t seen any activities about council

More chance of broader views

Represent everyone

Fast growing area. Maori need ward seats, mana whenua and nga hoau e wha

More representatives from smaller towns

So they can have smaller groups of residents and take action on their concerns

We are a growing town and we need better representation

More diversity

42

54



Commercial In Confidence

Representation Review Subcommittee 12 May 2021

researchfirst.co.nz

I don’t know bigger is better

Of the rate its growing

More opinions

Better service

Because Lincoln city and Selwyn itself keeps growing, so we need a lot of resources

More representation of different backgrounds

Each town will be represented

Accessibility, load sharing and progress

More brains

More representation for eastern part of Selwyn district where there has been major growth.

More representative

Our region is growing so fast

So that the smaller towns have a voice as well as Rolleston, Lincoln and Prebbleton.

Malvern ward in particular need another representative because of vast area it covers
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Appendix 5
Community boards
The same A larger
No community number_of number?f Don’t know
boards community community
boards boards
Age 18-34 4% 40% 28% 28%
35-54 8% A% 27% 24%
55+ 15% 53% 22% 9% |
Gender Male 1% 48% 25% 17%
Female 8% 42% 26% 23%
Home Ownership Owned 8% 47% 25% 20%
Rented 16% 32% 30% 23%
Ward Malvern 12% 57% 20% 12%
Selwyn Central 10% 44% 28% 18%
Ellesmere 7% 52% 24% 17%
Springs 8% 38% 27% 27%
Years in Selwyn 0-5 8% 27% | 28% 37% 1
6-10 14% 39% 18% 30%
1-20 9% 50% 28% 14%
21+ 8% 56% 1 25% 10% |
Township or Rural Township 10% 45% 24% 21%
Rural area 7% 46% 29% 18%
Employment Full-time 9% 37% 28% 26%
Self-employed 13% 44% 31% 13%
Part-time 8% 51% 27% 14%
eB;r:)elg;(i;ry/ Not currently 19% 31% 31% 19%
Student 3% 37% 26% 34%
Retired 1% 63% 1 17% 8%
Household Income Under $40,000 9% 55% 22% 14%
$40-$70,000 8% 59% 20% 12%
$70-$100,000 1% 46% 25% 17%
Over $100,000 10% 38% 30% 23%
Commercial In Confidence 44

56



Commercial In Confidence

Representation Review Subcommittee 12 May 2021

researchfirst.co.nz

The same A larger
No community number of number of ,
h h Don’t know
boards community community
boards boards
Ethnicity NZ European/ New Zealander 9% 47% 25% 19%
Maori 5% A41% 36% 18%
Asian 6% 28% 50% 17%
Other 18% 39% 1% 32%
Method CATI 8% 57% 1 22% 12% |
WAPI 15% 22% | 29% 34% 1
CAPI 3% 33% 33% 31%
NET 9% 45% 26% 20%
45
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Appendix 6
2020 Population estimates by age and gender

Total people, age

15-39 Years 40-64 Years 65 Years and over
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
Selwyn district 35300 34400 11400 11000 11900 12000 4200 4100
Commercial In Confidence 46
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Appendix 7
Ethnographic Interview Guide

Introduction and Overview

. Introductions and overview of the research

. Permission to record and confidentiality.

Your Story

. How do you describe yourself?

. How do you describe where you live?

. Where are the places that make you feel most at home? Why?

. What communities do you consider yourself a member of?

. Where are those places you can go where everyone knows your name?

Framing Place

. Do you think your identity is linked to a sense of place?

. What does ‘place’ mean to you?

. What does Selwyn mean to you?

. What about <insert name of ward>?

Engagement

. Where do you tend to do most of your shopping?

. Where do you go for leisure or sporting activities?

. Do you think that the things you enjoy in this location you would enjoy just

as much in other places?

Representation

. Have you ever had to contact a politician about an issue — be that central
government or local?

. Who did you contact, and why did you choose that person?

. Who represents you politically?

. If not mentioned above: Who represents you in the Council?

. How important is it to you that your representatives live locally?

. How do you think political representation could better reflect your sense of
place?

