
Briefing Note – On PART SEVEN – Moving to a Fairer 
Rating System 
Purpose 
The purpose of this report is to provide Councillors with a briefing on the main points raised by 
submitters on “PART SEVEN – Moving to a Fairer Rating System”. 

Outline 
This briefing note will comprise of four parts: 

1. The number of submitters for and against Council’s proposal. 

2. A high level background commentary on Rates. 

3. Comments on the significant points raised by individual submitters. 

4. Comments on the significant points raised by each of the following Residents Associations: 

• Karaka Point and Environs Residents Inc;  

• Rebecca Woledge – Secretary Karaka Point and Environs Residents Inc; 

• Whatamango Bay Residents Association; and 

• Ngakuta Bay Resident’s Association. 

 Residents Associations have been treated separately from individual submitters because of the 
 number of residents they represent. 

5. Remissions 

Number of Submitters For and Against Council’s proposals 
6. Two tables follow that identify the number of submitters that have responded to the two 

questions contained in PART SEVEN – Moving to a Fairer Rating System 

 

 7A  Do you support Council’s proposal to remove the Rating Area Percentages to be 
 collected from each Geographic Rating Area to remove a barrier to establishing a 
 fairer rating system?  

 
  

 

 

 7B  Do you support Council’s preferred option of using its financial reserves to 
 provide Rates remissions for a three year period to ratepayers in the Picton Vicinity 
 Rating Area who are experiencing a a Rates increase of 40% or more?  

 

 

 

 

7. The majority of submitters on both questions are from the Picton Vicinity Rating Area.  By way 
of background: 

• There are approximately 450 rateable properties in the Picton Vicinity Rating Area; 

• Ratepayers are making submissions as individuals meaning that more than one 
submission can be received from multi owned properties. Submitters against a proposal 
are generally more motivated to express their views and do; 

Total Yes Partial 
support 

No 

129 41 16 72 

Total Yes Partial 
support 

No 

107 57 11 39 
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• Residents Associations are making submissions on behalf of all their members, 
including those making submissions as individuals; 

• Some of the “No” answers for 7B have recorded “No” to remissions because they do not 
believe that Council’s proposal should proceed; 

High Level Background on Rates 
8. The following is a summary on how General Rates and Charges work and a potted history as 

to how they have evolved in the Marlborough. 

9. General Rates and Charges are taxes, the same as income tax.  They are not a payment for 
services supplied to a particular property. In the income tax example, if a person pays more in 
tax, it does not mean that they have a greater ability to benefit from Government supplied 
services. In fact in most taxation systems world-wide, often it is the opposite. 

10. In Marlborough, General Rates and Charges recover the cost of a particular Activity that has 
not been recovered from any other source, such as fees and charges, subsidies, grants, 
general revenues, etc.  The rating system recovers the remaining costs by means of the rating 
model using Council’s assessed potential to benefit for each Geographic Rating Area from a 
particular Activity.  In 1997 Council used the word “Access”.  In other words a Geographic 
Rating Area’s assessed ability to access Council services. 

11. At a property level, the costs to be recovered from a particular Geographic Rating Area by 
General Rates are recovered in the proportion a property’s land value represents to the total 
land value of the Area.  General charges are a per property charge. 

12. The resulting rating system is recognised as one of the most complex in New Zealand (Rating 
Model is 75 pages).  The reason Council headed down this path was because it recognised 
that because of the District’s physical size, Rating Areas did not have the same potential to 
benefit, i.e. it was trying to be fair.  It also recognised high land values as one of the reasons 
for establishing Picton Vicinity.  This situation compares to Wellington City Council’s General 
Rates which only has one Rating Area and only one differential for Commercial of 2.8 times 
the residential base rate.  Wellington does not assess a uniform annual general charge. As a 
result there are no “discounts” applied to the multi-million dollar properties in Oriental Bay. 

