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1. BACKGROUND  
 
The design for the overall study ƻŦ άǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǇƻƻǊ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ƛƴ ǊǳǊŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ 
provided for two community case studies:  one of a community or district which is particularly 
disadvantaged with respect to transport, and one of a community ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ΨǘȅǇƛŎŀƭΩ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
This report covers the case of a disadvantaged rural community, that is, Ohai-Nightcaps in Western 
Southland. 
 
The identification of disadvantaged and typical communities with respect to transport was made using 
several indicators of transport access which were developed from census data for rural census area 
units1. These indictors were  

¶ The relative ranking of the percentage of households in the area unit without access to a motor 
vehicle,  

¶ The relative ranking of the average number of motor vehicles per adult resident, 

¶ the ranking of the percentage of households without access to telecommunications devices,  

¶ The presence of public transport in the census area unit - as suggested by the census data on 
means of travel to work. 

 
Ranking was achieved using z-scores for each rural census area unit /community ς that is, the number of 
standard deviations from the mean of the percentage of households without access to a vehicle. Ohai 
and Nightcaps (which are located very close together in Western Southland and are closely connected 
socially) fell at the extreme low end of comparative access to household motor vehicles and availability 
of public transport.   
 
Out of a number of possible candidate case study communities, Ohai (along with Nightcaps) was 
selected particularly because  

¶ It has a balance of Maori and Non-Maori population;  

¶ It has been the subject of previous community studies in the 1990s, and was therefore quite 
well documented; 

¶ The transport study was seen as possibly adding value to a review of social services in Western 
Southland. 

 
The case study was undertaken over several months in mid 2009 using the following qualitative and 
quantitative research methods 

¶ Review of previous studies and analyses;  

¶ Review of historical and more recent descriptive accounts of the area;  

¶ Analysis of census and other official statistics;  

¶ Face to face and telephone interviews with key local people, especially local and regional service 
agencies and providers,  representatives of local organisations, and local residents; 

¶ A focus group with a group of local residents with poor access to transport; 

¶ Observations in the district. 
 
The interviews and focus group were transcribed, and then thematically analysed using the AskSam 
software (as per a procedure outlined by Fitzgerald 2003). 
 
  

                                                           
1
 Rural communities/area units are those areas that are classified as rural according to the urban/rural continuum developed   

Statistics New Zealand in 2005, and subsequently updated for the 2006 census urban/rural profile. 
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2. THE CASE STUDY COMMUNITY 
 

2.1 Overview  
Ohai is a coal mining town in rural Western Southland, located 44 kilometres west of Winton on 
provincial highway 96, and approximately 75 km from Invercargill. Over its 80 year or more year history, 
hƘŀƛΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŦƻǊǘǳƴŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƻŦ Ŏƻŀƭ ƳƛƴƛƴƎΦ   In 2006 
there were 357 usual residents in 132 occupied dwellings2, hƘŀƛΩǎ lowest population since its founding. 
 
Figure 2.1: Western Southland 

 
 
Nightcaps ƛǎ hƘŀƛΩǎ ƴŜŀǊŜǎǘ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǳǊΣ 9 km to the east on Highway 96. In 2006 Nightcaps had a usually 
resident population of 309 and 132 occupied private dwellings. Nightcaps is also closely associated coal 
mining but is older than Ohai, having been established in the 1880s. At the beginning of the 20th 
century over a hundred men were employed in the open cast and underground mines being run mainly 
by the Nightcaps Coal Company. The accessible coal seams were eventually depleted and in 1923 the 
company closed its mine. However, about the same time coal mines were opening up on Beaumont 
Station to the west, and they took on many of the Nightcaps miners (Fitzgerald 1998). Ohai was 
ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƳƛƴŜǊǎΩ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ƳƛƴŜǎΦ bƛƎƘǘŎŀǇǎ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŜŘΣ ōŜŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ 
of a farming/rural servicing and residential centre, while Ohai become the main place of employment 
and the larger of the two settlements.    
 
