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Introduction



Research Approach

The primary objective was to measure progress towards 
achieving the outcomes in the Long Term Council 
Community PlanCommunity Plan
A quantitative telephone survey among a sample of 500 
Hurunui residents aged 18+.
Random sampling was combined with quota sampling to 
ensure a representative sample.
Quotas were set for age gender and ward according to theQuotas were set for age, gender and ward according to the 
2006 Census.
Interviewing took place 5 – 25 February 2009.g p y
Questions consisted of those from 2007 and 2008 with the 
introduction of some new questions and removal of others.



DemographicsDemographicsDemographicsDemographics



Statistical Margin of Error at a 95% Confidence 
LevelLevel

Location Sample Size Margin of Error

Total Sample 500 ± 4.3 %Total Sample 500 ± 4.3 %

Amberley 150 ± 7.1 %

Amuri 90 ± 10 1 %Amuri 90 ± 10.1 %

Hurunui 65 ± 11.9 %

Cheviot 60 ± 12.4 %

Glenmark 55 ± 12.9 %

Hanmer Springs 50 ± 13.6 %



Demographic Profile (continued)

Town/ Rural 2007
%

2008
%

2009
%

T d ll 41 41 46Town dweller 41 41 46

Rural 
dweller

59 59 54
Ratepayer Status 2007

%
2008

%
2009

%
Ratepayer living in 82 83 84

Base: 500 500 500
Ratepayer living in 
Hurunui

82 83 84

Ratepayer living 
elsewhere

<1 1 1
elsewhere
Living with family 
who are ratepayers

7 6 4

Non ratepayer 11 10 12

Time Lived in 
Hurunui

2007
%

2008
%

2009
%

All or most of life 39 40 35
Non ratepayer 11 10 12

Base: 500 500 500
For five years or 
more

43 46 43

For less than five 19 14 22For less than five 
years

19 14 22

Base: 500 500 500



M i Fi diM i Fi diMain FindingsMain Findings



P f f H i Di t i t C ilP f f H i Di t i t C ilPerformance of Hurunui District CouncilPerformance of Hurunui District Council



Satisfaction with Performance of Hurunui District 
Council Over Last 12 Months

Don't Know/ NA Not at all Satisfied Not Very Satisfied

‘Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied would you say you are with the performance of Hurunui 
District Council over the last 12 months?’

y
Quite Satisfied Very Satisfied

% 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

61 15 66 122008 21 78

satisfied)

2.86

1 7 14 66 132009 21 79 2.85

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey

Note: New Question in 2008



Satisfaction with Performance of Hurunui District 
Council Over Last 12 Months: Area

Year Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer

Council Over Last 12 Months: Area

Year Amberley

180
%

Glenmark

55*
%

Amuri

90*
%

Hurunui

65*
%

Cheviot

60*
%

Hanmer 
Springs

50*
%% % % % % %

% Satisfied 
with the

2008 83 80 86 68 81 58
with the 
performance 
of Hurunui 
DistrictDistrict 
Council over 
the last 12 
months

2009 78 82 85 78 78 68

*Small base size

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Contact with Mayor or Councillors or Attendance at 
Council or Committee Meetings in last 12 Months

Did t k t t M d t t

‘Have you spoken to your Mayor or Local Councillor, or attended any Council or Council Committee 
meetings in the past 12 months?’

68 322007

Did not make contact Made contact

68 32

64 362008

2007

64

64

36

362009

2008

64 36

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2009

0% 0% 0% 60% 80% 00%

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Contact with Mayor or Councillors or Attendance at 
Council or Committee Meetings in last 12 Months: Area

Year Amberley

180

Glenmark

55*

Amuri

90*

Hurunui

65*

Cheviot

60*

Hanmer 
Springs

50*180
%

55
%

90
%

65
%

60
%

50
%

% 
Contacted

2007 31 25 42 26 35 26
Contacted 
the Hurunui 
District 
Council 2008 33 33 31 43 47 42Council 
offices in 
the last 12 
months,

2008 33 33 31 43 47 42

months, 
either in 
person or 
by phone or 

2009 30 27 30 46 53 42
y p

email

*Small base size
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Satisfaction with Performance of Mayor and Councillors
‘How satisfied are you with the overall performance of the Hurunui District Council’s Mayor and 

Don't Know/ No Opinion Not at all satisfied
Not very satisfied Quite satisfied
V ti fi d

% 
Di ti fi d

% 
S ti fi d

Mean
Score

y p y
Councillors?’