13. Returning to Marlborough the fundamentals of the Rating system were established in 1997 
with modification in 2004. In 1997 Council agreed: 

“Cost of Roading 

Maintenance of the roading system requires 31% of the General Rate.  The proposed revenue 
system allocates roading costs across the Geographic Areas using property values apart from 
the Administrative Rating Area for which only 10% of the property value is used.  This treats 
roading as a network for the District and does not identify roading costs for each Geographic 
Area.  This approach does not recognise that the cost of maintaining roads in some areas of 
the District is not met by the ratepayers in those areas.” 

The adoption of equal weighting for all Areas is what Council is proposing now, noting the 
increase in weighting for Sounds Admin from 10 to 25. At the time Council also considered 
rating forestry differently, but decided against it. 

14. The other points for Councillors to note are that in 1997: 

(a) There were four General Rates and Charges: 

• District Wide General Rate 

• District Wide Uniform Annual General Charge 

• Geographic Area General Works and Services Rates 

• Geographic Area Uniform Annual Charges. 

It was only in 2003/04 that the District-Wide Rates and Charges ceased. 

(b) Sounds Admin Rural was still governed by its own Act – see the 29 June 1999 Press 
article.  The move to repeal this Act was opposed by residents.  Some of them argued 
that as part-time residents they did not receive a full range of Council Services.  These 
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same arguments are being raised today by Picton Vicinity ratepayers. The Select 
Committee said it understood ratepayer concerns but believed that rates served a more 
general good than simply paying for Council Services, noting “Every ratepayer of New 
Zealand uses only some of the services for which he or she pays”. 

 

 
15. As identified earlier it was only in 2004/05 that the two District Wide rates ceased.  At that time 

the charging of Picton Vicinity for roads was amended to more closely represent Actual Costs.  
It was also from this time that the target of “1%” emerged.  There is no minute for this but a 
practice that was followed consistently by staff, i.e. it effectively became policy.  The 2004/05 
roading adjustment resulted in General Rates and Charges for Picton Vicinity decreasing from 
1.92% to 1.32%.  As identified in the Karaka Point submission, the Council staff got close to 
the 1% but often the result was in the 1.2% to 1.3% range.  Questions have been asked as to 
why the reduction in Picton Vicinity Rates occurred in 2017/18?  The reason was that staff 
attempted to get the result closer to the 1% than had been achieved previously.  The number 
and size of the adjustments required to achieve 1% identified the magnitude of the issue that 
had arisen over time. 

16. Council’s proposal looks to undo the adjustments made by staff to achieve the “1%” and return 
to the Council assessed benefit weightings for Democracy, Libraries, Environmental 
Monitoring and Aquatic Centre.  These weightings have been used for many many years. 

17. Council’s proposal also undoes the Road Adjustment returning to the 1997 view that Roading 
was a network every ratepayer, to use the 1997 word, had “access” to.  In 2011 there was a 
move to recover costs as they fall for Roading.  After many options were prepared ultimately 
this option did not gain traction.  Also the network approach is similar to that adopted by 
Central Government in that it does not matter where you live and how much is spent in your 
area the amount of fuel excise levied and RUCs charged is the same across New Zealand. 
Two Councils (Southland and Northland) have established targeted rates for dairying and 
forestry respectively, but it was a long tortuous process. 

18. As the weightings proposed are a reinstatement of Council’s previous judgement in regard to 
benefit weightings, detailed economic analysis is not required. 

19. The other way Council can examine the fairness to all ratepayers in the District of its proposal 
as compared to the current percentage limited proposal is to look at the resulting General 
Rate and Charges for median value properties in each Rating Area as shown in the graph 
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below. Using median values adjusts for high value properties in Picton Vicinity ($240,000) 
versus the lower values in Blenheim ($149,000) and Picton ($107,000). 

 
20. The red line shows the actual rates and charges levied in 2017/18.  It shows that for median 

value properties, despite having equal highest land value Picton Vicinity has rates below 
Sounds Admin which does not have roads.  The green line shows what rates would be under 
Council’s proposal.  If you work in the high level assumption that the further you are away from 
a service centre (Marlborough has Blenheim and Picton) then the less likely you are to 
access/benefit from a Council service/activity, then the green line is a not unrealistic trend. 