In the 1940s and 50s the State Mines Department acquired the various private coal mines at Ohai, and 
under its control mining expanded. By the late 1950s over 500 miners were employed in the Ohai mines.  
The town boomed, reaching a population of nearly 1000 by 1961, was socially active, and with the 
backing of State Coal, relatively well serviced (Fitzgerald, 1998). At that time NightcapsΩ population was 
approximately 686, many of whom were associated with the Ohai mines.  
 
Mining at Ohai began to contract in the 1970s, and when several collieries closed, many of the miners 
and their families left the district.  Shops and businesses in the township and nearby Nightcaps closed, 

                                                           
2
 According to the local community development worker, in 2009 there were 115 occupied dwellings in Ohai. 
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and local organisations and services in both settlements started to struggle. With the corporatisation of 
{ǘŀǘŜ /ƻŀƭ όƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ b½ /ƻŀƭ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǘŜǊ Ψ{ƻƭƛŘ 9ƴŜǊƎȅΩύ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ мфулǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ 
mechanisation of coal production, the mine workforce was reduced again and there were more 
departures of families from Ohai and Nightcaps. Houses were sold off cheaply, relocated, or left vacant, 
becoming an eyesore as they fell into disrepair. More businesses closed in both Ohai and Nightcaps. By 
the end of the 1980s, few businesses remained operating in Ohai and residents increasingly accessed 
commercial services at Nightcaps, Otautau, Winton and Invercargill. Farmers were also working longer 
hours and participated less in community activities. The resulting shortage of volunteers caused some 
community organisations to either close, or merge with their counterparts in Nightcaps or other rural 
centres.  Some longer term and retired residents chose to stay on, while beneficiaries and others from 
the city, aided by housing loans from the Housing Corporation, moved in (Fitzgerald 1998). Other new 
arrivals, many of them North Island Maori, joined the shearing gangs that had become established in the 
district. By the late 1990s there were three shearing contractors operating from Ohai. At the height of 
the season one of these contractors employed around 90 staff and provided accommodation at the 
ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ƳƛƴŜǊǎΩ ƘƻǎǘŜƭΦ   
 
{ƻƭƛŘ 9ƴŜǊƎȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ƳƛƴŜ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜŘ ǘƻ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ŀǘ hƘŀƛ ōǳǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǘǳǊƴ ƻŦ ƳƛƭƭŜƴƴƛǳƳ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǿƴΣ 
and to some extent Nightcaps, had become a community of shearers, agricultural service workers, 
retired people, and welfare beneficiaries (Fitzgerald 1998; Taylor 2009).  A small locally-owned and 
operated opencast coal mine was opened at Nightcaps in the 1980s, being eventually purchased and 
expanded by an Australian owned company Eastern Coal Holdings in 2007.  The now-ōǊŀƴŘŜŘ άTakitimu 
Mineέ supplies thermal coal to dairy and food processing factories in South Canterbury and it reportedly 
provides employment to over 30 people from around the district.   
 
After losing coal supply contracts to Eastern Coal, Solid Energy closed its Ohai operations in July 2009 ς 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅΦ Lǘ ƛǎ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ {ƻƭƛŘ 9ƴŜǊƎȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ 
transferred to the Takitimu mine. Over the previous 10 years, coal mining in Ohai had quietly withered 
away such that the final closure of the state-owned mines went almost completely unheralded in the 
town and in Southland. With its empty shops and houses and outward lack of industry, to outsiders Ohai 
ǘƻŘŀȅ ǊŜǎŜƳōƭŜǎ ŀ ƎƘƻǎǘ ǘƻǿƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ƻƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƴƻǘŜŘΣ άhƘŀƛ ƛǎ ƻƴ ƛǘǎ ƭŀǎǘ ƭŜƎǎέ.  
At the end of the first decade of the 21 century the key features of the two settlements were: 
 
Ohai: 

¶ Decreasing and aging population 

¶ Total lack of commercial services (garage car repairs only),  

¶ Minimal local social services (doctor, marae support, community worker, policeman, community 
hall) 

¶ Very low incomes 

¶ High levels of state/welfare dependency, social problems, and marginalisation  

¶ Lack of local employment opportunities 

¶ Poor housing quality 

¶ Comparatively poor transport accessibility ς no regular public transport (school buses only) 
leading to increasing remoteness. 