6 2 14 68 92007

Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied

16 77

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

2 906 2 14 68 92007 16 77 2.90

10 4 16 58 122008 20 70 2.87

7 4 14 63 122009 18 75 2.88

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

18 75 2.88

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Satisfaction with Performance of Mayor and 
Councillors: Area

Year Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer 

Councillors: Area

y

180
%

55*
%

90*
%

65*
%

60*
%

Springs
50*
%

% Satisfied 
with the 

2007 78 80 74 81 73 60

performance 
of Hurunui 
District 

2008 71 76 71 72 77 46

Council 
Mayor and 
Councillors 2009 76 82 82 78 70 54
over the last 
12 months

*Small base size
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Satisfaction with the Overall Performance of the Hanmer 
Springs Community Board Members (Hanmer Springs Residents)

Don't Know/ No Opinion Not at all satisfied
Not very satisfied Quite satisfied % % 

‘How satisfied are you with the overall performance of the Hanmer Springs Community Board 
Members?’

Mean Score

Hanmer Springs Community

Not very satisfied Quite satisfied
Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied (4=very satisfied, 

1=not at all 
satisfied

16 6 16 54 8Hanmer Springs Community
Board Members 22 62 2.76

16 4 20 40 14Mayor and Councillors 30 54 2.31

26 24 58 10Hurunui District Council 28 68 2 2726 24 58 10

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Hurunui District Council 28 68 2.27

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Hanmer Springs Residents: 50*
Note:  New Question in 2009, * Hanmer Springs residents only, 
base too small for sub group analysis



Contact with Council Offices in Last 12 Months

‘Have you contacted the Hurunui District Council offices in the last 12 months, either in person or 
by phone or email?’

Did not make contact Made contact with Council Offices

35 652007

27 732008

30 702009

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B T t l S l 500Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Contact with Council Offices in Last 12 Months: 
Area

Year Amberley

180

Glenmark

55*

Amuri

90*

Hurunui

65*

Cheviot

60*

Hanmer 
Springs

50*180
%

55
%

90
%

65
%

60
%

50
%

% 
C t t d

2007 69 69 62 60 60 60
Contacted 
the Hurunui 
District 
CouncilCouncil 
offices in 
the last 12 
months

2008 81 73 60 82 70 64

months, 
either in 
person or 
by phone or 2009 72 82 59 71 72 64by phone or 
email

*Small base size
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Reason for Contacting the Council Offices
‘For what reason did you contact the Council offices?’

30

18

38

14

36

Water issues (includes flooding)

Building/ planning/ resource consent permit 2007
2008
2009

‘For what reason did you contact the Council offices?’

17

26

19

18

9

16Rates

Water issues (includes flooding)

9

15

8

16

8

9

Roading Issues

Dog/ animal control including dog registrations

5

6

4

11

3

6

Rubbish disposal/ recycling

Complaints/ enquiries/ noise/ tree felling/
signage

5

5

1

3

2

5

General licencing

Environmental information

22

1

24

1

15*Other

General licencing

0 10 20 30 40 50
Base: Contacted Council offices in the last 12 months: 2007: 323, 2008: 367, 2009: 349

%

*See Appendix I for verbatim comments categorised as ‘other’



Satisfaction with Overall Service from Council Offices

Don't Know/ No Opinion Not at all satisfied
Not very satisfied Quite satisfied % % Mean

S

‘How satisfied were you with the overall service you received when you contacted the Council offices?’

Not very satisfied Quite satisfied
Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied

Score
(4 = very satisfied, 

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

1 8 19 32 402007 27 72 3.05

1 7 15 36 412008 22 77 3.12

1 11 17 34 362009 28 70 2 96

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

28 70 2.96

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Those who contacted the Council offices 
in the last 12 months: 2007: 323, 2008: 367, 2009: 349



Satisfaction with Overall Service from Council 
Offices: Area

Year
Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer 

SpringsYear
% % % % %

Springs
%

% Satisfied 
with the 
overall 

2007 124 38* 56* 39* 36* 30*

68 82 75 77 75 56
service 
when 
contacted 

2008 146 40* 54* 53* 42* 32*

77 81 76 74 86 69
the Council 
offices

77 81 76 74 86 69

2009 130 45* 53* 46* 43* 32*

69 80 66 73 70 6369 80 66 73 70 63

*Small base size
Base: Those who had contacted the Council offices: 2007: 323 2008: 367 2009: 349Base: Those who had contacted the Council offices: 2007: 323, 2008: 367, 2009: 349



R t S dR t S dRates SpendRates Spend



Top Three Priorities for Rates Spend
‘What do you consider to be the top three priorities for rates money to be spent on?’

