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IN-CON Fl DENCE 
,9 Nga Pou Taunaha o Aotearoa

U 
New Zealand Geographic Board 

Te Horopaki/Background 

1. In March 2024 the Board received a proposal from Rangitikei District Council to alter

the name of its local authority district from Rangitikei District to RangitTkei District. See

Attachment 1 for the proposal. Section 23 of the Local Government Act 2002 requires

that a district council be described by the name of the district it administers.

2.

The Board's decision on the proposal 

3. At its 30 April 2024 hui, the Board accepted the proposal (see Attachment 2) based

on:

• the resolution of Rangitikei District Council to alter its district name

• the Board meeting its statutory duty and function to 'enable certain administrative

needs of government to be met'

• RangitTkei being the correct standardised orthography

• consistency with the district's official namesake RangitTkei River

• support from iwi/hapu/marae

• support from Manawatu-Whanganui Regional Council, Hastings District Council

and Manawatu District Council (see Attachment 3).

Matanga korero/Consultation 

4. The Board publicly notified the proposal between 6 June 2024 and 11 July 2024.

5. The proposal received 95 supporting submissions and 37 objecting submissions.

6. At its hui on 15 October 2024 the Board considered the submissions. See Attachments

4-9.

7. The reasons provided in the supporting submissions generally aligned with the reasons

the Board had initially accepted the proposal. Submitters felt that adding the macron

would aid pronunciation.

8. The main reasons provided in the objecting submissions were:

• waste of time and money

• anti-Maori sentiments (divisive, racist, pandering to a minority)

• long term use of Rangitikei District. Change is unnecessary. The Board is trying to

rewrite history

• that the consultation process is ineffective, insufficient, or biased. Appeals to a

silent majority that oppose the proposal

• confusion (location identification, safety, practical, tourism).
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