21. The same exercise has been undertaken for average values.  A similar trend emerges with the 
red line and the rates under Council’s proposal are not unreasonable across rating areas. 
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Summary of Significant Points Raised by Individual 
Submitters 
22. The following is a summary of the significant points raised by individual submitters with staff 

comment: 

(a) We don’t get Water, Sewerage and Rubbish 
Collection 

Separate Targeted Rates are levied for these 
Services. 

(b) They don’t use Council Services. Related to 
this are that a number of properties are 
holiday homes. 

Rates are an allocation of District wide costs to 
Rating Areas which are in turn apportioned on 
land value.  The weightings are based on 
Potential to benefit/use, irrespective of actual use.  
It is impossible to levy rates on actual use of 
Council services. 

(c) We have not seen any increase in services. The proposal simply undoes the adjustments 
needed to get close to the Target %s.  Roading, 
Pest Management and Economic Development 
weightings were amended. After that the 
benefit/allocations model yields a rating outcome.  

(d) It is not fair. They have not addressed how it is fair for median 
land value properties in General Rural and 
Sounds Admin Rural to be paying more.  Sounds 
Admin Rural does not have roads. 

(e) It is unaffordable especially as there are a 
large number of retirees. 

There are a large number of retirees throughout 
Marlborough all of whom are paying more for 
General Rates for equal/median land values than 
those in Picton Vicinity. 

(f) We have higher value properties therefore 
we are already paying more. 

Rates are a tax which in Marlborough’s case is 
based on land value.  Rates are not a fee for 
services.  Income tax is a parallel.  An individual 
paying more in income tax does not get access to 
better Government services. 

One of reasons for establishing the Picton Vicinity 
rating area was to specially recognise the impact 
on rates of high value properties and it is 
understood the benefit weightings reflect this.  

(g) The road: (Queen Charlotte and Port 
Underwood Roads. There are also separate 
comments on Koromiko gravel roads):  

• is substandard; 

• used by other users; 

• provides only one way in and one way 
out. 

• The logic that everyone can benefit from 
the Road network equally is suspect. 

• The road is sealed and kerbed and 
channelled where needed. 

• Of the District’s 1,535km of road, 641km are 
unsealed. Properties serviced by gravel 
roads elsewhere in the District will not 
receive a reduction in rates.   

• There may be a higher proportion of tourist 
traffic on the road west of Picton, but that 
doesn’t apply to those on the east or to 
those on the south which has a State 
Highway. 

• Many other properties in the District have a 
State Highway at their front door and 
continue to pay the same in rates. 

• All properties on the west side of SH1 are 
serviced by one road in and out. 
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(h) A lot of Ngakuta Bay and Koromiko 
properties want to be included in General 
Rural. 

Significant rates increases would still result.  This 
could be looked at when doing the next LTP. The 
LTP working Group decided that it wouldn’t 
review rating areas this LTP. 

(i) Didn’t you learn from Karaka Point? 

We haven’t had enough time. 

The Karaka Point decision was based on 
process, not the rights and wrongs of the 
proposed change.  Karaka Point residents 
indicated they were prepared to pay more.  The 
increases proposed are significantly less than the 
circa 200% percent increase that would have 
resulted from moving KP to Picton. 

Extensions of time have been granted where 
requested to submitters. 

 

Summary of Significant Points Raised by Associations. 
23. The following is a summary of the significant points raised by individual submitters with staff 

comment: 

Karaka Point and Environs Resident Inc – Moving to a fairer rating system. 

Key Points Comment 

(a) High Average Land Values therefore we are 
paying more rates 

Identifies the average land value for Blenheim 
$109,000, Picton $146,000 and Picton Vicinity 
$343,000.  The submission omits General Rural 
$454,724, Blenheim Vicinity $575,233 and 
Sounds Admin Rural $239,918. 

The submitter made much of the high values in 
Picton Vicinity. An analysis has been undertaken 
to identify the number of properties in in Picton 
and Picton Vicinity with values >/= $0.5M. 