67
72

53

76

t l d d i

maintaining, enhancing roads 2007
2008
2009

27

58

21

55

25
waste management

water supply and drainage 2009

18
16

18

17
parks and reserves

12

14

17

13

8

18

improved facilities and amenities (halls, pools, play
areas, gyms)

sewerage

12
13

10

12

community services (healthcare education youth

verges, footpaths, pedestrian crossings, car
parks, street lighting

, gy )

9

9

7

11

11

10

beautification, development and promotion of
towns

community services (healthcare, education, youth
services, elderly care)

9

0 20 40 60 80 100

towns

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey
%



9

Top Three Priorities for Rates Spend (continued)

3

7

3

4

4

9

resource and building consents

libraries 2007
2008
2009

2

3

8
6

preservation of the environment, energy efficiency

2
3

1

toilets

1

1

1

2

1

animal control

cemeteries

1
11

1

4
other

animal control

5

1

2
4

don't know

0 20 40 60 80 100
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey

%



Satisfaction with the Way Rates are Spent
‘H ti fi d ith th t t th i d f iliti id d b th

Don't know Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied % % Mean
Score

‘How satisfied were you with the way rates are spent on the services and facilities provided by the 
Council?’ 

5 7 19 64 52007

Quite satisfied Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied

26 69

Score
(4 = very satisfied, 

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

2 715 7 19 64 52007 26 69 2.71

6 8 23 56 72008 31 63 2.66

8 6 21 59 62009 27 65 2.708 6 21 59 6

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2009

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



C il S i U d Vi it d i L t 12 M thC il S i U d Vi it d i L t 12 M thCouncil Services Used or Visited in Last 12 MonthsCouncil Services Used or Visited in Last 12 Months



Hurunui District Council Services Used or Visited in 
the Last 12 Months

76
2008

t e ast o t s
‘Within Hurunui District, which of the following services have you used or visited in the last 12 months?’

67

76

65

76

Hurunui District Council Offices

Park or Reserve 2009

64

66

63

69

A Library

Public Toilets

60

56

65

Transfer Station

Local Hall

47

57

39Children's Playground

Transfer Station

2

32

2

37

None

Cemetery

0 20 40 60 80 %
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



S ti f ti ith C il S iS ti f ti ith C il S iSatisfaction with Council ServicesSatisfaction with Council Services



Satisfaction with Public Libraries: 
2009 Total Sample, 2007/ 2008 Library Members

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied

Asked of HDC library members in 2007 and 2008 and of the total sample in 2009, ‘How satisfied are you 
with the service provided by the library?’

% % Mean
Score

2 4 21 722007

Quite satisfied Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied

4 93

Score
(4 = very satisfied, 

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

3 69

Library 
Members

2 4 21 722007 4 93 3.69

312 16 792008 3 95 3.77

12 18 782009 2 96 3.76

Visited

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

3.76

Base: Members of the Hurunui District Council Libraries: 2007: 292, 
2008: 303, Visited: 2009: 322



Satisfaction with Public Libraries: 
2009: Visited vs Not Visited

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied % % Mean
Score

‘How satisfied are you with the service provided by the library?’

20 2 19 58
total sample

Quite satisfied Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied

2 77

Score
(4 = very satisfied, 

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

3 6920 2 19 58(500) 2 77 3.69

12 18 78visited (322) 2 96 3.76

54 12 20 22
not visited

(119) 3 42 3.38

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

(119) 3.38

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: Refer ()
Note:  Asked of the total sample in 2009 and HDC Library members only 
in 2007 and 2008.



Satisfaction with the Maintenance of Parks and Reserves
‘How satisfied are you with the maintenance of parks and reserves?’y p

Don't Know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied
Quite satisfied Very satisfied % 

Di ti fi d
% 

S ti fi d

Mean
Score

23 13 61 212007

Dissatisfied Satisfied

16 82

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

3.02

3 2 10 51 292008 12 80 3.15

7 3 8 62 212009 11 83 3.08

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Satisfaction with the Maintenance of Parks and 
Reserves: 2009: Visited vs Not VisitedReserves: 2009: Visited vs Not Visited

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied % 
%

Mean
ScoreQuite satisfied Very satisfied Dissatisfie

d

% 
Satisfied

Score
(4 = very satisfied, 

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

22 10 65 21visited (381) 12 86 3.09

23 32 54 18not visited
(119) 5 72 3.13

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: Refer ()



Satisfaction with the Quality of Public Toilets
‘How satisfied are you with the quality of public toilets?’y q y p

Don't Know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied
Quite satisfied Very satisfied

% 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all

9 1 7 53 302007 8 83

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

3.23

13 1 4 46 362008 5 82 3.34

16 1 5 44 342009 6 78 3 33

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

6 78 3.33

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Satisfaction with Quality of Public Toilets: 2009: 
Visited vs Not VisitedVisited vs Not Visited

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied % % 
Mean
Score

(4 i fi dQuite satisfied Very satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied
(4 = very satisfied, 

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

31 6 47 43visited (329) 7 90 3.35

43 21 36 18not visited
(171)

3 54 3.23

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: Refer ()



Satisfaction with Waste Management
‘How satisfied are you with the household waste collection service provided?’

Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied
Quite satisfied Very satisfied

% 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 t t ll

How satisfied are you with the household waste collection service provided?

1 5 32 622007 6 94

1 = not at all 
satisfied)

3.55

2 5 23 702008 7 93 3.60

2 6 33 592009 8 92 3 50

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

8 92 3.50

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Those that have household waste collected by the Council: 
2007: 261, 2008: 250, 2009: 281



Satisfaction with Water Services
‘Asked of those on a town supply ‘How satisfied are you with the following aspects of water: with its 
appearance and taste, with the pressure and flow?’ Asked of those on rural supply ‘How satisfied are you 
th t th i ffi i t t f t il bl t h ?’

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied
Quite satisfied Very satisfied % % 

Mean
Score

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

that there is a sufficient amount of water available on your water scheme?’

1

1

4

8

13

11

47

50

35

30

2008 (204)

2007(192)

Pressure and flow** Dissatisfied Satisfied

19 80
17 82

satisfied)

3.03
3.1314 13 47 35

17 12 44 35

Appearance and taste**

2009 (234)

( ) 17 82

19 79

3.13

3.09

12 22 42 25

1

2 13

12

21

24

46

35

18

272009 (234)

2008 (204)

2007 (192) 34 64

34 67

36 62

2.71
2.78

2 80

3 7 21 51 18

1 12 24 35 27

2007 (247)

Sufficient water available* 

( ) 36 62

28 69

2.80

2.83
3

1

7

12

13

23

48

45

29

19

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2009 (227)

2008 (233) 20 77

35 64

3.01

2.71
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: *town water supply, **rural water supply: refer ( )



Satisfaction with Pressure and Flow of Water: Area

Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer 
Year

% % % % %
Springs

%

% Satisfied 
with the 

2007 64* 10* 32* 27* 20* 39*
78 70 97 75 45 93pressure 

and flow of 
water

2008 80* 9* 31* 21* 23* 40*

82 88 87 81 43 9582 88 87 81 43 95
2009 92* 9* 45* 29* 20* 39*

82 77 85 76 50 88

*Small base size
Base: Those on town supply: 2007: 192, 2008: 204, 2009: 234



Satisfaction with Appearance and Taste of Water: Area

Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer 
Year

y

% % % % %
Springs

%

% Satisfied 
with the 

2007 64* 10* 32* 27* 20* 39*
73 70 81 59 40 51appearance 

and taste of 
water

73 70 81 59 40 51
2008 80* 9* 31* 21* 23* 40*

69 100 67 86 61 4669 100 67 86 61 46
2009 92* 9* 45* 29* 20* 39*

60 78 73 79 50 49
*Small base size
Base: Those on town supply: 2007: 192, 2008: 204, 2009: 234



Satisfaction with Amount of Water Availability: Area

Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer 
Year

% % % % %
Springs

%

% Satisfied 
there is a 

ffi i t

2007 97* 42* 37* 30* 37* 4*
61 72 84 74 62 100sufficient 

amount of 
water 
available on

2008 91* 44* 31* 34* 28* 5*

80 75 87 62 72 100available on 
water 
scheme

80 75 87 62 72 100
2009 76* 42* 33* 32* 39* 5*

67 50 78 47 72 80

*Small base sizeSmall base size
Base: Those on Rural Water Supply: 2007: 247, 2008: 233, 2009: 227



Satisfaction with Roads and Footpaths
‘How satisfied are you with the standard of public footpaths, the overall maintenance of the roads, the 

% 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

Th t d d f bli

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied
Quite satisfied Very satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

y p p
standard of sealed roads in the district and the standard of unsealed roads in the district?’