 
Nightcaps: 

¶ Decreasing and aging population 

¶ Minimal commercial services (one grocery shop with cash machine, hotel) 

¶ Some social services (2 primary schools, playgroup etc, doctor, community worker) 

¶ Employment largely limited to new Takitimu mine, local transport company, & nearby farms 

¶ Low incomes 

¶ State/welfare dependency, social problems, and marginalisation 

¶ Poor housing quality 

¶ Poor transport accessibility. 
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2.2 Socio-Economic Profile of Ohai and Nightcaps 
 

2.2.1 Population Size 
Contrary to the national trend, though consistent with Southland District and the region, Ohai and 
Nightcaps have been losing population for many years. Ohai and Nightcaps recorded their peak 
populations in 1961, respectively 967 and 686 residents. Figure 2.2 indicates that Ohai lost considerable 
population in the late 1960s, the late 1980s, and late 1990s ς generally coinciding with coal pit closures 
and associated loss of services. NightcapsΩ population loss has been steadier over the last 50 years 
though more marked in the late 1970s.  With 357 usual residents iƴ нллсΣ hƘŀƛΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 
one third of that in 1961. Nightcaps, with 309 usual residents, had less than a half its 1961 population.  
 
Figure 2.2 

 
 
 
Ohai lost nearly a third of its population in the last 10 years. By comparison, Southland District lost 
about 7%, while the nationΩǎ ǇƻǇǳlation grew by about 11% (Figure 2.3). With such major loss of 
population in these small centres, it is easy to see why sustaining local services has become a problem. 
With the complete close down of state coal mining at Ohai in 2009, and the redevelopment of private 
mining at Nightcaps, the next census in 2011 is likely to show continued population loss at Ohai , but 
possible stabilisation at Nightcaps.  
 
Figure 2.3 
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2.2.2 Sex and Age Structure 
In 2006, male residents predominated in both Ohai and Nightcaps, (making up 54% and 55% of the 
populations respectively). This imbalance in favour of males is consistent with the situation in the 
surrounding rural area and Southland District but runs contrary to the national situation where females 
predominate (51.2% of the population). Figure 2.4 shows that in 2006, Ohai and Nightcaps had 
comparatively high proportions of middle aged and older residents and low proportions of those in the 
child rearing age group (20-39 years). Most noticeably, Ohai had a high proportion of pre- and primary 
school aged children ς there being 33 pre-schoolers and 57 primary & intermediate schoolers in 2006.  
 
Figure 2.4 

 
 
Between 1996 and 2006 Ohai lost population in most age groups, with the loss being most acute among 
younger families (i.e., those aged 20-35, and under 10).  The number of those in their late teens, forties, 
and seventies remained quite stable over the 10 year period.  Nightcaps over this period also lost 
younger residents, although there was an increase in the number of middle aged and older people. Both 
townships therefore have aging populations, either by people staying on or older people moving in from 
elsewhere to take advantage of the cheaper housing and rural location.  
 
With median age of 44 years in 2006, bƛƎƘǘŎŀǇǎΩ residents are old compared with those of Southland 
District and the rest of the nation (median ages, respectively, being 37 years, and 35 years).The median 
age of Ohai residents was 35 years ς making it a relatively young community by rural South Island 
standards. 
  