 2014 Value 2017 Value 

Picton 34 (30.6%) 49 (35.2%) 

Picton Vicinity 77(69.4%)  90 (64.8%) 

Total 111 139 

This analysis identifies that there is an increasing 
number of Picton properties that would fit the high 
value category. NB, In Blenheim Vicinity, there 
were 1,101 properties with 2014 land value over 
$0.5M. 

Refer to resulting rating impact shown in earlier 
graphs for median and average land values per 
rating area. 

(b) Remote from Services – over 40km from 
Blenheim Centre 

The submitter appears to forget Picton and the 
services provided there.  Where a “Blenheim 
Only” based service is provided the reduced 
potential to benefit/access the service is reflected 
in the longstanding weighting for that service. 

(c) Expensive Commute to Blenheim It is significantly more expensive commute from 
the extremities of General Rural and Sounds 
Admin which are currently paying more in 
General Rates & Charges. 
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(d) Steep Topography – inefficient land use, 
expensive built, frequent trips 

Land values for rating are set on the basis of 
market value (willing buyer/willing seller) by QV.  
The fact that land values are higher at the median 
means that the location must have other 
characteristics to offset the negatives identified by 
the submitter. 

(e) Long poor quality road, limited or no access 
to road network – not part of Blenheim 
network, heavy non-resident usage, 2 million 
tourists 

The submitter has equal access to the District’s 
roading network as anyone else.  The submitter 
has not taken account of the fact that a number of 
people either cannot or chose not to drive and yet 
still pay rates. 

If the 2 Million tourists driving on Council roads is 
correct and an average occupancy of 1.7 is used 
this equates to 3,200 vehicles per day, without 
local traffic.  Weld Pass has 4,400 vehicles per 
day. The total number of passengers through Port 
Marlborough (excluding cruise ships) is just over 
1 million. These points cast doubt on the validity 
of the submitter’s “2 million tourists” 

(f) High percentage are holiday homes Refer to earlier comments by Parliamentary 
Select Committee and Summary of Significant 
Points Raised by Individual Submitters. 

(g) High percentage of retirees on fixed incomes Council processes approximately 1800 Rates 
Rebate applications the majority of which pay 
higher Blenheim Rates. 

(h) No Sewerage, water, etc and other 
ratepayers should subsidise their cost of 
private provision of these 

The proposal as outlined would most likely be a 
first in New Zealand and require consultation. 
Council will consider the provision of these 
services when they are cost effective to the 
community. 

(i) No Significant Changes Since 1997 This is a District Wide rating review that will have 
a greater or lesser impact on all ratepayers.  
There have certainly been changes in the District 
as a whole. 

(j) RAP Fairness Adjustment In New Zealand having a discount for high value 
properties is unusual.  The more important 
assessment of fairness to all ratepayers is to look 
at the Median and Average Rates graphs. 
Council’s proposal is a forward looking proposal. 

(k) Impact of Proposed Rates and Charges 
Changes 

Karaka Point have based their argument on the 
$158 of General Rates and Charges which were 
subsequently merged into General Rates and 
Charges.  They have ignored the advice provided 
in regard to District Wide Rates and Charges.  As 
a result, if the base is wrong, any subsequent 
analysis is wrong. 

 

Picton Vicinity Rates Overcharge 

Key Points Comment 

(a) Picton Vicinity Set Firm in 1997 at 1% of 
General Rates and Charges. 

Council has never set the maximum value of 
General Rates and Charges to be charged to 
Picton Vicinity at 1.00% in 1997.  As a result there 
is NO basis for a claim.  Legal advice supports 
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this view. This is separate issue from the Moving 
to a Fairer Rating System proposal.   

(b) The Consultation Process contrasts 
significantly with 1997. 

1997 was developing a new Rating System for 
the combined local authorities effectively from 
scratch.  This review is orders of magnitude less 
complex, returning activity weightings to previous 
levels and adopting the network approach to 
roads (first adopted in 1997).  The only major 
change is to let the results of the weightings 
assessment lie where they fall as compared to 
being manipulated to percentage targets for each 
Rating Area. 