26 668 8 18 61 52007

The standard of public
footpaths

satisfied)

2.68

25 6510 8 17 54 112008 2.75

22 6810 7 15 59 9

Overall maintenance or roads

2009 2.78

34 669 25 63 32007 2.61

34 66

33 67

6

7

8

26

26

60

60

72009

2008 2.65

2.67

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Satisfaction with Roads and Footpaths (continued)
‘How satisfied are you with the standard of public footpaths, the overall maintenance of the roads, the 

% 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

The standard of

Don't know/ NA Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied
Quite satisfied Very satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

y p p
standard of sealed roads in the district and the standard of unsealed roads in the district?’

37 62110 27 55 72007

The standard of
sealed roads

satisfied)

2.58

32 671 8 24 55 122008 2.71

31 695 26 56 13

The standard of
unsealed roads

2009 2.78

53 416 21 32 40 12007 2.24

51 42

45 47

47

8

18

13

33

32

38

44 32009

2008 2.30

2.40

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Awareness of Nearest Civil Defence Post

Not Aware Aware

‘Do you know where the nearest civil defence post is to your home?’

Not Aware Aware

40 602009 40 602009

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Total Sample: 2009: 500

Note: New Question in 2009



Satisfaction with Contact with Civil Defence in the 
Hurunui District

Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied Quite satisfied Very satisfied

% 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very 
satisfied, 

1 = not at all

‘Level of satisfaction among those that contacted Civil Defence in the past 2 years in the Hurunui 
district for information and help’

1  not at all 
satisfied)

9 23 23 462009 32 69 3 069 23 23 462009 32 69 3.06

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Contact with Civil Defence: 2009: 35*

*Small base size

Note: New Question in 2009 Note: No sub group analysis due to the small base



Satisfaction with Contact with the Rural Fire Service 
in the Hurunui District

Not at all satisfied Not very satisfied Quite satisfied Very satisfied % 
Dissatisfied

% 
Satisfied

Mean
Score

(4 = very 
satisfied

‘Level of satisfaction among those that contacted the rural fire service in the Hurunui district for 
information or help’

satisfied, 
1 = not at all 

satisfied)

1 8 22 692009 9 91 3 581 8 22 69009 9 91 3.58

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Base: Contact with the Rural Fire Service: 2009: 83*

*Small base size

Note: New Question in 2009



Q lit f Lif MQ lit f Lif MQuality of Life MeasuresQuality of Life Measures



Agreement with Statements About Quality of Life
M

‘Can you please tell me whether you agree or disagree that…..’
% 

Disagree
% 

Agree

Mean
Score

(4 = strongly 
agree, 

1 = strongly 
disagree)

y p y g g

Don’t Know/ Not Applicable Strongly Disagree
Slightly disagree Slightly agree
Strongly agree

2 97 3.7512 20 77My quality of life is good

Strongly agree

11 89 3.4512 9 31 58I feel a strong sense of community with
others in the neighbourhood

7 91 3.55325 29 62in physical activities such as sport or
exercise

I have the opportunity to participate 

8 88 3.46326 33 55in leisure, arts and cultural activities
I have the opportunity to participate 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey

Note: New Question in 2009

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



Environment in HurunuiEnvironment in HurunuiEnvironment in HurunuiEnvironment in Hurunui



Environmental Issues in Hurunui
‘I am going to read out some statements and I would like you to tell me to what extent you 
personally consider each of the following to be an issue in Hurunui?’

Don’t Know/ Not Applicable Not an issue at all
Not much of an issue Quite an issue
Very much an issue

% 
Not an

% 
An

Mean
Score

(4 = very much an 
issue, 

1 = not an issue at

p y g

4 32 23 24 17Development of
wind farms

Not an 
issue

An 
issue

55 41

1 = not an issue at 
all)

2.28wind farms

2 36 28 18 16Access to
riverbeds 64 34 2.15

2 37 30 18 13Access to the
coast 67 31 2.28

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

coast

Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey

Note: New Question in 2009



Environmental Issues in Hurunui: Area

Amberley Glenmark Amuri Hurunui Cheviot Hanmer 
Springs

180
%

55*
%

90*
%

65*
%

60*
%

Springs
50*
%

% Issues with 
development of 
wind farms

44 55 43 27 37 34

wind farms
% Issues with 
access to the 

41 31 24 20 26 24

coast
% Issues with 
access to 

39 31 36 33 20 32

riverbeds
*Small base size
Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey



11G ( )2008

Issues to be Investigated Further or Managed Better

14

29

19

11

Rivers and Streams/ Waterways

Water General (Includes Flooding)2008
2009

7

12

11

2

Water Quality

Recycling

7

7

16

1

D i i

General Pollution

5

5

2

16
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Issues to be Investigated Further or Managed Better 
(continued)
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Base: Total Sample: 500 per survey