2.2.4 Ethnicity 
A feature of the case study area is its high Maori population. In 2006 45% of hƘŀƛΨǎ residents (or 162 
people) and 20% of Nightcaps residents (63 people) were Maori. In contrast, Maori only made up 9% of 
{ƻǳǘƘƭŀƴŘ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ т҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ rural South Island population.  
 
Figure 2.5a gives the proportion of Maori in the Ohai population over the past 50 years. It indicates that 
the township became increasingly Maori in the 1980s and early 90s, coinciding with the growth of Ohai 
ŀǎ ŀ ōŀǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǎƘŜŀǊƛƴƎΦ ! ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭΣ ōǳǘ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ aŀƻǊƛ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘ ŀǘ bƛƎƘǘŎŀǇǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŦǊƻƳ 
these graphs that the arrival of Maori shearers and their families helped offset the loss of population 
due to the winding down of coal mining. 
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Figure 2.5a 

 
 
Figure 2.5b 

 
 
Figure 2.6 

 
 
2.2.5 Economic Conditions 
 
Industry 
CƻǊ тл ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ōŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎ ƛƴ hƘŀƛΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ŀ ƭŜǎǎŜǊ in Nightcaps, has 
been coal mining, dominated for most of that time by the state sector. As noted elsewhere, from the 
1990s on, Ohai residents became more reliant on the shearing industry and government assistance than 
on coal mining. Apart from in its first few decades, and the last 2-3 years, Nightcaps has largely been a 
rural service town. Consequently when coal mining began to wind down at Ohai, Nightcaps did not 
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depopulate quite as dramatically. However its residents still rely quite heavily on government assistance 
(Figure 2.7). 
 
Labour force participation 
At the time of the 2006 census, labour force participation at Ohai was low, with 57% of the 267 people 
aged 15 and engaged in the labour force ς including the 4.5% (12 people) who were unemployed at the 
time. While quite low, this unemployment rate was twice that of other Ψhighly ruralΩ areas of New 
Zealand (2.2%) and of the nation as a whole (3.2%). At Nightcaps, 63% of the 252 people aged 15 and 
over were participating in the labour force (including the 3.6% unemployed). Working people in the two 
study communities were also less likely to be in full-time employment.  
 
Figure 2.7 

 
 
Among the 138 or so Ohai residents and 150 Nightcaps residents who were working at the time of the 
2006 census, the vast majority were paid employees ς 74% being full-time (Figure 2.8). Compared with 
the rest of Southland District (which has a high proportion of farmers), other highly rural areas, and New 
Zealand as a whole people, local people were much less likely to be self employed or running a business 
employing others.   
 
Figure 2.8 

 
 
Because of their low levels of labour force participation, Ohai and Nightcaps residents were more 
dependent on income from government sources than residents of Southland District (51% and 48% vs. 
23% ) (Figure 2.9). This very high level of welfare dependency is reflected in the low incomes in Ohai and 
Nightcaps. 
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Figure 2.9 

 
 
Occupations 
Occupational data shows that the working residents of Ohai and Nightcaps are more likely to be in blue 
collar jobs than other Southlanders of New Zealander. In 2006 the main occupational groups were 
labourers (30% at both Ohai and Nightcaps), technicians and trades workers (21% and 12%), and 
machinery operators or drivers (15% and 14%) (Figure 2.10).  There is a comparative lack of white collar 
workers and professionals in both communities, that is, the people who tend to have high incomes and 
provide leadership and administrative skills to community organisations. 
 
Figure 2.10 

 
 
Industry 
In 2006, the primary sector was the source of employment in the area, with 66 Ohai residents (48% of 
those in work) and 33 Nightcaps residents (22%) engaged in agriculture (especially shearing), forestry, 
and fishing (Figure 2.11). Mining was the second biggest employer for Ohai residents (employing 12 
people, or 9% of all workers) , while transport was the second biggest employer of Nightcaps residents 
(employing 18 people or 12 % of all local workers). 
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Figure 2.11 

 
 
Place of work 
In a reversal of the situation in former times, in 2006 Ohai and Nightcaps were net suppliers of labour to 
other areas - with Ohai being the place of work for 84 people and Nightcaps for 102 people, but having, 
respectively, 141 and 150 residents in full or part time employment.  
 