Summary and Close

. Summarise main point and ask: Is there anything else you’d like SDC to

know about how you are represented?
. Close — Thank participants and recap the need for confidentiality.
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REPORT
TO: Representation Review Subcommittee
FOR: 12 May 2021
FROM: Deputy Electoral Officer
DATE: 4 May 2021
SUBJECT: REPRESENTATION REVIEW: REPRESENTATION
SCENARIOS

RECOMMENDATION
(a) That the Representation Review Subcommittee receive the report;

(b) That the subcommittee gives guidance to staff for further refinement of
representation scenarios, with a view to completing an Initial Proposal for public
consultation, no later than July 2021.

1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide a basis by which subcommittee members can
consider relevant scenarios to take to the wider community as part of the
representation review pre consultation process.

2. BACKGROUND

The Council last undertook a representation review in 2015 in preparation for the 2016
elections. Councils are required by law to review representation arrangements at least
once every six years.

The process for the review is set out in the Local Electoral Act 2001. The Council must
provide for effective representation of communities and their interests and fair
representation of electors. Some of the factors the Council must consider include:

Communities of interest

Effective representation of communities of interest
Number of elected members

Fair representation of electors

The population of each ward, divided by the number of members to be elected by their
ward, must produce a figure no more than 10% greater or smaller than the population
of the district, divided by the total of elected members.
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Selwyn’s population has been growing rapidly in recent years. However, population
growth has not occurred evenly across the district. This means the existing ward
boundaries are no longer appropriate as they do not provide effective representation
across the district. The current ward boundaries must be reviewed to provide for fair
and effective representation.

Table 1 below shows the district population change from the last representation review
until 2020 with the current +/-10% rule shown in the last column.

Table

1: Population increase by Ward

Existing Population Population Increase +/-10% Rule
Wards 2014 2020

Ellesmere 7,480 9,620 29% -24.1%
Ward

Malvern Ward 8,460 9,320 10% -26.4%
Selwyn Central 19,450 30,640 58% 20.9%
Ward

Springs Ward 14,050 20,100 30% 5.8%
Total 49,440 69,680 41%

Each ward is broken down into meshblocks and the Council is required to use the
latest population data or estimate from Stats NZ. For this representation review the
Council is using Stats NZ estimated meshblock data as at June 2020.

While the individual ward percentage increases have been significant, further
complicating matters has been the extreme variation at meshblock level with some
meshblocks increasing by 400% while others show minimal growth. The extreme
growth has occurred around the district’'s townships and this makes it difficult to
effectively gain compliance with the +/-10% rule without significant boundary changes
or changes in representation.

In undertaking a representation review the Local Government Commission® requires
that four key factors are considered.

1. Communities of interest

2. Effective representation of communities of interest
3. Number of elected members

4. Fair representation of electors

With the changes in population, significant prework has been completed to better
understand which representation scenario or scenarios provides fair representation of
electors.

After several workshops including discussions with two other councils, scenarios have
been narrowed down to eight.

! Local Government Commission. Guidelines for local authorities undertaking representation reviews
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It is important to note that each of these scenarios has resulted in changes to ward
boundaries with these changes attached as Appendix 2. With the exception of
scenario 8, changes were undertaken to meet the +/-10% rule while maintaining the
integrity of the townships.

These eight scenarios are:

1. Scenario 4-11B: 4 Wards, minimum of 2 councilors per ward and 11 councilors in
total.

2. Scenario 4-10B: 4 Wards, minimum of 2 councilors per ward and 10 councilors in
total.

3. Scenario 4-7: 4 Wards, minimum of 1 councilor per ward and 7 councilors in total.

4. Scenario 3 SE-11: 3 Wards with Springs and Ellesmere being amalgamated,
minimum of 2 councilors per ward, and 11 councilors in total.

5. Scenario 3 SE-10: 3 Wards with Springs and Ellesmere being amalgamated,
minimum of 2 councilors per ward, and 10 councilors in total.

6. Scenario 3 SE-9: 3 Wards with Springs and Ellesmere being amalgamated,
minimum of 2 councilors per ward, and 9 councilors in total.

7. Scenario 2MC-SE-11: 2 Wards (Malvern with Selwyn Central and Springs with
Ellesmere), minimum of 2 councilors per ward and 11,10,9 and 7 councilors
respectively

8. Scenario 5-11: 5 Wards, minimum of 1 councilor per ward and 11 councilors in
total. This option adds in an additional ward by splitting part of Rolleston into a
separate ward.