(c) Consultation Document Withdrawn 
Prematurely 

Submissions were scheduled to close on 14 May.  
The ability to make electronic submissions was 
extended to the 16th.  On being advised on 22nd 
that the information was not available on the web; 
it was reinstated the same day with only the 
ability to make electronic submissions withdrawn.  
The Consultation Document was still publicly 
available in hardcopy.  No requests for the either 
Consultation Document or the supporting 
documentation were received. 

Also a copy of Part Seven – Moving to a Fairer 
Rating System was sent to all Picton Vicinity 
Ratepayers on 13 April. 

(d) Misleading The document was reviewed by Simpson 
Grierson and a clear Audit Opinion issued by the 
Auditor General. 

“Opinion 

In my opinion: 

• The consultation document provides an 
effective basis for public participation in 
the Council’s decisions about the 
proposed content of its 2018-28 long-
term plan, because it: 

o Fairly represents the matters 
proposed for inclusion in the 
long-term plan; and 

o Identifies and explains the main 
issues and choices facing the 
Council and district, and the 
consequences of those choices; 
and 

• The information and assumptions 
underlying the information in the 
consultation document are reasonable.” 

(e) Poor Response to Information Requests and 
“Lost” Information 

The LGOIMA request related to 20 years ago 
when the current electronic searching capability 
was not available. In those days we only had 8 
character file names to identify what the file was 
about.  Extensive staff time was spent in 
providing replies to the requests. 

In the case of Professor Scott’s report Victoria 
University Library Records and ultimately 
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Professor Scott were contacted in an attempt to 
find the report, to no avail.  Professor Scott had 
destroyed her copies of the report. 

 

Karaka Point and Environs Residents Inc Proposal 

Key Points Comment 

(a) Delay until Central Government Review 
Completed 

The 2007 Shand report made 96 
recommendations.  Over 10 years later no 
recommendations have been adopted. 

(b) Area Shrinking All Rating Areas have changed over the last 20 
years. 

Movements have taken place from: 

• Blenheim Vicinity to Blenheim;  
• General Rural to Blenheim Vicinity; 
• Picton Vicinity to Picton;  
• Sounds Admin Rural to General Rural; and  
• General Rural to Picton Vicinity as 

Whatamango Farm has been subdivided. 

While an analysis has not been undertaken on 
comparative land areas between 1997 and 2018, 
the only Rating Area to have not had property 
move into it is Sounds Admin Rural. 

(c) Judicial Review will be requested if Council 
doesn’t agree to abandon the current rating 
proposal. 

No staff comment, it is up to Council to decide on 
how it responds to threats. 

 

Rebecca Woledge 
24. Much of Rebecca’s submission reinforces the Karaka Point submission.  As a result only 

significant additional points will be commented on. 

Key Points Comment 

(a) Median Land Values Submitter identified the median values for 
Blenheim, Blenheim Vicinity, Picton and Picton 
Vicinity but omitted General Rural $195,000 and  
Sounds Admin Rural $190,000.   

The key is how those values translate to Rates 
which is shown on the earlier graph. 

(b) Requested Rates Breakdown by Area for 
1997/98 

General Rates breakdowns were provided by 
Area.  However, there was a District Wide Rate 
and a District Wide Charge for which no rating 
area disaggregation could be determined. 
Rebecca was advised of this. 

(c) Independent Review The changes proposed in the Consultation 
Document are relatively simple as they return to 
previous weightings. Also Professor Scott was 
employed as a consultant to Council, she was not 
an independent Commissioner as some 
submitters have asserted. 

(d) 568% Increase in Roading To get close to the target percentage in 2017/18 a 
weighting of 6 was used for Picton Vicinity 



Briefing Note 
 

Page 10 

Residential Rural (Picton had a weighting of 100). 
With such a low base, even small movements will 
generate large percentage movements. 

(e) Small $ Variation between Rating Areas on 
the allocation model reports 

The allocation model is designed to give an 
approximation of the outcome the IBIS Rating 
Software.  Variations of 46 cents are not 
unexpected.  Also in some instances the 
weighting adjustment only applied to the Charge 
and not the Rate. 

(f) Biosecurity Pest Management level of 
analysis 

The distinction between Biosecurity Pest 
Management and Roading is that it is targeting 
particular areas.  Roads are a network approach. 