Mining was the biggest employer at Ohai providing 33 jobs (or 40% of all local jobs), followed by 
agriculture, forestry, and fishing which provided 12 jobs. While Ohai has especially been associated with 
the coal mining industry, those actually working in mining in 2006 seem to have been drawn from 
throughout the district, rather than just the two local towns3.  At Nightcaps the biggest employers were 
the transport industry (with approximately 33 people), and the 2 local schools (together employing 
approximately 21 people)ς with employees drawn from Winton and the wider district. No data is 
available on the place of residence of those working at the Takitimu mine.  
 
2.2.6 Incomes 
Personal Incomes 
The personal income data from the Census confirms that the residents of Ohai and Nightcaps have very 
low incomes. At Ohai, the median personal income was less than 60% of that of other New Zealanders, 
i.e., $14,100 compared with $24,400. Nightcaps ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ also low with a median 
of $17,300 pa. These median incomes much lower than for Southland District residents (i.e. $25,800 pa), 
and those living in highly rural areas of New Zealand ($23,100). As noted, Ohai and Nightcaps have high 
numbers of beneficiaries. 
 
In 2006, just over half (52%) of New Zealanders had personal incomes of $30,000 or less.  However, at 
Ohai this figure was 67% and at Nightcaps 58% (Figure 2.12).  Ohai is one of only 68 New Zealand census 
area units (out of 1900) where more than two thirds of the residents had incomes less than $30,000. 
These economically disadvantaged communities are characterised by concentrations of Maori and 
Pacific Islands people, unemployed people, fulltime students, and elderly people.  Since both Ohai and 
bƛƎƘǘŎŀǇǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀǎ έƘƛƎƘƭȅ ǊǳǊŀƭέ  ŀƴŘ ƭŀŎƪ ƪŜȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ 
communities can be expected to have significant implications for access to transport. 
 

                                                           
3
  With the closure of Solid Energy in 2009, the 2011 census is likely to indicate no or very little work in mining at 

Ohai. 
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Figure 2.12 

 
 
Household income 
The household income situation at Ohai and Nightcaps is more marked than that for personal income 
(Figure 2.13).  In 2006, the median annual household income at Ohai was $22,500 ς less than half that 
for New Zealanders in general ($51,400 pa) and residents of Southland District ($48,700 pa). With a 
median income of $26,900, Nightcaps households were little better off than those at Ohai. Over 60% of 
hƘŀƛΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻlds had annual incomes of under $50,000, compared with about 40% for the nation.  
 
Figure 2.13 

 
 
Sources of income 
The level of household incomes is consistent with a higher than usual local reliance on government 
payments /benefits. For example, in 2006 му҈ ƻŦ hƘŀƛΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ мп҈ ŦǊƻƳ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ мм҈ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǾŀƭƛŘΩǎ ōŜƴŜŦits, 7% from 
sickness benefits ς all being several times higher than Southland District and national rates. Nightcaps 
has long had a comparatively high proportion of households in receipt of national superannuation or 
veterans pensions (i.e. 33%). Very few households at Ohai and Nightcaps receive income from self 
employment, a business, or from investments.   
 
2.2.7 Social conditions 
The residents of Ohai and Nightcaps are disadvantaged in more than income. For example, educational 
attainment is low among both Ohai and Nightcaps residents (Figure2.14). This is indicated by the 
comparatively high percentages of those without a qualification, and the low percentages with a tertiary 
diploma or degree.   There is, therefore,  limited human intellectual capital on which the communities 
can draw for local development.  Comparatively low levels of educational attainment are typically 
associated with lower incomes. 
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Figure 2.14 

 
 
Families and households 
Family instability may also be comparatively high. For example, in 2006, Ohai had a high proportion of 
one-parent families with children, and a relatively low proportion of couples (with or without children). 
Nightcaps also had a high proportion of one parent families (Figure 2.15).   
 