All these scenarios meet the +/- 10% Rule as can be seen in Appendix 1.

3. DISCUSSION

All the above scenarios are within the +/- 10% rule however they must also be viewed
against the Local Government Commissions points 1 to 3 relating to communities of
interest and numbers of elected members.

To enable a greater understanding of these points Christchurch based Research First
was commissioned in March 2021 to undertake research within the district. The
outcomes of that research were presented to an April 2021 workshop of the
subcommittee and are formally tabled as part of this meeting. This research has led
to three key findings that when applied to the various model options will assist
members in determining the more viable scenarios to be discussed further with the
community as part of pre-consultation.

The three key findings from that research are:

1. Residents identify more with the township they live in, than the ward
2. Local representation is important
3. No strong desire for substantial change.
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The first finding supports the approach of not splitting townships across ward
boundaries as residents largely see their community of interest as their township.

Having a local councilor familiar with local issues is seen as important and needs to
be considered as in some of the scenarios the geographical ward size increases
significantly. If the number of wards were to decrease, there is an increased likelihood
that councilors covering a wider geographic area may not be seen as local. This point
may also apply if the number of councilors is reduced to one per ward from the current
minimum of two.

Finally, although a proportion of the survey respondents suggested higher or lower
numbers of councilors it was clear that satisfaction with the current arrangements was
high with no strong mandate for substantial change.

These findings are noted in Table 2 and have been used to assess each scenario as
to its fit. Scenario 5-11 is included for completeness however the research indicates
that people identify more with a town than a ward so putting a dividing line through a
town essentially splits the community of interest. Note, scenario 4-11B is the closest
to the status quo of all the scenarios.

Table 2: Scenario Evaluation

Scenario | Degree of | Level of | Comment
Local change
Representation
4-11B High Low Minimum of 2 councilors
4-10B High Low Minimum of 2 councilors
4-7 Low High Only one Councilor in
some wards
3SE-11 Medium Medium Minimum of 2 councilors
3SE-10 Medium Medium Minimum of 2 councilors
3SE-9 Medium High Minimum of 2 councilors
2MC-SE- Low High Minimum of 2 councilors
11,10,9,7
5-11B Medium High Only one Councilor in
some wards
Stephen Hill

Group Manager Communication and Customers/Deputy Electoral Officer
Appendix 1: Plus or minus 10% rule

Appendix 2: Scenario Maps (Note: additional maps with adjusted options may be
table on the day)
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Appendix 1: Plus, or minus 10% rule

+/- 10% Rule
Numb
Scenario umoer Number of Selwyn ) Springs - Malvern- Rolleston
of . Ellesmere Malvern Springs
Number Wards Councillors Central ellesmere central South East
4-11B 4 11 4.0% 5.3% -2.8% -2.4%
4-10B 4 10 -3.8% 6.9% 7.1% -9.2%
4-78 4 7 -0.3% 8.8% -1.8% -1.5%
3SE-11B 3 11 3.0% -3.3% 2.6%
3SE-10B 3 10 5.6% 1.6% -4.4%
3SE-9B 3 9 -2.9% -5.7% 9.5%
2-MC-SE 11 2 11 -6.2% 5.1%
2-MC-SE 10 2 10 6.6% -4.4%
2-MC-SE9 2 9 -1.0% 0.8%
2-MC-SE 7 2 7 -0.2% 0.1%
5-11 5 11 1.8% 8.1% -4.4% 1.5% 1.5%
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Appendix 2: Scenario Maps
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Number of Councilors

Scenario Number Selwyn ) Springs - Malvern- | Rolleston
of Ellesmere Malvern Springs Total
Number Central ellesmere central South East
Wards

4-11B 4 2 2 4 3 11
4-108B 4 2 2 3 3 10
4-7B 4 1 1 3 2 7
3SE-11B 3 2 5 4 11
3SE-10B 3 2 4 4 10
3SE-9B 3 2 4 3 9
2-MC-SE 11 2 5 6 11
2-MC-SE 10 2 4 6 10
2-MC-SE 9 2 4 5 9
2-MC-SE 7 2 3 4 7
5-11 5 2 1 4 3 1 11
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