(g) Offering Remissions is Acknowledgement 
that Council “Got it Wrong”. 

Council’s motivation was to assist rate payers 
transition to paying a higher level of Rates. 

 

Greater Whatamango Bay Residents Association Inc 
25. Only significant new Points will be commented on.  

Key Points Comment 

(a) The submitter has identified the legislative 
requirements under which Council must 
prepare and consult on its Long Term Plan 

Staff have been cognisant of the requirements of 
the Local Government Act 2002 from the 
beginning.  To ensure compliance staff obtained 
legal advice from Simpson Grierson.  Council also 
received a clean Audit Opinion. 

(b) Why is the Aquatic Centre Benefit Weighting 
for Picton Vicinity 62 when a General Rural 
Property on Wairau Plains is 18? 

The benefit weightings have not changed from 
their original assessment.  The General Rural 
weighting reflects the whole Geographic Rating 
Area, the extremities of which are significant 
distances from Blenheim. 

(c) Want Remissions for Increases over 20% 
and a Four Year Period. 

This is one of the options developed by Council 
and requires a greater contribution from 
Reserves. 

 
Ngakuta Bay Community Association Inc 
26. Only significant new Points will be commented on.  . 

Key Points Comment 

(a) Very strong advocacy for Ngakuta Bay to 
move to General Rural as the characteristics 
of this area and potential to benefit are very 
similar to Momorangi Bay and further along 
Queen Charlotte Drive 

The submitter on being questioned understood 
that the proposed move would mean a rates 
increase. He identified that it wasn’t about the 
money, but the philosophy. 

The LTP Working Group didn’t review Rating 
Areas, but could as part of preparing for the 2021-
31 LTP. 

Changing to General Rural now could cause 
issues as the possibility had not been consulted 
upon. 

(b) Should Ngakuta Bay be moved to General 
Rural it requested that the current remission 
option remain available.  

The request is not unreasonable and would not 
increase demand on Council Reserves. 
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REMISSIONS 
27. The full gambit of responses against Council’s Remissions proposal has been received, ranging 

from: 

• Don’t give them any more, they have had it too good for too long;  
• To Alternative option 1. Greater than 20% and a 4 year period at a cost of $600,000; 
• To don’t provide any remission as Council should not move away from the status quo. 

No compelling logic has been supplied to move away from Council’s proposal of greater than 
40% and three years other than reducing the impact. Which remission option should be followed 
is an exercise in Council judgement. 

Note funding of the remission contained in the Consultation Document is currently budgeted for 
in General Revenues as is the case for all other remissions. Any increase in the value of the 
remission will have a negative impact on the Emergency Events Reserve, which is currently 
funded from General Revenue Account surpluses.   

SUMMARY 
28. The response from those submitters against Council’s proposal is not unexpected. Many of the 

arguments had a common theme and how it affected them as individuals and what was 
happening in their immediate area. There was no consideration of how their rates compared to 
other rating areas and recognition that Rates are a tax and that it was a district wide review. 

29. As a result many of negative submitters were intent on preserving the status quo. However, a 
rating review should be about what is fairer to all rate payers in the District in the future and is 
not an exercise in preserving the past. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Council: 

1. Agree to remove the Rating Area Percentages to be allocated from each Geographic 
Rating Area. 

2. Request the Working Group charged with responsibility for preparing the 2021-31 Long 
Term Plan to review Geographic Rating Area boundaries, in particular the boundary 
between Picton Vicinity and General Rural. 

3. Agree to provide rates remissions to Picton Vicinity ratepayers for rates increase above 
40% for a period of three years as contained in the Consultation Document. 

.   

\\S....U:\StaffResources\M-Q\Nch\Resources\Long Term Plan\Briefing Note - On Part Seven - Moving to a Fairer Rating System.docx  Saved 26/06/2018 3:01:00 p.m. 


	Briefing Note – On PART SEVEN – Moving to a Fairer Rating System
	Number of Submitters For and Against Council’s proposals
	High Level Background on Rates
	Summary of Significant Points Raised by Individual Submitters