Ohai and Nightcaps both also had a high proportion of single person households (totalling 87 such 
households between them ς or about one third of all households), reflecting the high proportion of 
elderly people in the area. The number living alone may also suggest comparatively high levels of social 
isolation or exclusion. 
 
 Average household sizes at Ohai and Nightcaps in 2006 were 2.5 and 2.2 persons respectively, lower 
than for Southland District (2.6 persons) and the rest of New Zealand (2.7 persons). Over the past 10 
years average local household sizes have dropped where nationally they have been quite steady at 2.7 
persons (Figure 2.16). 
 
Figure 2.15 
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Figure 2.16 

 
 
2.2.8 Housing  
Residents of Ohai and Nightcaps in 2006 were more likely to be living in homes that they own, and less 
likely to be living in homes belonging to a family trust.  However, they were just as likely as other New 
Zealanders ǘƻ ōŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƻwn (Figure 2.17). The census data confirms that some 
people had taken advantage of low local house prices (and state finance) to become home owners 
where they otherwise may not have been able to, or were taking advantage of the low rents in the area. 
 
Figure 2.17 

 
 
In 2006, the proportion of households that were renting was about the same for Ohai and Nightcaps 
(31%), and fairly typical for NZ, but higher than elsewhere in Southland (28%). The 30 or so renters in 
Ohai paid an average of $70/wk for their dwellings, and the 24 Nightcaps renters paid an average of 
$80/wk. Elsewhere in Southland District renters paid an average of $113/wk and those in Invercargill 
City paid $149/wk, confirming that accommodation was indeed cheaper in the Ohai-Nightcaps area. As 
noted, such low rents and house prices have attracted new residents on low or fixed incomes.4 
 
2.2.9 Access to motor vehicles  
Reliable access to a motor vehicle facilitates physical mobility and enhances access to places of 
employment, commerce, community facilities and services, and to friends and family. Such personal 
mobility is especially important to those living in rural communities, especially where there has been a 
contraction of local services and amenities. 
 

                                                           
4
 hƘŀƛ ŀƴŘ bƛƎƘǘŎŀǇǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ²Lb½ ŀǎ άƴƻ Ǝƻέ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦ 
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In this respect, in 2006 there were at least 165 vehicles available to hƘŀƛΩǎ  households and 195 to 
bƛƎƘǘŎŀǇǎΩ households ς an average of 1.3 and 1.4 vehicles per household respectively ς which is 
comparatively low (figure 2.18). Despite the lower figures, the local motor vehicle access situation has 
improved considerably in the past ten years (Figure 2.18) especially since 2001 when the average 
number of motor vehicles per Ohai household was 1.1 compared with 1.7 in rural New Zealand 
generally. LǘΩǎ ŎƭŜŀr that motor vehicle ownership is increasingly seen as as a necessity by local residents 
despite their income situations, especially since regular bus services ceased.  
 
Access to motor vehicles is not evenly distributed across the population. This is especially evident in the 
study area where in 2006, 9% of Ohai households and 11% of Nightcaps households did not have a 
motor vehicle ς very high percentages by national standards.  
 
Figure 2.18 

 
 
 
The poor access to motor vehicles can also been seen in the low average number of motor vehicles per 
household, the low average number of vehicles per capita, and the high average number of residents 
per vehicle (Figure 2.19). The census data indicate nothing of the age or quality of the vehicles available 
to local people, but fieldwork confirmed that there were problems locally of vehicle roadworthiness. 
 
Figure 2.19  

 
 
 
2.2.10 Means of travel to work  
The census collects information on how people travel to work. Driving a motor vehicle is clearly the 
main means of getting to work in the study communities, as it is throughout New Zealand (Figure 2.20). 


